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House of Representatives

Your joint letters of December 8, 1981, and May 25, 1982,
asked us to review the implementation of Section 11 of the
Stevenson-Wydler Technology Innovation Act of 1980 in 10 federal
agencies.1 Section 11 of the act requires each applicable federal
laboratory to

--establish an Office of Research and Technology
Applications (ORTA);

--assign one full-time professional employee for the
ORTA in laboratories? with an annual budget over
$20 million; and

lrederal agencies in our survey include: Department of Agricul-
ture (USDA), Department of Commerce {DOC), Department of Defense
(DOD), Department of Energy {DOE), Department of Health and
Human Services (HHS), Department of the Interior (DOI), Depart-
ment of Transportation (DOT), Environmental Protection Agency
(EPA), National Aeronautics and Space Administration (NASA), and
National Science Foundation {NSF).

2The act defines a federal laboratory as any laboratory, any
federally funded research and development center, or any center
established under this act that is owned and funded by the fed-
eral government, whether operated by the government or by a
contractor.
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--set aside 0.5 percent of the research and development
(R&D) budget for technology transfer functions, such
as providing technical assistance to state and local
governments, assessing R&D projects with potential
for commercial and public uses, disseminating new
technological information, and cooperating with
organizations which link R&D resources to potential
users in state and local governments and private
industry.

Your letters reguested that we (1) survey the agencies and
their laboratories to determine their compliance with the above
requirements, (2) identify any problems the agencies were expe-
riencing 1n implementing these requirements, and (3) provide a
list of laboratories operated by each agency.

To address your request, we interviewed top-level officials
in the 10 federal agencies you suggested we review and sent a
questionnaire to the directors of the 236 laboratories owned
and/or funded by those agencies.

FEDERAL AGENCIES HAVE TAKEN ACTION
TO IMPLEMENT SECTION 11 OF THE ACT

For the most part, we found that federal agencies and their
laboratories have taken action to implement Section 11 of the
Stevenson-Wydler Act. For example, we found that:

--All of the agencies have issued guidelines and policy
statements for their laboratories to implement section
11 of the law.

~-BEighty-one percent (190 of 236) of the federal
laboratories are covered by an ORTA. Some of the
reasons given by the 46 laboratories that have not
established an ORTA include (1) personnel limitations,
{2) uncertainty about agency policies on establishing
an ORTA, and (3) function performed by another unit
within the agency.

--All 70 laboratories with an annual budget in excess of
$20 million either have a full-time staff for the ORTA
or hgvg appropriately requested a waiver of this
provision.

--All of the agencies indicated that they had spent more
than 0.5 percent of their fiscal year 1982 R&D budget
on technology transfer functions. However, we could
not determine a precise amount spent on technology
transfer activities because agencies do not account for
these activities separately.
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According to the legislation, the ORTA's technology transfer
functions are to (1) prepare a technology application assessment
of R&D projects with potential for successful application to the
public or private sector, (2) provide and disseminate information
on federally owned or originated products, processes, and services
having potential application to the public or private sector, (3)
provide technical assistance in response to requests from state
and local governments, and (4) cooperate with and assist the
Department of Commerce's Center for the Utilization of Federal
Technology (CUFT) and other organizations which link that labora-
tory and the federal government to potential users. Of the above
functions, we found that technological information dissemination
was the primary function being performed by the ORTAs. For exam-
ple, over half of the fiscal year 1982 funds available to the
laboratory ORTAs was estimated to have been spent on information
dissemination.

We found that federal laboratories which are covered by an
ORTA show a higher level of technology transfer activities than
laboratories without an ORTA. However, the higher level of activ-
ity in the ORTA laboratories could be attributed to the fact that
(1) the laboratories with ORTAs have more resources than those
without and (2) the research results of the smaller non-ORTA
laboratories may not be conducive to outside applications. (See
table 5, p. 10, app. I, for a profile of ORTA versus non-ORTA
laboratories.)

ISSUES WHICH MAY HAMPER
TECHNOLOGY TRANSFER

Agency officials identified two issues which may hamper
technology transfer efforts: (1) the lack of resources for pro-
viding technical assistance to state and local governments and
(2) barriers created by some agencies' federal patent policies.

Officials at DOD, DOC, EPA, and DOI noted that technology
developed for federal purposes often reguires engineering changes
to make it suitable for application by state and local govern-
ments. Some federal laboratories do not have the resources neces-
sary to provide the level of technical assistance needed by state
and local governments. These officials also noted that state and
local governments often do not have the necessary resources to do
the adaptive engineering. This lack of resources in both the
laboratories and in state and local governments may hamper
technology transfer.

Officials at the Department of Commerce who met with the
departments and agencies that were required to implement the law,
told us that certain patent and licensing policies and procedures
at some agencies may be barriers to transferring technologies
developed with federal funds. For example, DOC officials noted
that some agencies will not grant exclusive license in cases where
more than one firm applies for a license. Without exclusive
licenses, firms may be unable to protect their development
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investments in potentially attractive new technologies. There-
fore, without exclusive licenses, firms may be unwilling to make
the required investment to commercialize federal technologies.
Public Law 96-517 may ameliorate this barrier to technology trans-
fer because it provides federal agencies the authority to give
first preference to exclusive license to small firms.

AGENCY COMMENTS AND GAQ RESPONSE

All 10 agencies included in this study reviewed and commented
on a draft of this report. With the exception of NASA, NSF and
EPA, the agencies generally agreed with our findings, At the rec-
ommendation of several agencies, GAO made changes to clarify the
presentation of tabular information in the report. (The agency
comments and our responses are included in apps. IV through XIII.)

NASA had several concerns about this report. Among them were
NASA's contention that the two issues of technical assistance and
patent policies did not pertain to NASA's laboratories. We note
that although they may not apply to NASA, officials of several
other agencies stated these two issues may hinder technology
transfer. NASA also was concerned over pressure to create uniform
agency approaches to technology transfer. We do not believe the
Stevenson-Wydler Act was intended to threaten existing agency
technology transfer efforts--we found NASA's program in full
compliance. (See app. IV for NASA's complete concerns and our
responses,)

NSF noted that its laboratories may have been confused 1in
interpreting the GAO questionnaire, while EPA indicated different
statistics at EPA headquarters than those reported to us by EPA's
laboratories. We believe that the comments from NSF and EPA may
reflect either the differences in the status of implementation
between the time we surveyed federal laboratories and the present
or the differences in perspective on implementation of the act
between the headquarters and their laboratories. (NSF's and EPA's
specific comments and our responses are contained in apps. V and
Vi, respectively.)

Appendix I discusses the implementation of section 11 and
related issues in more detail. Appendix II is a list of the
laboratories owned and/or funded by the agencies in this review.
Appendix III is the questionnaire used to survey these federal
laboratories,
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Copies of this report are being sent to the heads of the 10
agencies in our review; the Director, Office of Management and
Budget; and the Director, Office of Science and Technology Policy.

(e

J. Dexter Peach
Director
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STATUS OF AGENCIES' EFFORTS TO IMPLEMENT

SECTION 11 OF THE STEVENSON-WYDLER ACT

BACKGROUND

The U.S. Congress has increased its interest in industrial
technology and innovation and productivity issues in the past
years., The passage of the Stevenson-Wydler Act of 1980 is one
such action designed to promote technological innovation for the
achievement of national economic, environmental, and social
goals. Section 11 of the act, entitled "Utilization of Federal
Technology,” sets forth the policy to ensure full use of the
results of the nation's federal investment in research and devel-
opment (R&D). It provides the authority to establish offices in
federal agencies and their laboratories to transfer federally
owned technologies to state and local governments and to the
private sector. More specifically, the act requires that each
applicable federal laboratory (1) establish an Office of Research
and Technology Application (ORTA), (2) assign a full-time staff
to the ORTA in each laboratory'! with an annual budget in excess
of $20 million, and (3) set aside 0.5 percent of each agency's
R&D budget for technology transfer functions (described in next
paragraph).

The legislation also requires that each ORTA or equivalent
organization? perform the following functions:

1. Assess each R&D project which has potential for use
by state and local governments or private industry.

2. Provide and disseminate information about federally
owned or originated products, processes, and services
to state and local governments and to private
industry.

3. Provide technical assistance in response to requests
by state and local governments.

4. Cooperate with organizations which link federal R&D
resources to potential users in state and local
governments and private industry.

IThe act defines a federal laboratory as any laboratory, any
federally funded R&D center, or any center established under
this act that is owned and funded by the federal government,
whether operated by the government or by a contractor.

2The act permits an agency that has designated an organization
outside the laboratory or outside the agency to continue to per-
form the technology transfer functions required by the act.

For example, NASA uses contractors to identify potential clients

for NASA technologies and to facilitate transfer of NASA
technologies.
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The total fiscal year 1982 R&D budget for the 10 agencies in
our surveyJ was estimated to be about $35.5 billion. Based on
the 0.5 percent set-aside regquirement, we estimate that in fiscal

year 1982, these agencies were required to provide $177 million
to support technology transfer functions.

OBJECTIVES, SCOPE, AND METHODOLOGY

We were requested4 to (1) survey the agencies and their
laboratories to determine their compliance with the above re-
guirements, (2) identify any problems the agencies were expe-
riencing in implementing these requirements, and (3) provide a
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federal agencies and their laboratories took to implement Section
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transfer activities of ORTA laboratories versus non-ORTA labora-
tories. We did not review the effectiveness of section 11 in

enhancing technology transfer

We interviewed senior officials in the 10 federal agencies
to determine their efforts to implement the act and to address
other reguestors' concerns. We also sent a questionnaire to the
directors of all 236 laboratories owned and/or funded by the 10
agencies that we were asked to survey. (See app. II1 for the list
of laboratories.)

We surveyed the laboratories to obtain information about
their fiscal year 1982 activities in implementing section 11, the
latest available data at the time of our review. We received
written responses from officials of all 236 laboratories. We
conducted follow-up telephone interviews with laboratory offi-
cials to clarify and verify their responses. As requested by
your offices, we conducted a follow-up visit to 14 of the 70
laboratories with annual budgets in excess of $20 million.

3The requestors asked us to survey the Departments of Agriculture
(USDA), Commerce (DOC), Defense (DOD), Energy (DOE), Health and
Human Services (HHS), Interior (DOI), and Transportation (DOT)
and the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), the National
Aeronautics and Space Administration (NASA), and the National
Science Foundation (NSF).

4This work was jointly requested by Senator Charles McC. Mathias,
Jr., Chairman, Subcommittee on Governmental Efficiency and the
District of Columbia, Committee on Governmental Affairs; Repre-
sentative George E. Brown, Jr., Chairman, Subcommittee on
Departmental Operations, Research and Foreign Agriculture,

Committee on Agriculture; and Representatlve Doug Walgren,
Chairman, Subcommittee on Science, Research and Technologv,

=L WA o LIV AT 20 Vit EA R - B A

Committee on Science and Technology, on December 8, 1981, and
May 25, 1982,
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This study was conducted from November 1982 to August 1983
in accordance with generally accepted government auditing
standards.

AGENCIES' ACTIONS TO
IMPLEMENT SECTION 11(b)

Section 11{(b) of the act requires that:

--Each federal laboratory establish an Office of Research
and Technology Applications (ORTA) or combine the ORTA
with an existing organizational structure that performs
technology transfer functions.

--Each federal laboratory with a total annual budget ex-
ceeding $20 million provide one full-time professional
employee for the ORTA.

~-Each agency which operates or directs one or more federal
laboratories make available 0.5 percent of its R&D budget
for technology transfer activities at the agency and
laboratory level including the ORTA.

For the most part, we found that the federal agencies and
their laboratories have taken action to implement Section 11(b)
of the Stevenson-Wydler Act. For example, 81 percent of the
federal laboratories we surveyed have established an ORTA either
at the laboratory or headquarters levels. The 10 agencies we
visited have either fulfilled or appropriately waived3 the
staffing requirement. In their annual reports to the Department
of Commerce, all 10 agencies indicated that they spent more than
0.5 percent of their R&D budgets on technology transfer
functions.

