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NCI ADVISORS TO'GAIN INCREASED RESPONSIBILITY

FOR CONCEPT, TECHNICAL MERIT REVIEW OF CONTRACTS

NCI once again is tinkering with its system for the development, re-
view and monitoring of contracts. Although the institute’s executives
say it will not result in any changes noticeable to those submitting con-
tract proposals, significant changes are being made in the selection of
those who approve initiation of the projects and those who review the
resulting proposals. (Continued to page 2)

In Brief

HOWARD SKIPPER RETIRES; OGLESBY TO HEAD SRI;
JOHN MONTGOMERY NAMED KETTERING-MEYER DIRECTOR

HOWARD SKIPPER, whose research led to the development of effec-
tive cancer chemotherapy, will retire at the end of this year as president
of Southern Research Institute. He will become president emeritus and

.\ will continue his research and writing. SABERT OGLESBY JR., an
i = SRI vice president and an electrical engineer known for his work in air
¢ pollution control, will become president. JOHN MONTGOMERY has

been promoted from vice president to senior vice president and director
of the Kettering-Meyer Laboratory, the cancer research program, a po-
sition previously held by Skipper. Montgomery is internationally known
for his research in drug development, particularly the design and syn-
thesis of anticancer drugs. PAUL SHARBEL, treasurer, was named vice
president for financial and administrative affairs. ROLLIN OSGOOD
JR., executive vice president, will retire at the end of the year. . . .
JAN. 29-30 MEETING of the Board of Scientific Counselors of NCI’s
Div. of Resources, Centers & Community Activities has been moved
from the Lister Hill Auditorium on the NIH campus to the Blair Bldg.
Rm 101, in Silver Spring, Md. .. . BARBARA HARRIS, former mem-
ber of the staffs of Sen. Edward Brooke and Sen. Birch Bayh, is the
new legislative liaison assistant in the office of NCI Director Vincent
DeVita. . . . PRESIDENTS, OTHER principals of Coalition for Cancer
Issues member organizations are urged by CCI Chairman John Potter

to attend a special meeting Feb. 6. DeVita will discuss future directions,
initiatives and budgetary plans with them. . .. SMOKING RATES of
young men 12-18 have declined by one third to the lowest level since
1964, Helene Brown said in an editorial in the autumn issue of World
Smoking & Health. Brown is chairman of the American Cancer Society
National Public Education Committee. “For the first time in history,
the percent of the male population who are smokers is below that of
women of similar ages,” Brown wrote. “Even among young women the
P smoking rate has shown a relative decrease of 17 percent since 1974.”
L} The editorial called for increased emphasis on helping young people

! “to make decisions against coercion into smoking.”
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NCI STAFF TO RELINQUISH CONTROL
OF REVIEW OF RESOURCES CONTRACTS
(Continued from page 1)

Here are some of the changes which either have
been made recently or will be made after NCI Direc-
tor Vincent DeVita discusses them with the National
Cancer Advisory Board in February:

e The Boards of Scientific Counselors of the four
operating divisions will be required to approve the
concept of all new initiatives before they proceed to
requests for proposals (for contracts) or requests for
applications or program announcements (for grants).
This will include mandatory concept approval by the
BSC:s for resources and support contracts as well as
for research contracts. Until now, only the Div. of
Cancer Treatment BSC has reviewed concepts for re-
sources and support contracts.

The various operations housed in the Office of
Director are responsible for a substantial number of
support and resources contracts, for which concept
review has been provided by NCI staff. In keeping
with DeVita’s policy to place concept review entirely
with the institute’s outside advisors, OD concepts
will be reviewed by a subcommittee of the NCAB.
DeVita probably will suggest it be either the Planning
& Budget or Board Activities & Agenda Subcom-
mittee, but it is possible that NCAB members may
wish to establish a new subcommittee.

OD contracts include those supporting the Office
of Cancer Communications, the Office of Interna-
tional Affairs and International Cancer Research Data
Bank, Office of Program Planning & Analysis, and
Journal of NCI.

® Peer review for technical merit of resources and
support contract proposals will be transferred to the
Div. of Extramural Activities. Administration of re-
search contract review was moved from the operating
divisions to DEA when NCI was reorganized by
Arthur Upton, with peer review by chartered com-
mittees of extramural scientists. But resource and
support contract technical review was left with the
operating divisions, with committees composed pri-
marily of NCI staff performing the review. That will
change, with all peer review for technical merit of all
NCI contracts now to be administered by DEA, with
DEA selecting committee members. Committees re-
viewing resources and support contracts for technical
merit still will include some NCI staff under the as-
sumption that people who work in intramural pro-
grams have a better understanding of the needs than
those from the outside.

® Post-award monitoring and evaluation will be the
responsibility of the division BSCs as part of their
overall review duties. Contract renewals over $100,-
000 and extensions of six months or more will re-
quire BSC approval.

Ongoing merit review of contracts, such as that

performed extensively by the old Div. of Cancer Caan-
trol & Rehabilitation and which led to early termina-
tion of some, will not be established as a routine pro-
cess. BSCs may, in their concept reviews, impose
such a requirement, and NCI staff may initiate it if
some problem arises prior to a contract’s expiration
date.

Staff control over concept approval and technical
review of resource contracts has been a continuing
cause of friction between staff and NCI advisors as
well as a source of suspicion by the scientific commu-
nity. NCAB and BSC members have objected to being
excluded from advance consultation in the purchase
of millions of dollars in supplies and services. The
DCT BSC, which has been accorded concept review
of resource contracts, frequently objected to the
categorization of contracts as resource, contending
they were really research and thus should be subject
to outside peer review.

DeVita admitted to the President’s Cancer Panel
last week that there was some basis for suspicion
about the assignment of procurements to the “res
source’’ category.

“It depends a lot on what we think will happen
whether it is called a research or resource contract,”
DeVita said. “I’ve done it myself, so I’'m not talking
out of school. If we think it is likely we would lose
control of the research, we have called it a resource
contract. . . . We have not been consistent on how we
handle contracts.”

From now on, it will not make much difference,
since program staff will not be involved in either the
concept or technical merit review, except for the mi-
nority membership on technical review of resource
contracts.

“In handling the entire contract program, no pro-
gram will be developed or renewed without the par-
ticipation of and scrutiny by the division boards and
the National Cancer Advisory Board,” DeVita said.

NCAB members will receive minutes of the BSC
meetings; BSC chairmen and division directors will re-
view their programs each year for the NCAB at its
November meeting; and BSC and NCAB members are
invited to attend each others’ meetings.

“One of our problems,” DeVita said, “is that
people who review the concept think they are review-
ing for merit; and those who review for merit wonder
who in God’s name approved the concept.”

DeVita insisted that 80 percent of NCI’s contracts
“are quite good.” Problems with the other 20 percent
frequently can be traced to failure to move early
enough on switching the support mechanism to
grants. DeVita referred to the Viral Oncology Pro-
gram, initiated with contracts when the field needed
stimulation and direction afforded by that mecha-
nism.. He said that brilliant research was performed
through contracts, but when virology reached the
point where it would have benefitted from infusion
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of new ideas from investigators, NCI continued to
use contracts instead of emphasizing grants.

“It was too convenient,”” Panel member Harold
Amos commented. .

“With review by the Boards of Scientific Counse-
lors and National Cancer Advisory Board, we would
have received the advice to go to grants earlier,” De-
Vita said. In fact, the BSCs have demanded in their
concept reviews that projects intended for contracts
be moved to grants.

“The vitality of the managers is the make or break
difference on achieving success,” Panel Chairman
Joshua Lederberg commented. He mentioned the
difficulty DeVita has been having on getting permis-
sion of the department to fill key vacancies.

At its last meeting, the NCAB passed a motion
aimed at improving interchange between it and the
BSCs and to improve NCAB’s capability of monitor-
ing NCI programs. The motion recommended that:

“—Chairpersons of the Boards of Scientific Coun-
selors or their designates be invited to attend all
meetings of the NCAB and its subcommittees and
are required to attend the November meeting of the
NCAB and participate in the program reviews at that
time. At this meeting, each chairperson will report
on the year’s activities of his/her BSC.

“—Copies of the minutes of each BSC meeting and
those of their subcommittees shall be forwarded to
all members of the NCAB as soon as they have been
drafted. The activities and policy recommendations
of the BSCs should be clearly delineated in such mi-
nutes. These will be given the most serious considera-
tion by the NCAB in decisions on policy and pro«
gram. A standing invitation for members of the
NCAB to attend the meetings of the BSCs has been
given by the director.”