Most agencies either have established an ORTA
at the laboratory level or have designated an
equivalent organization at agency headquarters

The ORTA serves as the focal point for coordinating the
technology transfer functions required by the act. We found that
most agencies and laboratories have established an ORTA or desig-
nated an equivalent organizational unit as required by law.

5an agency head may waive the staffing and/or funding regquire-
ments if he/she submits to the Congress, at the time the
President submits the budget, an explanation of the reasons for
the waiver and alternate plans for conducting the technology
transfer function at the agency.
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For example, table 1 shows that 190 (or 81 percent) of the
236 laboratories surveyed6 are covered by an ORTA at the labor-
atory or headquarters levels.? 1In 105 of the 236 laboratories
(or 45 percent), the ORTA or equivalent organizational structure
is located at the laboratory level, while 85 (or 36 percent) of
the laboratories are covered by ORTAs located at the headquarters
level.

Table 1

Laboratories Covered by an ORTA

Percent
Labs with L.abs Total Labs Labs not of labs
Total ORTA or covered by covered by covered by covered by
Agency labs equivalent agency ORTA ORTA ORTA ORTA
DOD 75 50 3 53 22 71
NASA 8 8 0 8 0 100
NSF 5 1 0 1 4 20
DOE 39 27 0 27 12 69
DOT 7 2 S 7 0 100
EPA 14 1 13 14 0 100
USDA 16 3 13 16 0 100
DOC 45 4 41 45 0 100
HHS 4 3 0 3 1 75
por 23 _6 10 16 1 70
Total 236 105 85 190 46
— % -] 1§ — ] =
Percent 100 45 36 81 19

*Of the seven DOI laboratories, five are under Fish and Wildlife Service
(FWS) which, at the time of our study, was planning a reorganization.
As part of this reorganization, an ORTA will be established at the
agency level.

The remaining 46 laboratories (or 19 percent) are not cov-
ered by an ORTA. We asked the laboratories that are not covered
by an ORTA to provide the reason(s) that an ORTA was not estab-
lished. The reasons given for not establishing an ORTA include
(1) personnel limitations, (2) uncertainty about agency policies
on establishing an ORTA, and (3) technology transfer functions
performed as a mission of another unit.

5Appendix II1 is a list of the laboratories we surveyed.

a headquarters level ORTA may not cover all laboratories in an

agency. Usually it covers laboratories in a geographic region
or laboratories with similar functions.
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Agencies either have met the staffing
requirements or have requested a
waiver of the reguirement

Laboratories with an annual budget exceeding $20 million are
required to have at least one full-time staff person dedicated to
technology transfer functions. However, the law permits agency
heads to waive the staffing requirement if they submit to the
Congress the reasons for the waiver and alternate plans for con-~
ducting the technology transfer functions. Four agencies--DOD,
NASA, NSF, and DOE--waived the staffing requirement.

DOD gave the following three reasons for taking a waiver:
(1) DOD's current technology transfer activity substantially
achieves the objectives of the act, (2) the Department's R&D
activities involve substantial classified efforts inappropriate
for transfer, and (3) DOD's technology transfer activities are
conducted differently, because of the variance in the size and
complexity of the facilities throughout the DOD laboratory sys-
tem. Therefore, the assignment of one full-time professional in
each laboratory is impractical. As a result, DOD has directed
its three services to individually establish mechanisms to imple-
ment the provisions of Stevenson-Wydler.

The basis for NASA's waiver is that NASA already has in
place an alternate program to achieve the objectives of the act.
The agency operates programs at NASA field centers,8 staffed with
technology utilization officers and staff, which provide techni-
cal assistance and disseminate information on technology to state
and local governments and the private sector., NASA officials
believe that without this waiver, NASA's response to the specific
requirements of the act could result in duplication and unneces-
sary confusion of field center roles in technology innovation and
could thus disrupt existing programs.

NSF waived the staffing requirement at its one laboratory
with fiscal year 1982 funding exceeding $20 million, the National
Center for Atmospheric Research (NCAR). Because of the special
and limited research focus and management structure of this labo-
ratory, NSF feels a team apprcach to technology transfer would be
most efficient. Thus the Center will devote the equivalent of at
least one full-time professional to its technology transfer
activities, although no one person devotes full time to such
activities.,

DOE waived the staffing requirement for a select number of
its laboratories because of their limited research focus and per-
sonnel limitations. These laboratories use a team approach to
technology transfer with the equivalent of at least one full-time

81n NASA, "field centers® and laboratories are synonymous,
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professional. DOE's team approach consists of a technology
transfer coordinator who is supported by the laboratories’
professional research personnel on an as-needed basis.

Wwe found that all laboratories with fiscal year 1982 budgets
greater than $20 million in agencies that did not waive the
staffing requirement have a full-time professional in the ORTA.
Although the legislation does not specify staffing requirements
for laboratories funded under $20 million annually, we found that
agencies are staffing these smaller laboratory ORTAs with at
least one or more part-time professionals.

Agencies indicate they have met
the 0.5 percent funding set-aside

The act requires each agency which operates or directs one
or more laboratories to make available at least 0.5 percent of
its R&D budget to support the technology transfer functions which
were established by the act. We could not determine the precise
figure spent in fiscal year 1982 for technology transfer activi-
ties because agencies do not account for such activities sepa-
rately. The Department of Commerce gave us copies of each
agency's first biennial reports required under section 11(e) of
the act., These reports and information provided by agency offi-
cials indicate the agencies spent more than 0.5 percent of their
fiscal year 1982 R&D budgets on technology transfer activities.

We also queried each laboratory about what proportion of its
budget was spent on ORTA functions. We found that the labora-
tories in 6 of the 10 agencies estimated that they spent 0.5 per-
cent or more of their total fiscal year 1982 laboratory budgets
on the ORTA-related functions (table 2). Although total labora-
tory budget is not the same as total agency R&D budget, it does
indicate that agencies are expending funds for technology trans-
fer activities. |[Note: Table 2 does not indicate an agency's
total technology transfer efforts. It is in many instances sub-
stantially less than the total agency expenditure for technology
transfer. This table shows expenditures only for the ORTA func-
tion at the laboratory. Therefore, it excludes expenditures for
technology transfer functions by other than the ORTA. Because we
could not determine the precise amount spent on technology trans-
fer, the table was constructed to give an indication of the
amount of the laboratories' budgets spent on the ORTA.]
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Table 2
Laboratory Funding for ORTA
(FY 1982)

Percent of total
ORTA funding lab funding spent

Agency Total lab funding? at labsP by the ORTA
DOD $5,464,662,400 $ 2,922,500 .05
NASA 5,511,599,800 52,486,000 .95
NSF 39,184,000 2,500 . 006
DOE 4,213,657,500 13,245,400 .31
DOT 89,900,000 4,800,000 5.34
EPA 6,100,000 18,000 .29
USDA 41,361,200 306,300 .74
DOC 197,905,700 10,589,000 5.35
HHS 3,958,375,800 21,091,300 .53
DOI 11,121,500 784,400 7.05
Total $19,533,867,900 $106,245,400 .54

—

arotal lab funding includes facility operation and maintenance
in addition to research, development, testing and evaluation
(RDT&E) .

bHeadquarters ORTA funding not included.

AGENCIES' ACTIONS TO
IMPLEMENT SECTION 11{c)}

Section 11(c) of the act defines the technology transfer
functions that the agencies and their laboratories are expected
to perform. More specifically, section 11(c¢) requires the ORTA
in each laboratory to:

1. Prepare an application assessment of each research and
development project in which that laboratory is engaged
which has potential for successful application in state
or local government or in private industry.

2. Provide and disseminate information on federally owned
or originated products, processes, and services having
potential application to state and local governments and
to private industry.

3. Provide technical assistance in response to requests
from state and local government officials.

4. Cooperate with and assist the Center for the Utilization
of Federal Technology (CUFT) and other organizations
which link the research and research and development re-
sources of that laboratory and the federal government as
a whole to potential users in state and local government
and private industry. (Because CUFT was just being
established at the time of this survey, this report does
not focus on this requirement of Section t1(c).)

7
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Federal laboratories are conducting
R&D application assessments

The act does not require all R&D projects to be assessed.
Rather, an assessment is required only when an R&D project is
determined to have potential for successful application in state
and local governments or private industry. We asked the labora-
tories if they conduct R&D assessments on research projects to
determine if there is potential for successful application in
state and local governments or in private industry. According to
questionnaire responses, about two~thirds of the laboratories
performed assessments on at least some projects during fiscal
year 1982, The major reasons cited by laboratory officials for
not preparing application assessments were {1) the limited appli-
cation of some research, (2) the early stage of certain research
efforts, and (3) classified R&D projects. Table 3 shows the
percent of laboratories which indicated that they conduct appli-
cation assessments. As noted earlier, technology transfer
activities may also be conducted by established organizational
structures outside of agencies' federal laboratories. Therefore,
table 3 may not reflect the total number of application assess-
ments conducted by an agency.

Table 3

Percent of Laboratories Which Conduct
R&D Application Assessments

Percent Percent Percent

Agency all labs ORTA labs non-0ORTA labs
DOD 73 79 59
NASA 88 88 N/Ag&
NSF 40 100 25

DOE 62 78 25

poT 57 57 N/ad
EPA 57 57 N/Ad
USDhA 81 81 N/Ad
DOC 62 62 N/aQ
HHS 100 100 100

DO 70 81 43

4All laboratories at NASA, DOT, EPA, USDA, and DOC are covered by
an ORTA or an equivalent existing organizational structure.

Information dissemination
1s the primary technology transfer
activity 1n federal laboratories

Of the technology transfer functions (R&D assessment,
information dissemination, and technical assistance) specified in
the act, the laboratories reported that information dissemination
was the primary technology transfer activity performed by the

B
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ORTA. Over half of the laboratories' fiscal year 1982 ORTA funds
were estimated to have been spent on information dissemination
activities. Information is disseminated through media such as
professional publications and journals, workshops with state and
local governments, workshops with private industry, scientific
meetings, news releases, and trade and popular publications.

Technical assistance to state and local
governments varies greatly by agency

We asked the laboratories to estimate the total number of
requests for technical assistance they received from state and
local governments during fiscal year 1982, As table 4 shows, the
number varied greatly by agency. One of the most important fac-
tors which contributed to this variance was the applicability of
federal laboratory research to the needs of state and local
governments, For example, 81 percent of all fiscal year 1982
requests for technical assistance were received by the Department
of Agriculture., This may be attributed to the fact that USDA
has for many years provided outreach services to state and local
governments through its Federal-State Cooperative Extension
Services and the State and Private Forestry System. On the other
hand, requests for technical assistance at NASA may be low be-
cause such requests are handled through outside contractors:; con-
sequently, many requests to NASA for technical assistance are not
handled by NASA laboratories.

Table 4

Number of Reguests for Technical Assistance
from State and Local Government

Agency All labs ORTA labs Non-0QRTA labs
DOD 1,237 1,221 16
NASA 205 205 N/nad
NSF 35 10 25
DOE 1,904 1,632 272
DOT 5,186 5,186 N/Ad
EPA 3,761 3,761 N/A2
USDA 127,661 127,661 N/Ad
DOC 4,293 4,293 N/n@
HHS 1,910 1,910 0
DOI 10,508 8,951 1,557
Total 156,700 154,830 1,870

a8pll laboratories at NASA, DOT, EPA, USDA, and DOC are covered by
an ORTA or an equivalent existing organizational structure,
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COMPARISON OF LABORATORIES
WITH AND WITHOUT AN ORTA

In comparing the ORTA and non-ORTA laboratories (tables 3
and 4), we found that the laboratories with an ORTA have a much
higher level of technology transfer activities. For example, a
higher percentage of ORTA laboratories conduct R&D assessments on
projects which have potential for successful application to state
and local governments and private industry. 1In addition, the
laboratories with ORTAs received almost all of the fiscal year
1982 requests for technical assistance.