PANEL SEEKS WAYS TO OPEN GRANTS
PROCESS TO FUND MORE NEW IDEAS

Joshua Lederberg has expressed his concern that
the NIH system for awarding grants tends to penalize
creativity and reward those who stay in the main-
stream. The Nobel Prize winner, president of Rocke-
feller Univ. and chairman of the President’s Cancer
Panel asked NCI staff to prepare a paper reviewing
grants policy, with suggestions for modifications
which would expand opportunities for individual sci-
entists to conduct creative research.

Margaret Edwards, chief of the Clinical Manpower
Branch in the Div. of Resources, Centers & Commu-
nity Activities, drew the task of writing that paper,
which she presented to the Panel last weék.

The paper outlines the history of NIH grants poli-
cy, describes grant programs of other agencies, and
offers some possible improvements.

“Within the limits of the grants review and
management policies and procedures at the National
Institutes of Health, considerable flexibility exists,”

Edwards wrote. ‘“The variety of available funding =
mechanisms is such that few sound research projects
cannot be accommodated by one of them. The re-
view process is not rigid but can be extended to in-
clude the most esoteric proposals. Program directors
assist study sections and review committees by pro-
viding helpful background information and conscien-
tious executive secretaries assist applicants by noting
ambiguities or omissions in applications and obtain-
ing clarification and supplementation prior to review.

“It must be remembered, however, that study sec-
tions and review committees must concern themselves
with the assessment of scientific merit, and exceed
their responsibilities if they do otherwise. It is for
councils and advisory boards, program officers and
agency officials to make judgments which transcend
the scientific review process.

“It has been charged that the scientist, the indivi-
dual who designs and implements the research pro-
ject, has been lost sight of in increasingly detailed
scrutiny of the research project per se, and that his
sustained productivity seems to be of no concern to
the funding agencies. This is a serious charge and re-
quires careful examination. It is probably true that
scientific review groups do focus principally on the
proposed research project, but the record of the sci-
entist and his competence for conducting the project
are given most careful consideration. Review groups
are not in a position, however, to concern themselves
with maintaining the productivity of established sci-
entists.

“Should this, then, be the concern of funding
agencies themselves? Yes, if the reports of the Com-
mission on Research are to be considered seriously.
The difficulties faced by universities in the conduct
of research are faced by individual scientists and their
administrative partners, and where the system im-
pinges on their productivity, the progress of research
is retarded. How can funding agencies minimize these
difficulties, and what new procedures may be used?

“One impediment to research mentioned frequent-
ly by scientists is the requirement for frequent peer
review. Two funding agencies have developed special
or experimental mechanisms which allow agency staff
to extend, without additional peer review, research
grants for special purposes. The first, initiated in
1980 by the National Science Foundation, is called
‘Two-year Extension for Special Creativity.” This ex-
perimental mechanism would be applied only to
three year continuing grants. A program officer may
recommend the extension of certain grants beyond
the initial period, up to two additional years, to offer
the most creative scientists increased opportunity to
attack adventurous high risk research questions, in
the same general scientific area byt not necessarily
directly related to those pursued under any existing
research grant. Only investigators who have made es-
pecially creative research accomplishments under an
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existing NSF grant will be selected, and no more than
10 percent of the three year continuing grants within
a program officer’s program may be so designated.
The eligible awards are limited to those with an aver-
age annual rate of $200,000 or less.”

Edwards also described a Veterans Administration
program known as ‘retrospective peer review’ in
which selected grantees who have had funded re-
search grants for at least 10 years would receive ex-
tensions at their current levels plus 10 percent for
periods of up to several years. However, a study of
the productivity of the investigators funded in that
manner compared with those supported in the tradi-
tional peer review process shows no significant dif-
ference in the number and quality of their publica-
tions.

The NIH Director’s Advisory Committee recently
met to consider funding mechanisms and policies.
Presentations were made on proposed modifications,
including automatic carryover of unexpended grant
funds; intermingling funds between closely related
grants, changes in due date requirements for expen-
diture reporting, the fixed obligation grant and the
organizational grant.

The committee agreed that further study would be
given to the fixed obligation grant and NSF’s master
grant, Edwards said.

Fixed obligation grant:

“Under this mechanism, a grant application would
be reviewed and awarded in the usual way, but most
of the responsibility for post-award administration
would be transferred to the grantee institution and
the principal investigator, with the understanding
that the funds would be handled in accordance with
established institutional policy; any expenditure of
funds would require the principal investigator’s ap-
proval, and any major changes in the scope of the
work, the appointment of a new principal investiga-
tor, his relocation to a new institution or a significant
reduction in his level of effort, would require prior
agency approval. Only technical reports would be re-
quired by NIH; no financial reporting would be re-
quired. Time and effort reporting would be restricted
to the needs of the institution and the needs for de-
veloping indirect cost rate proposals. Audits would
be for the purpose of assessing compliance with pre-
conditions of the grants, or to develop information
needed to negotiate prospective direct or indirect
cost rates. The institutions’ financial systems would
be subject to periodic audit to assure that there were
adequate controls against fraud.

“The use of this concept would signal a shift away
from agency control and monitoring based upon care-
ful selection of projects to be funded, scrutiny of
past performance, and an awareness of the advan-
tages of relying upon checks and balances within re-
sponsible institutions rather than imposing on them
from without.”

The NSF master grant: »

“The existence of multiple grants from a, funding
agency within an institution or one of its large
departments raises considerations as to whether some
simplification of the grants management. processes
for numerous grants within the institution/depart-
ment and of the requirements of the funding agency
cannot be achieved. Presently certain cost transfers
between closely related grants supported by NIH are
permitted on a prospective basis only, and with strict
application of the four criteria for “closely-related-
ness.”

“At the National Science Foundation an experi-
ment has been in progress for one and one-half years
with a mechanism known as the master grant, de-
signed to facilitate the conduct of research within an
institution and at the same time fulfill the objectives
of the funding agency. At the outset the experiment
was limited to nine institutions that had large depart-
ments of chemistry, each with ongoing multiple NSF
grants, With the approval of all grantees, these grants
in each chemistry department were aggregated under
a common grant number (master grant) and authori-
ty was delegated to the department chairmen to ne-
gotiate pre-award costs, make no-cost extensions of
grant periods, consolidate similar projects, and ex-
change funds between closely related projects. Major
changes, such as in workscope, however, or in princi-
pal investigators, required agency approval.

“In ‘phase 2’ of this experiment, the NSF will now
extend the concept to a number of institutions rather
than departments (from nine to 12) and will modify
the program so that each grant retains its number and
identity. Authority will be transferred to the institu-
tion to carry out the modifications previously des-
cribed, but only with the consent of the participating
grantees. It is conceivable that this procedure could
be extended to include grants from other federal
agencies.”

Edwards’ report concluded:

“As federal support of research has grown and as
the costs of research have accelerated due to techno-
logical advances and changes in national economy,
problems have arisen within academic institutions in
which the major portion of grant supported research
is conducted. Not only has the research burden im-
pinged upon their academic commitments but it has
strained administrative and fiscal capabilities. Those
conducting research have felt a web of constraints
imposed on them from within and without their in-
stitutions, and have sought to identify the causes of
their concerns. In turn, the review process, federal in-
tent, and oversight policies have been examined.

“The results seem to indicate that experiments
with new funding mechanisms are, indeed, needed,
and those currently used can be improved with care-
fully planned modifications. The time for research
into the conduct of research is at hand.”
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Panel members Harold Amos and Bernard Fisher
agreed with Lederberg to proceed further with de-
velopment of approaches for improving grants policy.
“We need to elicit more specific testimony from
those involved,” Lederberg said. ‘““The scientific com-
munity has been stifled by unintended side effects.”

Director Vincent DeVita said that he would like to
finish his improvements on the contract process be-
fore taclking the grants situation, but Amos said, “We
don’t have to wait for the director’s action.” He sug-
gested the Panel could start by seeking advice from
15-20 scientists. ‘“We should make some serious
effort to invite unusual proposals. Some ideas don’t
fare too well, because study sections:have become so
entrenched.” Much of the problem is due to the dif-
ficulty in finding people interested in or competent
in certain areas for appointment to study sections,
Amos acknoweldged.

DeVita suggested that people be invited to attend
a future panel meeting to offer their suggestions.

“Let’s not invite too many gurus,” Amos said.
“We need to hear from young people who might have
some ideas.”