However, the higher level of activity in the ORTA laborato-
ries could be attributed to the fact that (1) the ORTA laborato-
ries are generally larger and better funded than the laboratories
without an ORTA and (2) the research results of the smaller non-
ORTA laboratories may not be conducive to outside applications.
Table 5 summarizes the differences in the profile of the ORTA and
non-0ORTA laboratories. As shown, we found that:

--The average funding and staffing of the non-~ORTA laborato-
ries are approximately half those of the ORTA laborato-
ries,

-~-Compared to laboratories with an ORTA, those without an
ORTA average only 18 percent of the number of research
proiects and 5 percent of the number of requests for
technical assistance.

Table 5

Profile of 236 Federal Laggratories
for Fiscal Year 1982

ORTA Non-ORTA
(190) {46)
Average funding
(millions) $108 $48
Average staffing (sci-
entists & technicians) 580 301
Average number of
research projects 180 i3
Average number of tech-
nical assistance requests 815 41

10
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ISSUES WHICH MAY HAMPER
TECHNOLOGY TRANSFER ACTIVITIES

Although most agencies in our survey have taken action to
implement Section 11 of the Stevenson-Wydler Act, they identified
two issues which may hamper technology transfer efforts: (1)
lack of resources to provide technical assistance to state and
local governments and {2) barriers created by existing federal
patent policies.

Lack of resources to provide assistance
to state and local governments

Section 11(c)(4) requires federal laboratories to provide
technical assistance in response to requests from state and local
governments. Officials at DOD, EPA, DOC, and DOI stated that
technical assistance, for the most part, is not part of an agen-
cy's mission-related R&D work. The level and extent of technical
assistance required depend upon the needs and skills of the
user, These officials noted that state and local governments
often have neither the scientific expertise nor the funds to
perform the engineering changes necessary to apply federal tech-
nology to their needs. On the other hand, some federal labora-
tories do not have the funds or authority to perform the adaptive
engineering necessary to make their technology adaptable to state
and local needs,

Section 11(d)(5) of the Stevenson-Wydler Act gives the
Department of Commerce's Center for Utilization of Federal
Technology (CUFT) the responsibility for supplementing the 0.5
percent set-aside to agencies for technical assistance activi-
ties. At the time of our survey, CUFT was in its start-up phase.
An agency official informed us that CUFT received $500,000 in
funding for fiscal year 1983 and expected to receive $345,000 for
fiscal year 1984. CUFT did not receive any appropriation funds
in fiscal year 1982. This official stated that the fiscal year
1983 and 1984 funds may not be sufficient to provide the
requested technical assistance.

Barriers created by existing
federal patent policies

Officials at DOC and DOE and 15 percent of the federal lab-
oratories in our survey indicated that patent/licensing policies
may inhibit technology transfer. For example, DOC officials told
us that some agencies have a policy of routinely applying for
patents on all new research undertaken, Also, some agencies have
a policy that they will not grant an exclusive license when more
than one firm applies for a license. Without the rioht to exclu-
sive licenses, firms may lack incentive to develop federally
funded technologies.

11
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In December 1980, President Carter signed the Patent and
Trademark Amendment of 1980 (Public Law 96-517)} which gives first

preference in the exclusive or partially exclusive licensing of
federally owned inventions to small business firms.

12
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LIST OF LABORATORIES SURVEYED

*DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE
AGRICULTURAL RESEARCH SERVICE

Western Regional Research Center
Northern Regional Research Center
National Animal Disease Center

Southern Regional Research Center
Beltsville Agricultural Research Center
Plum Island Animal Disease Center
Eastern Regional Research Center

FOREST SERVICE

Intermountain Forest and Range Station

Northcentral Forest Experiment Station

Northeastern Forest Experiment Station

Pacific Northwest Forest and Range Experiment
Station

Pacific Southwest Forest and Range Station

Rocky Mountain Forest and Range Experiment
Station

Southwestern Forest Experiment Station

Southern Forest Experiment Station

Forest Products Laboratory

*DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE
*NATIONAL BUREAU OF STANDARDS

NATIONAL TELECOMMUNICATIONS AND
INFORMATION ADMINISTRATION

Institute for Telecommunication Sciences

NATIONAL OCEANIC AND
ATMOSPHERIC ADMINISTRATION

OTES/Engineering Development Office

NOAA Data Buoy Office

Hydrological Research Laboratory

Geodetic Research and Development Laboratory

Aeronomy Laboratory

Air Resources Laboratories

NOAA/Atlantic Oceanographic and
Meteorological Laboratories

* Laboratories visited to clarify and verify gquestionnaire
responses.

13
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Geophysical Fluid Dynamics Laboratory

Great Lakes Environmental Research Laboratory

National Severe Storms Laboratory

Meteorological Laboratory

Atmospheric Turbulence and Diffusion
Laboratory

Geophysical Monitoring for Climatic Change
Program

Naticnal Hurricane Research Laboratory

Office of Weather Research and Modification

Pacific Marine Environmental Laboratory

Space Environmental Laboratory

Wave Propagation Laboratory

Earth Science Laboratory

Satellite Experiment Laboratory

Application Laboratory

Development Laboratory

Seattle Laboratory

Auke Bay Laboratory

National Marine Mammal Laboratory

Gloucester Laboratory

Milford Laboratory

Oxford Laboratory

Narragansett Laboratory

Woods Hole Laboratory

Sandy Hook Laboratory

La Jeolla Laboratory

Tiburon Laboratory

Honolulu Laboratory

Pacific Environmental Group

Beaufort Laboratory

Charleston Laboratory

Miami Laboratory

Panama City Laboratory

Mississippi Laboratories

Galveston Laboratory

National Seafood Quality and Inspection
Laboratory

Atlantic Environmental Group Narragansett
Laboratory

*DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE

Armed Forces Radiobiology Research Institute

AIR FORCE

*J.S. Air Force Wright—-Aeronautical
Laboratories

Aero-Propulsion Laboratory

Avionics Laboratory

Flight Dynamics Laboratory

Materials Laboratory

14
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Air Force 6570th Aerospace Medical Research
Laboratory

Air Force Armament Laboratory

Frank J. Seiler Research Laboratory

Geophysics Laboratory

Human Resources Laboratory

Rocket Propulsion Laboratory

Rome Air Development Center

USAF School of Aerospace Medicine

Air Force Weapons Laboratory

Air Force Engineering & Services Center/CC

ARMY

Walter Reed Army Institute
U.5. Army Research Institute of Environmental
Medicine
U.S. Army Medical Bioengineering Research and
Development Laboratory
Letterman Army Institute of Research
Institute of Surgical Research
U.S. Army RAeromedical Research Laboratory
Institute of Dental Research
U.S. Army Research Institute for the
Behavioral and Social Sciences
U.S. Army Medical Research Institute of
Chemical Defense
U.S. Army Engineering Topographic
Laboratories
U.S. Army Waterways Experiment Station
U.S. Army Construction Engineering
Research Laboratory
U.S. Army Cold Regions Research and
Engineering Laboratory
U.S. Army Tank-Automotive Command
Laboratories
*J.S. Army Natick Research and Development
Laboratories
U.S. Army Mobility Equipment Research and
Development Command
U.5. Army Missile Laboratory
U.S. Army Materials and Mechanics Research
Center
U.S. Army Human Engineering Laboratory
*Center for Communications Systems
U.S5. Army Armament R&D Command
Fire Control and Small Weapon Systems
Laboratory
Ballistic Research Laboratory
Harry Diamond Laboratory
U.S. Army Signals Warfare Laboratory
U.S. Army Night Vision and Electro-Optics
Laboratory

15
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U.S. Army Electronic Warfare Laboratory

Combat Surveillance and Target
Acquisition Laboratory

U.S. Army Atmospheric Sciences Laboratory

U.S. Army Aviation Research and Technology
Laboratories

U.S. Army Avionics Research and Development
Activity

Electronics Technology and Devices Laboratory

Coastal Engineering Research Center

U.S. Army Medical Research Institute of
Infectious Diseases

Chemical Systems Laboratory

NAVY

Naval Research Laboratory

Naval Ocean Research and Development Activity

David W. Taylor Naval Ship Research and
Development Center

Naval Air Development Center

Naval Coastal Systems Center

Naval Weapons Center

*Naval Underwater Systems Center

Naval Explosive Ordnance Disposal Technology
Center

*Naval Surface Weapons Center

Naval Personnel Research and Development
Center

Naval Oceans Systems Center

Naval Submarine Medical Research Laboratory

Naval Medical Research Institute

Naval Health Research Center

Naval Dental Research Institute

Naval Civil Engineering Laboratory

Naval Air Propulsion Center

Naval Aerospace Medical Research Laboratory

Naval Biosciences Laboratory

Naval Biodynamics Laboratory

Navy Clothing and Textile Research Facility

Naval Environmental Prediction Research
Facility

Naval Air Engineering Center

Pacific Missile Test Center

Naval Avionics Center

*DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY

Energy Technology Engineering Center
Lawrence Berkeley Laboratory

*Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory
Stanford Linear Accelerator PFacility

16
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Laboratory for Energy-Related Health Research
Laboratory of Radiobiology and Environmental
Health, LR 102
Laboratory of Biomedical and Environmental
Sciences, UCLA

Solar Energy Research Institute

Idaho National Engineering Laboratory
*Argonne National Laboratory

Carbondale Mining Technology Center

FERMI National Accelerator Laboratory

New Brunswick Laboratory - D/350

Notre Dame Radiation Laboratory

Ames Laboratory

Bates Linear Accelerator Facility

DOE Plant Research Laboratory

Pittsburgh Enerqgy Technology Center
Princeton Plasma Physics Laboratory

Los Alamos National Laboratory
*Sandia National Laboratories

Inhalation Toxicology Research Institute
Brookhaven National Laboratory
Environmental Measurements Laboratory
Knolls Atomic Power Laboratory

Biomedical Laboratory

Grand Forks Energy Technology Center
Bartlesville Energy Technology Center
Bettis Atomic Power Laboratory

Center for Energy and Environment Research
Savannah River Ecology Laboratory

Savannah River Laboratory

Oak Ridge Associated Universities

Oak Ridge National Laboratory
Radiobiology Laboratory

Hanford Engineering Development Laboratory
Pacific Northwest Laboratory

Morgantown Energy Technology Center
Laramie Energy Technology Center

*DEPARTMENT OF INTERIOR
BUREAU OF MINES

Albany Research Center
Avondale Research Center
Denver Research Center
Pittsburgh Research Center
Reno Research Center

Rolla Research Center

Salt Lake City Research Center
Spokane Research Center
Tuscaloosa Research Center
Twin Cities Research Center

17
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BUREAU OF RECLAMATION

Engineering and Research Center

U.S. FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE

Mememdebhmcsen Nosmdwms a W TATS Fa Damanwem~ l- fal-Sa R o
NOL LLIeL: rralilrLile " Lailire L\Cb‘:al\.l welliLeLn

Denver Wlldllfe Research Center
Patuxent Wildlife Research Center
National Wildlife Health Laboratory
Columbia National Fisheries Research Center
Great Lakes Fishery Laboratory
National Fisheries Research Center
National Fisheries Center-~Leetown
National Fishery Research Laboratory
LaCrosse, WI
National Fishery Research Laboratory
Gainesville, FL
National Reservoir Research Program

U.S. GEOLOGICAL SURVEY
*DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

*Transportation Systems Center

Civil Aero Medical Institute

FAA Technical Center

Fairbanks Highway Research Center

U.8. Coast Guard Research and Development

Center
Vehicle Research and Test Center
National Maritime Research Center

*ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY

Environmental Monitoring and Support
Laboratory, Cincinnati, OH

Industrial Environmental Research Laboratory,
Research Triangle Park, NC

Municipal Environmental Research Laboratory

Environmental Monitoring Systems Laboratory,
Research Triangle Park, NC

Environmental Sciences Research Laboratory

Health Effects Research Laboratory

Environmental Monitoring Systems Laboratory,
Las Vegas, NV

Environmental Research Laboratory
Athens, GA

Robert S. Kerr Environmental Research
Laboratory

Environmental Research Laboratory
Corvallis, OR

Environmental Research Laboratory
Narragansett, RI

18
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Environmental Research Laboratory
Duluth, MN )

Environmental Research Laboratory
Gulf Breeze, FL

Industrial Environmental Research
Laboratory, Cincinnati OH

*DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND HUMAN SERVICES
*ALCOHOL, DRUG ABUSE AND MENTAL HEALTH ADMINISTRATION
CENTER FOR DISEASE CONTROL
FOOD AND DRUG ADMINISTRATION
NATIONAL INSTITUTES OF HEALTH
*NATIONAL AERONAUTICS AND SPACE ADMINISTRATION

*Ames Research Center

Goddard Space Flight Center

Lyndon B. Johnson Space Center
*Langley Research Center

Lewis Research Center

George C. Marshall Space Flight Center
Jet Propulsion Laboratory

National Space Technology Laboratories

*NATIONAL SCIENCE FOUNDATION

Kitt Peak National Laboratory

National Astronomy & Ionosphere Center
National Radio Astronomy Observatory
Sacramento Peak Observatory

*National Center for Atmospheric Research

19
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U.S. GENERAL ACCOUNTING OFFICE
SURVEY OF FEDERAL LABORATCRIES REGARDING
SECTION 11 OF THE STEVENSON-WYDLER TECHNOLOGY INNOVATION ACT OF 1980

INTRODUCTION

The purpose of this questionnaire
15 to obtain information from Federal
laboratories about their technology
transfer activitlies to assist GAO 1n 1its
review of implementation of Sections
11(b) and (c) of the Stevenson-Wydler
Techneology Innovation Act of 1980 (Pub-
lic Law 96-480). Responses to this
questionnalre will help GAO review the
current status of 1implementation and
1dent1fy problems, 1f any, assoclated
with implementation so that we may pro—
vide Congress with an overall perspec-
tive on what 1s belng done to transfer
federally owned or originated products,
processes, and services having potential
for successful application to State and
local governments and to private indus-

try.