“We could invite any 25 scientists and 20 will ex-
press experience with this type of frustration,”
Lederberg said.

FINAL ISSUE FOR 1980

With issue Number 50 of Volume 6, we conclude
another year of publishing The Cancer Letter. The
next issue, Volume 7 No. 1, will be dated Jan. 2,
1981.

The Cancer Letter office will be closed intermit-
tently during the holidays. We’ll answer the phone
when we are in the office, so if you need to reach us
before Jan. 5, give it a try. If you get the recording,
accept our apologies and our best wishes for a happy
holiday season and the New Year.

CONGRESSIONAL CHAOS COST CANCER
PROGRAM ITS $20 MILLION INCREASE

The incredible display of incompetence which
dominated the lame duck session of Congress ap-
parently has cost the Cancer Program $20 million.

House and Senate conferees last week agreed on a
Senate initiative to increase the 1981 fiscal year ap-
propriation for NCI by $20 million, bringing the total
to $1 billion, 21 million. It was part of a $70 million
increase for NIH over the House-passed figure.

But then the lack of leadership, ridiculous efforts
to cram the bill with pork barrel projects, the what-
the-hell attitude of defeated members, and the
attempt by the House to slip a congressional pay
raise through all combined to play havoc with the
continuing resolution to fund those agencies which
still do not have a regular appropriations bill.

When the Senate refused to go along with the
House on the pay raise, the House retaliated by

throwing out the conference report and coming back
with an entirely new bill which, among other things,
returned to the original House passed figure for NCI
of $1.001 billion. The extra $70 million for all of
NIH also went down the drain.

The Senate was in session all night Monday, kept
there because the affected government agencies could
not operate after the previous continuing resolution
expired at midnight Dec. 15 without an extension.
The Senate finally passed the resolution, accepting
the House language, at 5 a.m. Tuesday morning.

The continuing resolution will expire June 5, when
the Congressional Budget Act is due to expire. That
Act prevents impoundments by the President but pro-
vides for recisions from approved appropriations; re-
cisions must be approved by both houses of Congress
to be implemented.

NCI’s budget thus is still subject to recisions. It is
also possible that a regular appropriations bill will be
approved by the new Congress which will supercede
the continuing resolution. And there is the possibility
that even without an appropriations bill, NCI could
get additional money in a new extension of the con-
tinuing resolution after June 5.

In the meantime, NCI will have to spend at the
$1.001 billion level, which will leave many programs
underfunded, and probably will result in the demise
of some. Center core grants and program projects
being renewed this year will be limited to seven per-
cent cost of living increases; the Cooperative Group
Program will be held to the same amount it received
last year; construction will be held to a miniscule $1
million; and so on.

The news out of Washington was not all gloomy
for Cancer Program advocates last week. Consider
this:

o Richard Schweiker will be the new secretary of
the Dept. of Health & Human Services. Schweiker
was a strong and consistent friend of the Cancer Pro-
gram as the topranking Republican on both the
Health Subcommittee and the Labor-HHS Appropri-
ations Subcommittee.

® | eading candidate at this moment for the com-
bined position of assistant secretary for health and
surgeon general is Tim Lee Carter, retiring as the top-
ranking Republican on the House Health Subcom-
mittee and one of the leading figures in the passage
of the National Cancer Act of 1971.

® Charles Mathias, who could be chairman of the
Labor-HHS Appropriations Subcommittee if he wants
it, may wind up taking another subcommittee, not a
good development from the viewpoint of the Cancer
Program since he has always been an enthusiastic sup-
porter of it. But that chairmanship could go to Har-
rison Schmitt, New Mexico conservative who has sup-
ported increased funds for NCI and who argued last
week on the Senate floor against an across the board
cut that would have slashed HHS funds, iricluding
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NCI’s by four percent.

Not so good news: William Proxmire, who has
voted against reasonable NCI budgets, will be the
ranking Democrat on the appropriations subcosnmit-
tee.

Congress did manage during the turmoil to pass the
simple two year extension of biomedical research
autharization, including spending limits for NCI and
the National Institute of Heart, Lung & Blood Dis-
ease.

In an appropriate gesture to the man whose bill
created NCI and eventually NIH, Congress approved
a resolution naming the NIH Clinical Center the
“Warren Grant Magnuson Clinical Center.”

SOLOMON GARB’S QUESTIONS AND ANSWERS
ABOUT THE NATIONAL CANCER PROGRAM

Publication of questions and answers frequently
asked of and answered by Solomon Garb, chairman
of the Citizens’ Committee for the Conquest of
Cancer, continues.

CANCER CAUSES AND PREVENTION (Continued)

111. Is it possible to prevent cancer by taking vitamins?

We don’t know. There are some studies in progress to see if
vitamin. C and/or retinoids might prevent cancer. As yet, we
don’t know the answer and may not know for many years.

112. I heard several statements that 80 to 90 percent of
cancers are caused by the environment and therefore preven-
table. Why don’t we concentrate on preventing them?

The statements you refer to are based on misinterpretation
of a study by Dr. John Higginson of the World Health Organi-
zation. Dr, Higginson believes that 80 to 90 percent of cancers
are caused by the environment, but he uses the term “environ-
ment” to include many factors over which man has little or no
control. In 1979, Dr. Higginson gave several interviews correc-
ting the misinterpretation of his findings by others.

113. I was told that effective cancer prevention measures
cannot be taken until there is a thorough understanding of the
basic mechanisms that cause cancer. Do you agree?

No. The first occupational cancer, described over 200
years ago by Dr. Percival Potts was cancer of the scrotum in
chimneysweeps. Dr. Potts deduced that the cause was material
from the chimney that remained in contact with the folded
skin of the scrotum. Thereupon, the Danish Guild of Chimney-
sweeps ordered all its members to bathe each evening after
work and cancer of the scrotum no longer developed among
] them. Neither Dr. Potts nor the Danish chimneysweeps under-
stood the basic mechanisms of carcinogenesis. There are many
other similar examples. In medicine, one often must make im-
portant decisions without waiting for a complete understand-
ing of all mechanisms. This is as true for prevention as for
treatment.

COSTS AND FINANCES

114. What does the cancer program cost in total dollars?
How much goes to find better treatments?

For fiscal 1980, .81 billion will be spent on all NCI pro-
grams. Of that total, about $% billion will be spent on the
search for better treatments.

RFPs AVAILABLE

Requests for proposal described here pertain to contracts
planned for award by the National Cancer Institute unless

otherwise noted. Write to the Contracting Officer or Contraet
Specialist for copies of the RFP, citing the RFP number.

Some listings will show the phone number of the Contract
Specialist who will respond to questions. Listings identify the
respective sections of the Research Contracts Branch which
are issuing the RFPs. Address requests to the Contracting Offi-
cer or Contract Specialist named, Research Contracts Branch,
National Cancer Institute, Blair Building, 8300 Colesville Rd.,
Silver Spring, Md, 20910, Deadline date shown for each listing
is the final day for receipt of the completed proposal unless
otherwise indicated.

SOURCES SOUGHT
Title: NCI budget formulation and fiscal projection
model

Deadline for statement of capability: Jan. 16

The NCI Financial Management Branch is seeking
small business sources capable of responding to a
potential request for proposals to maintain and
further develop its budget formulation and presenta-
tion support system.

The budget structure of NCI has evolved over the
last decade to keep pace with a changing organiza-
tional structure and more detailed reporting require-
ments from Congress, the Office of Management &
Budget, and the Dept. of Health & Human Services.

The current budget structure is extensively strati-
fied by:

o Functional component-—research, resources de-
velopment and cancer control.

o Research programs—epidemiology, biological
carcinogenesis, physical and chemical carcinogenesis,
nutrition, tumor biology, immunology, diagnostic
research, preclinical treatment, clinical treatment,
and rehabilitation.

o Research thrusts—cause and prevention, detec-
tion and diagnosis, treatment, and cancer biology.

o Resource areas—centers support, research man-
power development, and construction.

© Mechanism of funding—research grants, training
award, contracts, intramural research, direct opera-
tions.

o Status of funding—new, competing renewal, non-
competing renewal, supplements.

© Organization divisions and the Office of the
Director.

The complexity of the relationships among these
stratifications, the requirement to systematically
allocate program management resources across pro-
grams and the need to ensure consistency among the
many reports and budget submissions required neces-
sitates comprehensive yet detailed program know-
ledge of the functioning of the NCI. Currently the
programs outlined above are conducted under several
authorizations; research, manpower and cancer con-
trol which must be separately identified in each
budget stratification.