This questionnaire should be com
pleted by the laboratory director or
his/her designee (an individual directly
involved 1n the technology transfer
functions of the labcratory).

Please answer all applicable ques-
tions and return the guestlionnaire with-
in 5 days of receipt, 1f possible. A
self-addressed business reply envelope
15 enclosed for your convenience, If
you have any questions, please call
Ms. Roberta Hale at (202) 275-3482,

Please enter below the name, title,
and phone number of the individual who
should be contacted 1n the event it 1is
necessary to clarify any response or ob-
tain additional information.

Name

Title

Phone

The return address for the ques-
tionnalre is:

Ms. Roberta A. Hale

U.S. General Accounting Office
Program Analysis Division
Science and Technology

441 G Street, NW, Room 6915
Washington, D. C. 20548

DEFINITICNS

To maintain a common understanding,
please use the following definitions
when answerlng the questions.

Laboratory - A facility whose pri-
mary purpose 1s the conduct of research
and development 1n one Or more research
disciplines.

Research - A systematlc, intensive
study directed toward fuller scientific
knowledge or understanding of the sub-
ject studies. Research 1s classified as
either basic or applied.

Basic Research - A study where the
primary concern LS the gaining of a
fuller knowledge or understanding of the
subject under study.

Applied Research - A study where
the primary concern 1s the practical use
of the knowledge or understanding for
the purpose of meeting a recognized
need.

Out-of-House Work - Work performed
outside your laboratory that 1s funded
by your laboratory via contracts or
grants.

In-House Work ~ Work carried out
directly by personnel at the laboratory.

Research Projects - Discrete unilts
of documented work with specific objec-
tives and a designated timeframe for

completion,

Technology Transfer Actlvities ~ As
defined by Section 1l(c) of the Steven~
son-Wydler Act (see attachment).

>>> Note: For your convenlience we have

attached a copy of Section 11
of the Stevenson-Wydler Tech-
nology Innovation Act of 1980
to the back of this question-
naire,



APPENDIX III

BOGOND

‘-

14

What 1s the gproxumate dollar amouk of yar
lahoratory's total FY 1962 ad proposed FY 1983
fuding (1nclude all soxees of finds axh as
transfers ad payments for services)?  (Bter
amant. )

FY 1982 furdig $
FY 1983 fudung $

Aproamately what: percentage of yoxr labora-
toxy's total FY 1982 and proposed FY 1963 fund-
g 1s fix inrhouse ad asc-of-house wark?
{Enter paxrocert. If nore, entex 0, See defa-
nitions for inrtouee and cut-of-haee Wk an
e L))

(5-12)
(13-20)

Fy 1982 FY 1943

1. Irdouse % % (21-26)
2. Out-of-House % % (27-32)
100% 100%

Aproximetely what percentage of yoxr laora-

toxy's FY 1982 and proposad FY 1983 fudim fox
irhoose work was (1s) for wark 1n each of the
following areas? (Enter percert for each. If
ncre, eter 0.)

FY 1982 FY 1983
1. Basic Research % % (33w
2, Aplied Resmarch % % (3-4)
3. Testing/Paluation % % (4550)
4, Qperatiors ad
Mauntenance ¥ __% (5-%)
5, Ocher (please
specify)
] % (57-62)

100% 1008

21
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Approsumately what percentage of yor labora-

toey's FY 1982 ad proposed FY 1963 funding for
ax-of-touse work was (1s) for wark 1n each of
the followng aeas?  (Enter percent for each.
If mae, emter 0,)

FY 1982 FY 1983
1. Basic Resaarch % % (63-68)
2. xphied Fesearch  __ % % (69-74)
3. Testurg/Braluation % % (75490)
4, Cpaxation ad
Maintenanoe % % (B1-86)
5. Other (please
spec1fy)
% $ (87-92)
1008 100%
op 1-3

2 (4)

How mary full-time equvalent employees does

yor laboratory have 1n each of the following
categxles? (Mnter nunber for exh. If more,
enter 0.)

Full-time
Categxy Buvalent
1. Scentists/Fginesrs (58)
2, Tedhnucians (st ad
assist research Scientists/
Erngineers) (9-12)
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6. To what extert, 1f at all, are the reseach ef-
fires of yax laboratory actually used by each
of the followirg user graxs? (e ae.)

1. Yox depare-
ment. or apency
2, Other Federal
chpen:reqts
or agencies
3, State & local
goverTents
4, Private
wrdustry/
Ayioiltxe
5. Nopxofit
agazat ions
ad mveysi-

Tes
6. Foreign go~
enments

7. Other (please
specify)

i

AGANCY DIRECTTVES RECARDING STEVENSON-WHILER

7. }isyar]matrrymmadayn'smmcm

. [ 1 Yes, written instructurs

received.
2. [ 1 Yes, verbal instructions only.
3.0 1N ™ (If o, skip 0 9.)

8. If you answered "yes, verbal instructiors only"
o Mo, 7, briefly explain.

22
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9, Has yaur laboratory prepared ay weltten policy
ar prooxire statements regarding implementa-
tin of the provisions of the StevensomWdler
Tedrology Imovatsn Act?  (Chedk ae. )

(21)

L[ 1

2. [ ] Yes > Please attach a aopy to tus
questicrnaire,

CFFICE (F RESFARCH AND TEORNI(GY APPLICKTIONS

Steversorr-wydler regures that each laovatory
establish an 0Efioe of Ressarch and Tedrology Ao~
plications ((RIA) or catbine CRIA withun an exist~
1INg arganizatmal struchre &t the
which perfioos the functaans of Sectaon 11(c).

10. Does yor laboratoxy have its on ORIA o an
equivalent crganizaticnal structure which per-
forms the functuars of Sectan 11{0)?  (Chedk
ae,)

(22)
« [ ] lLaoratory has o CRTAL

2. [ ] Laratory has equvalent arganiza-
ticnal structure which parfoats fune-
tiors of Section 11(c).

3. [ ] Laboratery does ot have CRIA o
eguvalent structure.
»» (Sap o 12.)

. Is there a functional statament fir (RIA ar
equvalent angauzaticral structre?
(23)

1. [ ] Yes. Please attach aypy.
» (Sap o 13.)

2. [ 1. M (Sap o 13.)

> hote: For the reminder of this questiomaire
"(RIA" refers o yor laoratory's (RIA
@ equivalent arganizatxnal structure
which perfoms the finctins of Sectaon
().
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12, How much of a reaaon, 1f ay, was each of the
following factoxs for yvour laboratoxy ot
establishung an (RIA?  (Check ane box fir each
facter.)

directed by agency {2A)

ajrcy policy (B)

raxinely performed by (26)
CEentasts/

as the mssin of ar {27)

Limtations (28)

fix service, etc.) (29)

{30}

»> Note: If yor laboratory does not have an
FIA ad you amswered Question 12,
please dap t© Question 17,

*[This response was deleted from data analysis
because the legislation requires an ORTA.)

23
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How mery mofessional staff are axrently as-

signed to work 1n yor laborabcry's ORIV
(Bnter nuvber, If noe, enter 0.)

Murber full-tuyme (31-M)

Nutber pact—-time (35-38)
Please enter below the gyroxamate dollar
amnt that was expendad by your labarabxy's
CRIA for FY 1982 and the aporoxumete dollar

aroux allocated &x FY 1983,  (Enter amount.
If rore, enter 0.)

1. Experded FY 1982 § (39-46)
2, Allccated FY 1983 S (47-54)
Does funding fxr your C(RIA axre fram a goe-
cific techmology transfer lire 1temar from a
greral admnistrative line 1tem in your labo-
rabxy's bulet? (Check ae.)

{55)
1. [ 1 Specafic tedinlogy transfer line item
2. [ ] Gereral atmnistrative lire 1tem

3. [ ] Ohex (please specafy)

16. Agxroxametely what percentage of youxr GROA FY

19682 allocation was gpart on each of the fol-
lowing functions as specifically defined by
Sectin 11(c) (see attadment)? {Bnter per—
ot for each, If rone, enter 0.)

Bunctien
1. RD assessvents _ % (5658)
2. Infoometicn disseminaticn % (59-61)
3. Tedrucal assistance ___ % (62-64)
4. Oger (plesse specify) + (65-6)
100%
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APPLICATICN ASSFSMENTS

Stevensorwydler states that 1t shall be the
function of the CRIA O prepare an aplication as~
sacgment: of each research and develcprent. project
1n which that laxrabry 1S engagad whuch has po-
tetaal for suocessful application In State o
local govermments ar in private imdustry.

17. hppraamately how many research projects (see
definition an page 1) did your laboratory
begin Aring FY 19827 (Enter nmber. Yox
best estimate will be sufficient.)
Nurber of research projects (68-7)

18. Dres your laborattry aoduct ay ReD assess-
ments an research projects to deteymine 1f
theve 1s potential for suxessful agplication
in State ar loml gvermments ar 1n private

imstry? (dedk ae)
(72)

ol ] Yes

2.0 1w
19. If yes to Question 18, triefly describe RD
amesgrent process,  Indicate when drirg the
oarse of the research project assesytents ae

made and what doomentation 1f ay, 1S deve-
loped as a resilt of the assesgments,

24
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20. For raamately what paetion of the research
pojects started at yor laboratxy ducing FY
1982, has an gmlication assesament that de-
texmines whethex ar rot the project has poten-
t1al for suocessful application t© State o
loml gowermments or private wdistry been
performed?  (Check are.) -

(

] All or almost. all

] Most

] About nalf

] Sare

] Nre > (If nore, sap o 2.)

21, Please imicate what poxtion of the research
aplicetn aggesaments perfomed by yor Labo-

ratory dxirg FY 1982 were performed prumerily
by each of the followrg staff.

Percent of
Type of Staff Asseasment
1. Scentist or ressarcher
assigned to CRIR ___% (74+7%)
2. Tedmucal staff assigned
w (KA Y (TFFM)
3. Mansgament staff
assigned to (RIA % (80-82)
4, Scilentist ar researcher
asgoclated with project.
ot assigned to GRIA % (8385)
5. Management staff asso-
clated with project ot
assugned o (R _. % (8688)
6. Tedhnical staff asso-
clated with project ot
assiged to RIA __%(8991)
7. Odrer (please specify)
% {92-94)
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oP 1-3
ENC))

22, Crsider thoge reseaych projects starved ar

yor laoratory dxng FY 1982, that have noc
Emamlimmm;zﬁxmi. R
dout what portion, 1f ay, of these projects
was each of the following factoxs a mExx rea-

an why the agplication assessment has mot
been parfomed? (Check are for each.)