Qualifications: Sources responding must demon-
strate the following minimum qualifications:

1. Staff proposed for working on this project must
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be located within a 25 mile radius of Bethesda, Md.
and be available for frequent consultation with the
project officer.

2. Staff must have competency and experience in
the government budgeting process as well as experi-
ence in computer modelling and programming;

—Competency should be demonstrated by educa-
tion and professional experience. Please submit trans-
cripts, resumes and professional references to demon-
strate sufficiency in this area.

—Experience must be demonstrated in develop-
ment and maintenance of an automated budget for-
mulation system for a federal agency or corporation
with a complex, large budget involving different
funds, subdivisions and extensive programmatic
stratifications and exceeding $700,000,000 annually.
Please submit documentation of the system(s) as well
as client references to demonstrate sufficiency in this
area.

3. The proposed staff must include at least three
professionals with experience in the system(s) des-
cribed above. Submit detailed work histories for the
proposed staff showing dates of employment, pro-
jects worked on, employers, and direct supervisors’
phone numbers. The years of experience outlined
below may overlap:

A. The project director must have eight years
total experience in computer programming or sys-
tems design. Of this experience, five years must be in
designing and implementing an automated budget
system and three years must be in computer pro-
gramming with PL1 and FORTRAN. Three of the
eight years of experiénce must be continuous experi-
ence as the primary project director of one of the
systems documented in 2 above.

B. A senior programmer is required for this pro-
ject who has three years full time experience in both
PL1 and FORTRAN, beyond educational courses,
and two years experience with JCL on the IBM-370
system.

C. A junior programmer is required with one year
of working experience in both PL.1 and FORTRAN.

4. Offeror must be able to take over maintenance
and operation of the current system without dis-
rupting NCI’s budget formulation. Smooth transition
requires an extensive knowledge on the part of the
offeror of the budget process in NCI, NIH, the -Public
Health Services, the Dept. of Health & Human Ser-
vices, the Office of Management & Budget, and Con-
gress. Offerors should demonstrate that they possess
this knowledge or provide a plan for obtaining this
knowledge prior to June 1, 1981,

5. The proposed staff must be able to provide
documentation of the system which is understand-
able to budget personnel with no experience or for-
mal training in computer languages or terminology.
Please submit samples of documentation authored by
the proposed project director. This documentation

may be of the same system described in 2 above or it
may be of a different system if the project officer did
not author the documentation of the system in sec-
tion 2. .

6. The project director or other proposed staff
must be able to provide training for non-computer
personnel in the use and operation of the budget sys-
tem. Submit evidence of ability to train non-com-
puter personnel in the operation of an automated
system such as training materials developed for an-
other project with which the company or the pro-
posed staff has been involved. Please also submit
references and telephone numbers for clients who
have been trained in operation of a system developed
by the offeror.

7. The offeror must be stable, reliable and have
resources available so that the staff proposed for this
project may be devoted to full time effort during
peak budget workloads which occur three to four '
times a year. Please provide evidence of stability and
a plan for reallocating resources to full time effort
during peak times.

Other pertinent information:

1. Documentation of the current system is avail-
able in the reading room in the Blair Bldg Room 327,
8300 Colesville Rd., Silver Spring, Md.

2. Questions should be directed to Diane M. Smith
on 301-427-8877 or the Blair Bldg Room 327,
Bethesda, Md. 20205.

3. Responses should be highly specific and include
such information as dates of experience, telephone
numbers of references, and employees’ names and
telephone numbers.

4, Please submit three copies of capability state-
ments and supporting documentation.

Contract Specialist:  Diane Smith
Biology & Diagnosis
301-427-8877

RFP NCI-CM-17397

Title: Biochemical and biological characterization
of antitumor drugs
Deadline: Approximately Feb. 6

The NCI Div. of Cancer Treatment Developmental
Therapeutics Program is seeking organizations having
the necessary experience, scientific and technical
personnel, and physical facilities to evaluate new anti-
tumor agents of interest to DCT in a series of estab-
lished biological/biochemical tests appropriate to the
individual agent.

Experiments will be conducted to determine
whether antitumor agents with novel structures have
biological/biochemical activities similar to those of
clinically evaluated chemotherapeutic agents, and
whether structural analogs of clinical drugs have dif-
ferent biological/biochemical properties. The intent
of the studies is to provide clear leads as to how a

The Cancer Letter
Vol. 6 No. 50 / Page 7



developmental drug exerts its effects, and not to
elucidate definitively the mechanism of action of the
drug.