1. Lack of re-
aaxces (staff,
firgs) in re-
search progcam
xXeas

2, Lack of re-
gaxoes in the
CRIA

3. Natamal

Sarity

4. Timing/stage of
research (mey
be transferahle
eventually, too
early to tell})

5. Baslc research

6. Odex(s)
{please
specify)

INKCRVRTICN DISSFEMINATICN

states that 1t shall be de
function of the (RTA to provide arl disseminate
informetion an federally owned or ariginated o~

dxxts, processes, axd services having potential

gplication to State ad loml gwvermrents and ©

prwvate 1dustry.

25
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23, How often, on the average are the researchers

at yor laoratory who are not assigned to an
CRIA likely to provide information regarding
Ta¥rally owned ar ariginated products, pro-
Cesees ad services (rwmumpuﬂnal aﬂa/gphca—
tuon) directly to privaee o d
Stote/Total Gowecrments thrh exch of the
media listed below?  (Check one for each.)

6. Othex'(s)
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24, How often, 1f ever, are the staff assiged w 2. Danirg FY 19682 aproxamately how may fomal
the ORI at your labarabory likely to provide ad informal requests, 1if ay, fixr tecnucal
1nfarmetion regardirg federal ly cwned ar mmregacdugfajaally_gundcgcnql-_
originated products, prooesses, and Ssvices nabed products, prooesses, aviAr services did
hewirg potertial gplication to State axd youxr laboratory receive from State ad local
lomal goverments ox private Indstry drougn gvermeres?  (Bnter nunbe,  If nore, ety
aeach of the medhia listed below? (Chedk ae 0. Yor best estumate will be sufficient.)
bow fior each,.  If youxr labowatory does not
have an CRIA, skip o questin 25,) Farmal requests from

State ad looal goverrments (2421
Informal reguest fran
State ad local goverents (28-31)
. Please 1Mdicate gooroametely what percentage,
lfay,ofmereqmtsﬁxtedmmlms-
ad local goverTments darirg FY 1982 ariga-
nated at each point of cortact listed below.
T2 , 3 4 5 {Erter percantage fir exch, 1If ore, enter

1. NIIS ar other 0.)
data infome- (1) Foint of Contact

2. Professional 1. Laboratory Admnistrative
pihlicaticrs (18) Off1ce _ % (32-%4)

3. Waksas 2, Lahoratxy CRTA __% (33
Lath reusea (19)
ms;l 1 3. Laoatory Riblic

4. Workshos Information OFfice % (3840)
with State (20)

_reents 4, Laboramory Program Staff % {414))

5. Saentific | o
eetings n {21) 5. Ocher (please specafy)

6. News releases,
trade and (22) % (44-46)
poplar pub-
licetirs 1 100%

7. Othex(s) 1 i 1 F——
(lesse | I
specify) (23) 27, Agroximately what percentage, 1f ay, of re-

auests fir technical assistance yaur labover-
tory received fram Stare and local govermwents
J durang FY 1982 vere frmally tracksd o mone-

tored from receipt through dispeositkn?  {En-

77777 If l*u"’e’ r a"m‘ X Gl)

ey rrlisdloe otaras that 1t chall be He
I\-IAEL L=t =

AL Al aEEAd AL e

functicn of the (RIA to provide tedmucal assis-

govarmment officials.

Trwrerdawn yecs ncke Hres ot mal
b“\aw I.Ufm AL U B AAAAAL.

assistanee fommally traded or

monitored % (47-49)

~J
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2.

Appraamately what peroentage of those re-
gests received frir tedmnical assistaye were
cdispoead of an each of the followirg memers?
(Enter percentape fixr each, If e, enter
0.}

1. OHIA staff pronded as-
sistanee without orogram
staff 1volvement % (50-52)

2. ORIA staff provided as—
Sistane 1IN MImUnction

with program staff % (53-55)

% (3061

S. Tedhnical assistance ot
ovided by laboratoxy.
Reqesthor referred else-
where by norCRIR staff

6, Other(s) (please specify)

__ % (e264)

% (6567)

100%

Dy FY 1982, aproamately how mery visits
did staff fram yar laboratory meke o State
and loml goverrment locations to provide

tecmical assistance aonceming federally

oed or anginated processes, products, ad/
ar services? (Enter nunber. If none, enter
0. Yox best estimete will be sufficient.)

Nurber site ViSits O

State/local goverTRENts (68-X)

27
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APPENDIX III

Axyoametely what percentage of the site
vimtsmieb”u.rldurax'xy'sst@ffvae

low?  (Enter percent for each aondition,
nre, enter 0.)

1. S1te vasited by CRIA

staff aloe 8 (N-73)
2. Site visited by GRIA
staff ad mrogram staff % (74-76)
3. Site visited by program
staff alone (o ORTA
staff) % (7T-M)
100%

Durirg FY 1982, did yor laboratory have ay
Joint projects with State and local govemr
ments for the puarpose of pronding technical
assistance? (hedk ae far eadh. )

1, State goverTmants (80)

2, Local goverTmEnts (81)

If you angwered yes fix ay of the arganiza-
tiors doove, please provide a Ixief desorip-
tion of the joint poject{s) ad furdirg
re(s).
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1. Dxrig FY 1982, did your laboratory have any Gereral Techrology Tranafer QuestyTs
tarporary persamel exchanges with Stabe/local '
goverrments for the purpose of providing tedr 35. In yor gpuum, Fproxkimetely what portion,

nical assistane?  (Check are, ) If ay, of the reseach products, processes,
(82) ar services produed by your laboratory o you
feel arrently has potential fir suocessful
1, { 1 Yes aplicatin to State and local qoserTments
ad/ar o rwvate dostry?  (Qarsider anly
FAR RN o! those products, progesses, ar services which
& mt sbstantially aapete with similar
HA. If yes, please provide a brief description of Services avallable 1n the private sector.)
the persorel excharges. (Check ame.) @)

1. [ ] All or almost all oxrently heve
potential for successful aplication

2. [ 1 Most axrently have potentaal for
sucxcessful applicetion

3. [ ] about half have potential fx
sxessful gplication

4. [ ] Some have porertial for suocessful
apllcation

5 [ 1 Little cr none have potential for
suoessful gplicetion

3. Apyoumately what portion of the research
products, processes, or Services produoed by
yar laxratory that you feel arxrently has
mtential for successful agplicatin to State
ad local govermments and/or priveke industry
have teen mede available? (Chedk ae.) "

(84)

1. [ ] all or almost all thet is tramsferahle
1s 1n fact made available.

2. [ ] Most that 1s transferable 1s in fact
make avalldole,

3. [ ] Anogt half that is transferahle 1s 1n
fact mace avallahle.

4. [ ] sae that 15 transferahle 1S 1n fact
mede availabhle.

S. [ 1 Little ar moe that 1s trarsferable
1s 1n fact made available,
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37, Corsider those research products, procesdes,

ad services produced by your laboratoxyy that
are 1n youxr gpiruon ot mede available for use
by State/local goverrments and/ar private 1
dstry. R gyoamately what poction, if
ay, of thoee products, proxesses, agd serv-
10es 1s each of the followira facuors a maor
raasn Wy they are ot available? (Chexk
ae.)

1. National

searity

2-

Natre of pro-

duxt, prooess,
o service

aplication)

(L.e., limted

. Stae of de-
velogent {rey

ale eventual—-

ke transfer—

ly, too early
to tell)

Prahubitive
by laboratory

engureer vy

asts noarred

for adaptive

5

. Patent/l1cerse

restrictians

6. Ocher(s) N

{please
specify)

10
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ldrratixy © State and local govermments oc
rivate wrdustry Increased, decreased, o re-
maired at about the sare levels as befixe
passae of the Act? (Qhedk ae far each.)

| 1 2 3

1. State ad local

J—

OVETTIENtS
2. Private rdustry

1

39, In your cpinuon, has the StavensorriWdler Act

moroved, warsened, ar had o effect an your
laboratcxy's ablity to suomessfully carry out
1tS resasarch mission?  (Check ae.)

(93)

1. [ ) Greatly wmproved
] Smewhat 1mproved

] Mo effect

A
3.1
4, [ ] Somswhat worsered

5. [ ] Greatly worsened
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1. State add local

2. Private irustry

41, Briefly explain yor respomse to question 40,

APPENDIX III

42, If you have ay aflitional coments sbout the

30
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ATTACHMENT

STEVENSON-WYDLER TECHNOLOGY INNOVATION ACT

PUBLIC LAW 96-480---OCT. 21, 1980

SEC. 11. UTILIZATION OF FEDERAL TECHNCLOGY.

(a) POLICY.--It 1s the continuing responsibility of the Federal Govern—
ment to ensure the full use of the results of the Nation's Federal invest-
ment 1n research and development. To this end the Federal Government shall
strive where appropriate to transfer federally owned or originated tech-
nology to State and local governments and to the private sector.

(b) ESTABLISHMENT OF RESEARCH AND TECHNOLOGY APPLICATIONS OFFICES.——Each
Federal lahoratory shall establish an Office of Research and Technolcogy Ap-
plications. Laboratorles having existing organizational structures which
perform the functions of this section may elect to combine the Office of
Research and Technology Applications within the existing organization. The
staffing and funding levels for these offices shall be determined between
each Federal laboratory and the Federal agency operating or directing the
laboratory, except that {1) each laboratory having a total annual budget
exceeding $20,000,000 shall provide at least one professional individual
full-time as staff for its Office of Research and Technology Applications,
and (2) after September 30, 1981, each Federal agency which operates or di-
rects one or more Federal laboratories shall make avallable not less than
0.5 percent of the agency's research and development budget to support the
technology transfer function at the agency and at 1ts laboratories, 1n-
cluding support of the Offices of Research and Technology Applications.

The agency head may waive the requlirements set forth in (1) and/or (2} of
thls subsection. If the agency head walves elther requirement (1) or (2),
the agency head shall submit to Congress at the time the President submits
the budget to Congress an explanation of the reasons for the walver and
alternate plans for conducting the technology transfer function at the
agency.

(c) FUNCTIONS OF RESEARCH AND TECHNOLOGY APPLICATIONS OFFICES.— It shall
be the function of each Office of Research and Technology Applications--

{1) to prepare an application assessment Of each research and de-
development project 1n which that laboratory is engaged which has po-
tent1al for successful application in State or local government or 1in
private 1ndustry;

(2) to provide and disseminate 1nformation on federally owned or
originated products, processes, and services having potential applica-
tion to State and local governments and to private industry;

(3) to cooperate with and assist the Center for the Utilization of
Federal Technology and other organizations which link the research and
development resources of that laboratory and the Federal Government as
a whole to potential users in State and local government and private
industry; and

{4) to provide technical assistance Ln response to requests from
State and local government officirals.

hgencles which have established organizational structures outside their
Federal laboratories which have as their principal purpose the transfer of
federally owned or originated technology to State and local government and
to the private sector may elect to perform the functions of this subsection
in such organizational structures. No Office of Research and Technology
Applications or other organizational structures performing the functions of
this subsection shall substantlially compete with similar services avallable
in the private sector.
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Reply to Attn of

NASA

National Aeronautics and
Space Administration

Washington DC
20546

LGS MAY 4 1984

Mr. Frank €. Conahan

Director

National Security & International
Affairs Division

UJ.S. General Accounting Office

Washington, DC 20548

Dear Mr. Conahan:

We appreciate the opportunity to comment on the draft proposed
report "Federal Agencies' Actions to Implement Section 11 of the
Stevenson-Wydler Technology Innovation Act of 1980" (GAO/RCED-
84-60).

From our perspective, Appendix I will better portray the NASA
situation with the inclusion of the specific editorial changes
enumerated in the Enclosure to this letter. These changes will
more accurately place our laboratory activities in their proper
context as elements of our overall agency program which includes
significant use of organizations cutside the laboratories., We
ask that you consider changes to the text of the draft report
letter, at the top of page 3, to allow for these corrections to
Appendix I.

With respect to the secondary use of NASA technology, the two
"issues™ which are discussed both 1n the report letter and in
Appendix I do not reflect our experience. "Technical assistance"
as 1t 13 discussed 1s not o wmajor factor or need in arranging for
the use of NASA technology in either the publiec or private
sectors. Patent licensing, as presented, 13 not relevant to
NASA's situation, since we grant waivers or exclusive licenses in
virtually all cases in which the applicant plans to commercialize
the invention, with preference for the original inventor.
Furthermore, patent waivers and licensing are involved only 1in
approximately ten percent of the transfers of NASA technology
into the non-aerospace community, The questionnaire gave each
laboratory the opportunity to "check off"™ that topic as an issue,.
The fact that 85 percent did not do so may be as significant as
the fact that 15 percent did. It might be worth noting which 15
percent of the laboratories find this topic to be an issue.
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[GAO COMMENT: While "technical assistance" and "patent/
licensing”™ may not be issues at NASA, 15 percent of the
laboratories in our review said that these issues may hamper
technology transfer. Officials at the Departments of
Commerce, Defense, Interior, and EPA informed us of problems
involved with providing technical assistance to state and
local governments. Furthermore, the Department of Commerce
in its report on Stevenson-Wydler, dated February 1984, and
officials at DOC and DOE identified patent/licensing
policies in some agencies as an inhibitor to technology
transfer.]

We 1n NASA see yet another 1ssue threatening the continued
success of NASA's technology transfer efforts. There seems to be
continuing and growing pressure tc have just a few uniform
Systems and practices for the transfer of all kinds of Federal
technology to an extremely diverse U.S. economy. Issues
identified 1n a few agencies or lags 1n reaching a particular
industry group seem to become the basis for proposals for
government-wide remedial action regardless of what 13 already
working 1n other sectors. OQOur successes have been rooted 1n a
pragmatic, rather than a prescriptive, approach, As stressed 1n
the entrance 1interview, one of the reasons our approcach wWworks as
well as 1t does 13 because i1t 1ncludes "a genuine determination
not to prescribe patent remedies for generalized, non-specific
ailments." Likewlse, it treats speciflc, localized ailments with
localized, topical responses, QOur ability -o keep doing so 1s
the issue we see as most crucial. We ask that you include this
13sue 1n both the report letter and Appendix I.

{GAO COMMENT: We did not interpret the intent of Stevenson-
Wydler Act as threatening to any agencies' existing technol-
ogy transfer efforts. The act clearly gives agencies
options on how to operate and organize their technology
transfer programs. More specifically, the act permits
technology transfer functions to be performed by "existing
organizational structures" such as NASA's Technology
Utilization Office. We found NASA's program in full
compliance with the act.]

Again, thank you for allowing us to make these comments.

o U Lo

John W. Boyd
Associate Administrator
for Management

Enclosure
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NASA Comments on Draft GAQ Report GAO/RCED-84-60

I. Corrections for Accuracy

1.

Add a new Footnote to the list of ORTA functions (on

page 1) of Appendix I: "Agencies may elect to perform
any or all of the ORTA functions through organizational
structures established outside their Federal
laboratories."”

[GAO COMMENT: We added a footnote to appendix I, page 1,
to clarify the different types of technology transfer
organizational structures permitted under the law.]

2l

Footnote the NASA entry in Table 1 of Appendix I

(page 4), as follows: "NASA 2oes not have an ORTA, as
such, and its laboratory technology utilization offices
(TUOs) are not ORTAs nor their equivalents. They
perform some of the ORTA functions, as do organizations
outside the NASA laboratories, The TUOSs are included in
this table as QRTAs for convenience in data
compilation.”

[GAO COMMENT: We believe that the combination of NASA's
Technology Utilization Offices and outside contractors
fulfills the requirements of the Stevenson-Wydler Act.
Section 11(b) of the act specifically gives agencies the
option to perform technology transfer under "existing
organizational structures" within the agency.]

3.

Modify the discussion of the waiver (on page 5) in
Appendix I to reflect the full extent of NASA's waiver:
funding set-aside, as well as staffing. Our election to
use organizations outside the laboratery is relaevant to
this discussion,

[{GAO COMMENT: We did not modify our discussion on page 5

because

footnote 5, appendix I, page 4, describes the full

extent of the waiver clause in the act.]

u.

Either add a footnote to Table 3 (on page 8) of Appendix
I, or incorporate in the text which discusses that
Table, the following: "In addition to the assessments
performed at the NASA laboratories, all new technology
from all NASA laboratories is the subject of evaluation
for possible additional applications under organizations
established outszide the labeoratories.m

[GAO COMMENT: We added clarifying information to the text
preceding table 3, appendix 1.}
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5. Footnote the text on Information dissemination (page 8)
in Appendix I: "Information dissemination, in NASA's
case, is not a transfer activity in and of itself, but
is one element of every other transfer activity."

[GAO COMMENT: We agree with NASA that information dis-
semination is not a transfer activity in and of itself.
However, section 11(c) of the act designates information
dissemination as a primary function of the ORTA or its
equivalent organizational structure. Our discussion on page
8 is intended to provide the Congress with an indication of
how the agencies are performing this function of the act.]

6. Add to the text immediately ahead of Table 4 (page 9) of
Appendix I: "The relatively few requests to NASA
laboratories may be attributed to NASA's use of
non-profit intermediaries and industrial firms as

resources in translating NASA technology for state and
local use,"

[GAO COMMENT: We added to the text preceding table 4,

appendix I, to include information on NASA's procedures to
handle requests for technical assistance.]
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II.

Question of Meaning

/ﬁ
ck A. Témpléton

NASA 1s not proposing a specific change to the
discussion in Appendix I (bottom of page 11) of

P.L. 96-517 and the Presidential Memorandum of
Government Patent Policy dated February 18, 1983.
However, our understanding of them differs from that
which is presented i1n the report. That portion of
P.L. 96-517 dealing with licensing of government-owned
inventions (as distinguished from a contractert's first
option to retain title to inventions made under a
funding agreement) is not limited to small business
firms, nor does the Presidential memorandum have
anything to do with that licensing. Both P.L. 96-517
(specifically sections 207 and 208) and related
Government-wide regulations allow agencies to grant
exclusive or partially exclusive licenses as well as
non-exclusive licenses, The procedures for doing so are
spelled out in the regulations. Thus the general
statement that licensing policies and procedures for
Government-owned patents are a barrier to technology
transfer does not, insofar as we can determine, extend
to NASA-owned patents. We thought GAQO might want the
opportunity to clarify this matter.

Associate Administrator
for External Relations

[GAO COMMENT: We agree with NASA that the licensing
provisions cited in sections 207 and 208 of Public Law
96-517 are not limited to small businesses and nonprofit
organizations. While the Presidential memo does not address
licensing, section 209 (C)(3) of Public Law 96-517 states
that small businesses should receive first preference to
exclusive or partially exclusive licenses of federally owned
inventions.
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NATIONAL SCIENCE FOUNDATION
WASHINGTON, D C 20550

OFFICE OF AUDIT
AND OVERSIGHT

April 18, 1984

Mr. J. Dexter Peach

Director

Resources, Community and
Economic Development Division
U. S. General Accounting Office
Washington, DC 20548

Dear Mr. Peach:

This is in response to your request for comments on the draft GAO
report entitled, "Federal Agencies' Actions to Implement Section 1l
of the Stevenson-Wydler Technology Innovation Act of 1980". In
general, we feel that your staff has done a good job. However,

we do suggest the following.

Table 1 indicates that only one of the five NSF-supported labora-
tories is covered by an ORTA or equivalent. This probably is a
result of some confusion in interpreting your questionnaire. All
five are 1n compliance with the Act; the other four having assigned
the ORTA function to existing units.

Table 2 indicates that for NSF 0.006% of the laboratory funding

1s spent directly by the ORTA. This is correct but misleading.

As noted in the draft report the NSF-supported laboratories have
used a distributed, rather than a centralized approach because

of the nature of the research being dome. Accordingly, at NCAR
3.98% of the total funding is devoted to technology transfer.

A similar situation exists at the other NSF-supported laboratories.

On page l1 of the draft, there 1s a discussion of the lack of

resources to provide assistance to others because of lack cf funds
or authority. This section might note that there is little incentive
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Mr. J. Dexter Peach 2

for a laboratory to seek funds for this purpose if the result would
be a reduced emphasis on the functions directly related to the
laboratory's reason for existence.

We appreciate the opportunity to comment on the draft report.

Sincerely yours,

g
erome H. Fregeau

Director
Office of Audit & Oversight

¢c: Dr., Knapp, Director, NSF

[GAO COMMENT: NSF comments state that its laboratories were
confused about interpreting the GAQO guestionnaire they
received. In a subsequent telephone call, an NSF official
stated that four of its laboratories interpreted the ORTA
function to be pertinent only to laboratories with a budget
greater than $20 million. We were specifically requested to
survey the laboratories' efforts to implement the Stevenson-
Wydler Act. We did not change table 1 (appendix I, p. 4)
because we believe it accurately reflects the status of
implementation at the laboratories at the time of our survey.

NSF, as well as other agencies, points out that appendix I,
table 2, does not reflect the totality of agency technology
transfer efforts. We added clarifying information to the text
preceding table 2. We also modified column headings and added
footnotes to further clarify that the information presented in
table 2 pertains only to the agencies' laboratories that had an
ORTA or equivalent organizational structure located at the
laboratory.]
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JED Srg
* ey

53' '\; UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
im ¢ WASHINGTON, D C 20460

) &

"( pno‘i‘-o

. 20 - OFFICE OF

POLICY, PLANNING AND EVALUATION

Mr. J. Dexter Peach

Director

Resources, Community and
Economic Development Division

U.S. General Accounting Office

Washington, D.C. 20548

Dear Mr. Peach:

This letter provides the Environmental Protection
Agency's (EPA's) response to the General Accounting Office's
(GAO's) draft report, "Federal Agencies' Actions to Implement
Section 11 of the Stevenson-Wydler Technology Innovation Act
of 1980" (GAO/RCED-84-60). This response fulfills the Agency's
obligation under P.L. 96-226.

We realize that GAO's data 1n the report has been compiled
from information obtained from the individual laboratories
through the questicnnaire GAQ circulated and collected 1n 1982.
We would, however, like to make the following statements for
clari1fication:

page 4 ~ All 14 laboratories are covered by an Agency
Office of Research and Technology Application
{ORTA), as defined by the Act. No laboratory
has its own individual ORTA.

page 7 - Total office of Research and Development funding
for FY 1982 was $205.7 million (obligations) and
total ORTA funding was approximately $390,000.
(The laboratory porticn is not broken down.)

page 8 - With respect to the reasons for not preparing
application assessments, a note was attached to
our original submission December 20, 1982, as
follows: "Formal procedures are not 1in place,
however, potential for application 1n States and
local governments and private i1ndustry 13 taken
into account in the justification for continued
involvement., We have no documentation at this
time.," All of our laboratories, with the help

of the Regional services Staff of ORTA, are now
involved 1n this effort.
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page 9 - Table 4 1incorrectly lists the total number
of technical assistance requests for EPA
during FY 1982. Approximately 1,900
(400 formal and 1,500 informal) reguests for
technical assistance from State and local
governments were received.

In Appendix II, GAO may wish to differentiate between
the two EPA Industrial Environmental Research Laboratories
{Research Triangle Park, NC, and Cincinnati, OH) and the three
EPA Environmental Monitoring and Support Laboratories (Las
VYegas, NV; Cincinnati, OH; and Research Triangle Park, NC).

We appreciate the opportunity to comment on the draft
report before 1ts publication. Hopefully, these comments
correct any misunderstandings that might have resulted from
the responses your office receilved previously.

Sincerely yours,

El?)

Milton Russel
Assistant Administrator
for pPolicy, Planning and Evaluation

[GAO COMMENT: EPA comments point out some differences in the
statistics which where reported to us by their laboratories
and the statistics available at EPA's headquarters. All of
the numerical statistics in this report are based on infor-
mation from the federal laboratories rather than from the
agency headquarters. The requestors of the study specifi-
cally asked that we obtain the laboratories' perspective on
the implementation of the act.