Test systems will be chosen on the basis of the
agent’s resemblance in effect or structure (if any) to
other agents whose biologically important effects are
known. Tasks will include (a) determination of the
agent’s effects on the proliferation rate viability and
morphology of mammalian cells in culture; (b) deter-
mination of the agent’s effects on the rate of syn-
thesis of macromolecules in mammalian cells in cul-
ture; (c) determination of the reversibility of the
agent’s effects on cell growth and macromolecular
synthesis by metabolites; (d) determination of the
agent’s effects on DNA, tubulin or specific enzymes.
Compounds to be tested will be supplied by the
government.

It is anticipated that one award will be made for a
three year incrementally funded contract as a result
of the RFP. Also, it is anticipated that the level of
effort for the first year will be three staff years and
that the level of effort will decrease to 2.7 and 2.45
staff years in the second and third years, respectively.
Contract Specialist:  Charles Lerner

Cancer Treatment
301-427-8737

RFP NCI-CM-17285

Title: Development and marketing of AZQ as an
antitumor agent
Deadline: March 16

The NCI Div. of Cancer Treatment is seeking an
appropriate organization to engage in a cost sharing
agreement for the joint development of the drug.
AZQ, which is 2,5-bis(1-aziridinyl)-3,6-dioxo-1,4-
cyclohexadiene-1,4-dicarbamic acid diethyl ester, as
an agent for the therapy of human cancer.

This compound shows promise in experimental
tumor systems with reproducible activity against a
number of solid tumors (murine and xenografts) as
well as leukemias. In addition, AZQ has significant
activity against experimental brain tumors. AZQ is
currently undergoing phase 2 clinical trials. NCI has
an approved IND from the Food & Drug Administra-
tion for AZQ.

As in the case with most other antitumor drugs,
the potential market for AZQ, should it reach that
stage, is considered to be low in comparison to the
market level considered to be financially advantage-
ous by the pharmaceutical industry. Since the market
is considered small, it is deemed essential to the pub-
lic need that the government maintain its involve-

ment with the drug. It is planned that a written agrge-
ment will be consummated with a competitively
selected organization to share in the further develop-
ment of AZQ. _

The U.S. government owns the U.S. patent rights
to the use of AZQ as an anticancer agent (U.S. Patent
4,146,622) and anticipates granting a license to the
successful organization in consideration for the sig-
nificant sharing in further development of the drug
in the preclinical and clinical stages.

Respondents to the request for proposal should in-
clude any request for license (exclusive or nonexclu-
sive) that the offeror may require for the government
under the patent in accordance with C.F.R. 101-

4.104-2 or 41 C.R.F. 101-4.104.3. It is anticipated

that the selected firm will use the data developed

jointly with NCI to process a new drug application

with FDA should such action be deemed worthwhile
based on the clinical results obtained. This should

lead to the eventual sale of the formulated drug by .
the selected firm to fill the nation’s requirements.

The government does not intend any reimburse-
ment for services rendered. Cost recovery and profit
earned, if any, will be by means of sales of AZQ by
the successful offeror.
Contracting Officer: Harold Thiessen 11
Cancer Treatment
301-427-8737

RFP NCI-CB-14345-39

Title: Morris hepatoma resource
Deadline: Feb. 17

NCI is seeking a laboratory that is capable of (1)
maintaining up to 1,200 syngeneic rats of the Buffalo
strain according to National Research Council stan-
dards, (2) providing the technical staff capable of
maintaining transplanting and monitoring the pro-
perties of Morris hepatomas, (3) supplying rats carry-
ing Morris hepatomas to extramural and intramural
laboratories requesting these tumors for their re-
search purposes and (4) providing monitoring ser-
vices for and reports to other laboratories which
carry their own stock Morris hepatomas. All animals
should Be obtained from commercial sources.

Offerors’ facilities must be located in metropolitan
areas or areas where daily shipments of rats bearing
tumors to all parts of the country are possible with
minimum delay in handling. A three year contract is
anticipated.
Contract Specialist: Thompkins Weaver Jr.
Biology & Diagnosis
301-427-8877
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