We did not change our statistics because the differences

may reflect the difference between the status of imple-
mentation at the time of our survey and the present.)
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THE UNDER SECRETARY OF DEFENSE

WASHINGTON D C 20301

17 MAY 1384

RESEARCH AND
ENGINEERING

(R§AT)

Mr. Frank C. Conahan

Director

National Security and International
Affairs Division

United States General Accounting Office

Washington, D.C. 20548

Dear Mr. Conahan:

In reponse to your letter of March 22, 1984 concerning
"Federal Agencies Actions To Implement Section 11 of the
Stevenson-Wydler Technology Innovation Act', our comments to your
draft report are attached.

It is gratifying to learn that the Federal Agencies have
taken action to implement the requirements of the Act. The
Department of Defense (DoD) considers that the current scope and
size of DoD technical information and technology transfer are re
extensive than those required in the Act, and it is DoD intention
to continue vigorous support of these activities in the future.

aﬁu;:7;>(;)acdt.§§\
'3ame P. Wade, Jro v — .. .

Principal Deputy Under Secretary of
™~ Defense for Research & Engincering

Sincerely,

Attachment
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GAO DRAFT REPORT DATED MARCH 22, 1984
(GAD CODE NO. 974188 - 0SD CASE NO. 6478)

"FEDERAL AGENCIES™ ACTIONS TO IMPLEMENT SECTION 11 OF THE STEVENSON-
WYDLER TECHNOLOGY INNOVATION ACT OF 1980"

FINDINGS AND DOD COMMENTS

0 FINDING A. Agencies Have Taken Some Action To Implement Section 11.
ound that tor the most part, federal agencies and their
laboratories have taken action to implement Section 11 of the
Stevenson-Wydler Act. This Act requires

- each applicable federal agency to establish an Office of Research
and Technology Applications (ORTA);

- each federal laboratory in such an agency to establish an ORTA or
designate a component to perform technology transfer;

- each covered federal laboratory to assign one full-time
professional to the ORTA; and

- each covered agency to make available 0.5 percent of the R§D
budget for technology transfer activities at the agency or
laboratory level.

DOD COMMENT. DoD concurs. In fulfilling the requirements of PL 96-480,
the DoD waived the full-time and monetary set-aside requirements for
the Military Services, but directed them to individually establish
mechanisms to comply with the law, including establishment of

Offices of Research and Technology Applications (ORTAs).

o} FINDING B. 81 Percent of Federal and 71 Percent of DoD
Laboratories Have ORTA. GAD found that 190 of 236 laboratories
surveyed at 10 agencies (81 percent) are covered by an ORTA at either
the lab or agency level. For DoD, GAO found that of 75 laboratories
surveyed 50 have a laboratory ORTA or equivalent, and 3 are covered
by an agency ORTA, for a total of 71 percent with ORTA coverage.

DOD COMMENT. DoD concurs. The figures cited may reflect the

status of laboratory ORTAs at the time that the survey was taken, but
currently, all DoD laboratories have an ORTA or equivalent. The
Navy has established an ORTA at 15 of their laboratories, and the
remaining 10 have a technology transfer/PL 96-480 contact point
(ORTA equivalent). The Army identified 35 Army laboratories as
requiring ORTAs, and has directed each of them to establish such a
function. The Air Force has an ORTA or equivalent at each of their
15 laboratories.
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(@]

FINDING C. All Surveyed Labs with $20 Million Budgets Have Full-
Time ORTA Staff or Have Requested a Waiver. GRO found that all 70
of the laboratories surveyed which have budgets in excess of $20

million either have a full-time ORTA staff or have requested a waiver
of this provision.

DD OOMMENT. DoD concurs.

FINDING D. DoD and Three Other Agencies Have Waived ORTA Staffing.
Noting that Section 1l permits agencies to waive the ORTA staffing
requirement if they submit to Congress reasons for waiver and
alternate technology transfer plans, GAO found that DaD and three
other agencies have utilized the waiver provision. DoD gave GAO
these three reasons for taking the waiver:

-  that DoD's current technology transfer substantially achieve the
act's objectives;

- that DoD R&D involves substantial classified effort inappropriate
for transfer; and

- that DoD's transfer activities take a different form fram that
contemplated by the act because of the variation in size and
canplexity of its R&D facilities. As a result of this variation,
GAO found, DoD has directed the three services individually to
establish mechanisms to implement the act.

DOD COMMENT. DaD concurs.

FINDING E. All Agencies Surveyed Spent Statutory Minimum On
Technology Transfer. GAO found that all of the agencies surveyed
indicated they had spent more than 0.5 percent of their FY 1982 R&D
budgets (the Sec. 11 minimum) on technology transfer functions, but
GAO could not determine precise amounts spent on technology

transfer because agencies do not account for this activity separately.
GAO also found that laboratories themselves in 6 of 10 agencies
surveyed indicated they spent 0.5 percent of more of their laboratory
R&D budgets on ORTA functions.

DOD COMMENT. DobD concurs., Table 2, Appendix I, page 7 of the

draft GAO report has the potential for being misinterpreted as being

related to the law's required 0.5 percent of R&D funding to be used for
technology transfer. Column 1 of the table should be annotated to
indicate that more than RDT&E funds are included, and column 3

should be annotated to explain that it does not reflect the total
funding for technology transfer efforts of the laboratories.

[GAC COMMENT: Although DOD concurs with finding E, DOD
recommended some changes to avold misinterpretation.

We added clarifying information to the text preceding table 2

(appendix I, p. 6). We also modified column headings and added
footnotes to further clarify that the information presented 1in
Table 2 estimates only expenditures for technology transfer by
ORTAs located at the laboratories. Therefore, it may not indi-

cate total agency expenditures nor total laboratory expenditures
for technology transfer.] 4
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FINDING F. Information Dissemination Is Primary ORTA Punction.
GAO found that dissemination of technological information was the
primary function being performed by the ORTA staffs, and that over
half the FY 1982 funds available to laboratory ORTAs were spent on
this function.

DOD COMMENT. DobD concurs.

FINDING G. Laboratories With ORTA Show Higher Level of

Technology Transfer Activity. GRAO found that federal laboratories
covered by an ORTA show a much higher level of technology transfer
activity than labs without ORTA. GAQ attributed this to the fact that
labs with ORTAs have more resources than those without and that the
research results of smaller, non-ORTA labs may not be conducive to
outside applications.

DOD OCOMMENT. DoD concurs.

FINDING H. Lack of Resources and Patent Barriers May Hamper
Technology Transfer. GAO found that a lack of resources, both in
federal laboratories for transfer activities, and in State and local
govermments for adaptive engineering, may hamper technology

transfer efforts. GAO also found that same federal officials believe
federal patent and licensing policies are barriers to the transfer of
federally developed technology to the private sector.

DOD COMMENT. DaD concurs. DoD considers that the current scope
and size of DoD technical information and technology transfer
activities are more extensive than those required in the Act, and it is

DoD intention to continue vigorous support of these activities in the
future.
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Department of Energy
Washington, D.C. 20585 APR 2 4 1934

Mr, J, Dexter Peach

Director

Resources, Community and Economic
Development Division

General Accounting Office

Washington, D,C, 20548

Dear Mr, Peach:

The Department of Energy (DOE) appreclates the opportunity to review
and comment on the GAQ draft report entitled "Federal Agencies'
Actions To Implement Section 11 Of The Stevenson-Wydler Technology
Innovation Act of 1980," The Department has no disagreement with the
basic findings of the report,

For clarification, we would like to note that in regard to the Office
of Research and Technology Applications (QRTA) function there is a
distinctive difference between the major DOE laboratories which conduct
large-scale research programs and the much smaller research activities
conducted within a university department setting., In a separate letter,
I am sending suggested editorial changes to the draft report which
should clarify this difference.

The Department recognizes that patent policy 1s an Important contributer
to technology transfer effectiveness, The Department has already
granted class waivers to Government patent rights to organizations who
contract for fully funded Research and Development (R&D) at the DOE
laboratories (work-for-others) and to organizations conducting research
at the laboratories' designated user facilities, The Department is
currently addressing the isgues related to additional class walvers to
patent rights which would cover much of the Government-funded R&D at

the laboratories.,

The Department appreclates the opportunity to comment on this draft
report, and trusts that GAO will consider the comments including the
suggested editorial changes in preparing the final report.

Sincerely,

Nt

Martha 0, Hesse
Assistant Secretary
Management and Administration
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Department of Energy
Washington, D.C. 20585 APR 2 4 1384

Mr, Franklin Frazier

Resources, Community and Economic
Development Division

General Accounting OQffice

Washington, D.C. 20548

Dear Mr, Fraziler:

In response to Mr. J. Dexter Peach's request of March 21, 1984, the
Department of Energy's formal comments on the General Accounting
Office (GAO) draft report entitled "Federal Agencies’Actions To
Implement Section 11 of the Stevenson~Wydler Technology Innovation Act
of 1980" are being prepared and will be submitted by separate letter
to the GAO.

Editorial comments on this report are enclosed for GAO's consideration

in preparing the final report,
Sincerely,
ies]
%29513////

Martha 0O, Hesse
Asslstant Secretary
Management and Administration

Enclosure
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1. Appendix I, Page 4

Table |
Laboratories Covered by an ORTA
Percent
Labs with Labs Total Labs Labs not of labs
Total ORTA or covered by covered by covered by covered by

Agency labs equivalent agency ORTA ORTA ORTA ORTA
DOD 75 50 3 53 22 71
NASA 8 8 0 8 0 100
NSF 5 1 0 1 4 20
DOE 39 27 0 27 12 69
DOT 7 2 5 7 0 100
EPA 14 1 13 14 0 100
USDA 16 3 13 16 0 100
DOC 45 4 41 45 0 100
HHS 4 3 0 3 1 75
DOI 23 6 10 16 _I* 70
Total 236 105 85 190 46
Percent 100 45 36 81 19
Comment - We suggest a footnote to the DOE entry, "laboratories not

covered by ORTA,"” on table 1 which states the following:

These twelve DOE laboratories are mostly small physical
research or biomedical research activities which are
essentially contained within a department of a university.
As such, these laboratories do not have the organizational
identity necessary to establish a full ORTA office, but do
have an ORTA function (point of contact) and are required
to prepare application assessments of projects which have
technology transfer potential,

[GAC COMMENT: DOE suggested that we footnote table I, appendix
I, to indicate that DOE laboratories which were not covered by
an ORTA function are small and are generally located at
universities.

These smaller laboratories, however, are not exempt from the
requirements of the Stevenson-Wydler Act. The act recognizes
the limited resources in smaller laboratories by not requiring
that a full-time professional staff ORTAs at laboratories with
a budget of less than $20 million. It appears that DOE is
complying with the spirit of the law by having an ORTA function
{point of contact) at these smaller laboratories as well as by
performing the application assessment for potential technology
transfer.

We believe that table I, appendix I, accurately reflects the

status of DOE laboratories' efforts to implement the Stevenson-
Wydler Act at the time of our survey.]
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= * | UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE
<« | Tha Assistant Sscrstary for Administration
LA . Washington, 0 C 20230

MAY C2 1384

Mr. J. Dexter Peach
Dairector, Resources, Community, and
Economic Development Division
United States General
Accounting Office
Washington, D.C. 20548

Dear Mr. Peach:

This 1s 1in reply to GAQ's letter of March 21, 1984, requesting
comments on the draft report entitled Federal Agenciés' Actions
To Implement Section II of the Stevenson-Wydler Technology
Innovation Act of 1980, (GAO/RCED-84-60).

We have reviewed the enclosed comments of the Under Secretary for
Economic Affalirs and believe they are responsive to the matters
discussed 1in the report.

Sincerely,

Ky Luen)
Kay low
Depu Assistant Secretary

for Administration

Enclosure
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UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE

The Under Secretary for Economic Affars
Washington 0O C 20230

2 MAY 1984

Mr. J. Dexter Peach

Director, Resources, Community, and
Economic Develcpment Division

S. General Accounting Qffice

=

-
o e e de ™ M MINECAD
HAlYyLull, LU.L. 4VUI040

U

I.T-.\
wa
Dear Mr. Peach:

We have reviewed the U.S. General Accounting Office's draft report
entitled "Federal Agencies' Actions to Implement Section 11 of the
Steven-Wydler Technology Innovation Act of 1980."

The Department of Commerce, in accordance with the requirements
of section 5(d) of the Stevenson-Wydler Act, recentlv prepared
and submitted to the President and the Congress a report on’
implementation of the Act (copy enclosed). The report supports
your draft report's conclusion that some existing Federal
patent/licensing policies and procedures are hampering Federal
laboratory technology transfer efforts.

Regarding the need to change Federal patent policy, the report
states that the Administration rather than continuing the process

of "warehousing" Federally-funded inventions developed by Government
contractors and later licensing them, already has adopted a patent
policy of "“automatically" transferring ownership of inventions to
the organizations that develcped them and that have the expertise
and incentive to commercialize them.

This policy was furthered on February 18, 1983, when the President
signed a memorandum directing Federal agencies to extend the

pelicy of contractor ownership of inventions that Pub. L. No.

96-517 established for small business and nonprofit organizations

to all research and development contractors. This extension 1s a
major step 1n ensuring that Government-funded technology 1s
available to the private sector for commercial use. In most

cases, the inventing contractor is most likely to have the knowledge
and motivation to commercialize the new technology.

Because the statutes of a few agencies restrict the implementation

of this policy to some degree, our report recommends that legislation
be enacted to remove these last barriers toc a uniform Government
patent policy. The Administration 1s supporting the enactment of
such legislation.

Regarding Federal licensing policies, our report recognizes that
patent licensing is the type of intellectual property transfer
most used at the Federal agency level as a private sector incentive
for development of Federal laboratory inventicns. This 1s done
primarily on a centralized basis, either by the patent staffs at
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agency headgquarters or by the Center for Utilization of Federal
Technolegy which 1is part of the Department of Commerce's National
Technical Information Service and which has a Government-wide
patent licensing function.

The report states that successful promotion of some inventions
may require the resources of centralized licensing corganizations
with access to potential nationwide and internaticnal users. For
example, centralized licensing offices would be able to target
advertising of specific technologies for the Stevenson-Wydler Act
Offices of Research and Technology Applications (ORTAs) (which
could handle other aspects of the transfer), as well as provide
advice and training to the staffs of the ORTAs.

The report notes that some agencies have misinterpreted Pub. L.
No, 96-517 as requiring nonexclusive licensing if more than one
firm applies for a license. This is not the case and the report
implicitly recommends that these agencies amend their procedures
accordingly.

The report also notes that centralized licensing offices tend to
concentrate on inventions that meet a known commercial need and
are the easiest to sell. These offices may do less well than
decentralized operations at the laboratory level in becoming
advocates and market creators for technologies that were not
developed to meet a specific private sector need or that are more
suitable for development by start-up companies.

ORTAs and licensing offices that are decentralized have natural
advantages for some types of technology transfer because of their
immediate proximity to the laboratories. Laboratory research
could be more effectively transferred to industry by "full service”
ORTAs performing the following functions:

° Identifyaing, evaluating, and arranging for the protection of
new technologies.

Promoting commercial use of the new technologies produced by
the laboratory that may lead to new business ventures.

Coordinating with the QRTAs of other laboratories, when
necessary, to meet the needs of industry for Federal
technologies from more than one source.

Recommending research to meet market needs.

Seeking venture capital to help start-up ventures.

Entering into collaborative research projects with industry,
including limited partnerships.
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° Administering policies that encourage employee-inventor
start-ups and follow-on participation.

° Administering a royalty sharing program with laberatory
inventors and with any part of the laboratory deemed to have
contributed to the invention that generates the royalties.

Training and instructing on invention, entrepreneurship and
industrial inncvation.

Assessing and advising on potential conflicts of interest.

Granting patent licenses or assigning future invention
ownership rights as an incentive for industry cooperation in
developing, participating in, or contributing resources for
further laboratory research efforts.

The report notes that the present authorities of most ORTAs are
limited and unclear and that, with respect to patent policy and
licensing, the Department of Commerce, to the extent that ORTAs
may lack such authorities, 1s considering whether and

by what means toc augment their authorities to:

° Negotiate the assignment or licensing of Government-owned
inventions.

Negotiate arrangements that include disposition of future
research results on an exclusive basis, acceptance of
private sector funding, and formation of Government/private
sector research teams.

Administer incentives to Federal employee inventors,
including royalty sharing and the right of employees to own
inventions that neither the Government nor a participating
private sector organization plans to commercialize.

Arrange (with appropriate limits) for Federal employee
inventors to participate in the future development of an
invention outside of the lab when this is necessary for
successful commercialization.

The report states that, in addition, 1t may be useful to establish
a system of organizational incentives that encourages the lab-
oratories to support technology transfer and commercialization,
One element could be retention by the laboratory, for future
research purposes, of part of the royalties., Care must bhe
exercised tc ensure that budgetary controls are not weakened and
that a proper balance is maintained between Federal research
missions and commercialization efforts.
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The report also recommends that techniques be developed and made

available to the ORTAs tc help evaluate the commercial potential

of new technoleogies. Such techniques are particularly necessary

to evaluate ideas that were not developed tc meet a known praivate
sector need.

Implementation of our report's recommendations also could result
in more efficient use of resources assigned to technology transfer
efforts. The recommendations, therefore, also address the concern
expressed 1n your draft report that technology transfer is
hampered by a lack of resources.

Comments from the Office of Research and Technology Applications
of the Naticnal Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration are
enclosed. Thank you for this opportunity to comment.

Sincerely,

!
’_‘Z
S

1dney’ L,/ Jones
Under Sedretary for

Enclosures

[NOAA's] Comments on Proposed Report on
Implementation of the Stevenson-Wydler
Technology Innovation Act

We have reviewed the subject report and NOAA has no
substantative comments on its generalizations concerning the
actions of Federal agencies in implementing the Stevenson-Wydler
Act. We should point out however, that there appears to be
disproportionate NOAA input to the GAO survey. Appendix II of
the report lists the 236 "laboratories” surveyed and 43 of them
were in NOAA. This represents over 18 percent of the total
Federal response and 95 percent of the DOC response (a total of
45 DOC laboratories are listed).

The problem, no doubt, is the result of the timing of the
survey relative to the status of our implementation of P.L.
96-480. We initiated our program in April 1982, conducted a
pilot assessment survey of our laboratories that year, and
established a central NORA ORTA in January 1983. The GAO
questionaire was sent to each NOAA R&D activity rather than
to the NOAA ORTA as was done for other agencies with centralized
ORTA's (e.g., National Bureau of Standards).
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There are other problems with the GAO integration of
information from the ten agencies and their laboratories
surveyed. To list a few of the more obvious:

(1) diversity in R&D mission responsibility:

(2) disparity in the size of the laboratories (in both
staffing and budget):

(3) difference between agencies in assigning ORTA
functions (laboratories, components, agency
headquarters);

(4) 1lack of guidelines for responding to the GAO survey
in view of the above.

To the extent that the report describes agency actions in
implementing P.L. 96-480, we think it is reasonably accurate;
however, we question the representativeness and information
value of the tabular information presented in Appendex I.

[GAO COMMENT: DOC, with the exception of comments from NOAA,
concurs with our report. DOC's comments amplify the problems
with patent and licensing policies which are expressed in the
report. DOC's comments also summarize its report to the
President and the Congress on the Stevenson-Wydler Act.

NOAA commented that its laboratories represented a dispropor-
tionate input to the GAO survey and that the draft report
integrated information from laboratories with dissimilar
characteristics.

We surveyed the universe of federal R&D laboratories in the 10
agencies in this review. Therefore, we made no attempt to
stratify a sample of laboratories by size, mission, or organiza-
tional characteristics. Each agency assisted us in developing
its list of laboratories. For example, DOC told us it regarded

NBS as one laboratory while it regarded each NOAA facility as an
individual laboratory.]
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r
(' DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH & HUMAN SERVICES Otfice of inspector Genarsl

N

AR 20 584

Mr. Richard L. Fogel

Director, Human Resources
Division

United States General
Accounting CQffice

Washington, D.C. 20548

Dear Mr. Fogel:

The Secretary asked that I respond to your request for the
Department's comments on your draft report "Federal Agencies'
Implement Section II of the Stevenson-Wydler Technology
Innovation Act of 1980." The enclosed comments represent
the tentative position of the Department and are subject to
reevaluation when the final versicn of this report is
received.

We appreciate the opportunity to comment on this draft report
before its publication.

Sincerely yours,

1;fRic ard P. Kusserow
1-~~1Inspector General

Enclosure
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COMMENTS OF THE DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND HUMAN SERVICES
ON THE GENERAL ACCOUNTING OFFICE'S DRAFT REPORT,
"rEDERAL AGENCIES' ACTIONS TO IMPLEMENT SECTION 11
OF THE STEVENSON-WYDLER TECHNOLOGY INNOVATION
ACT OF 1980°"

We concur with the general tone of the report suggesting

that Federal laboratories are in compliance with the regquirements
of the Act and with Section 11 in particular. During the
period of the survey, the Public Health Service was in the
midst of analyzing the requirements of the Act, preparing

the first report submitted to the Department of Commerce in
compliance with the Act, and designating Offices of Research
and Technology Applications (ORTA). Therefore, it was
possible that one of the PHS laboratories was not covered by

an agency ORTA as indicated in Table 1 of Appendix 1, at the
time the survey was prepared. Currently, all of our four
laboratories have designated Offices of Research and Technology
Applications.

[GAO COMMENT: HHS stated that one of its laboratories may not
have designated an ORTA because during the time of our survey,
the agency was in the process of responding to the requirements
of the act. HHS stated that all of the laboratories are now
covered by an ORTA.

We did not change table I of appendix I to show that all HHS
laboratories are covered by an ORTA. To change table I of
appendix I, GAQ would have to verify the ORTA's existence at the
laboratory. We believe that table I of appendix I accurately
reflects the level of compliance at the time of our survey.]
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Q

Department Assistant Secretary 400 Seventh St S W
'l.'l‘r:nsponuﬂon o for Administration Washington D C 20590
!",h‘ 3 [

Mr J Dexter Peach

Director, Resources, Community
and Economic Development Division
L S General Accounting Office
Washington, 0O C 20548

Dear Mr Peach

Thts 1s 1n response to your letter requesting Department of Transportation
(DOT) comments on the General Accounting Office (GAQ) draft report,
"Federal Agencies Actions to Implement Section 11 of the Stevenson-Wydler
Technology Innovation Act,’ dated March 21, 1984

GAQ found that most of the agencies and their laboratories have taken action
to implement the requirements of the Act GAQ also found that patent

policies and lack of resources to perform technical assistance may hamper
techrology transfer efforts

DO concurs with the contents and conclusions of this draft report We
understand, from discussion with your staff that the Tiansportation Test
Center, Pueblo, Colorado and the Shipboard Fire and Safety Facility, Mobile,
Alabama, were deleted from the list because they are test ard evaluation

facilities whil: this survey deals only with research and development
facilities

We would like to note that the first sentence of the last paragraph, page 11,
Appendix |, should continue after 'small business firms” to include "and
non-profit organizations {including universities) "

If we can be of further assistance, please let us know

Sincerely,

[GAO COMMENT: DOT concurs with our report. However, DOT noted,
that in addition to small businesses, "non-profit organizations
(including universities}" are given first preference in the ex~
clusive or partially exclusive licensing of federally owned in-
ventions under the Patent and Trademark Amendment of 1980 (Public
Law 96-517). However, we disagree with DOT's comment; section
209(c)(3) of the law specifically states that "first preference
in the exclusive or partially exclusive licensing [not title] of

federally owned 1inventions should go to small business firms #***®
(emphasis added). 56
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United States Agricultural Administrative
Department of Research Management
Agricuiture Service Office of the

SUBJECT:

THROUGH:

The United States Department of Agriculture concurs with the subject draft

Deputy Administrator

GAQC Draft Report RCED-84-60, Dated March 22, 1984,
Entitled "Federal Agencies' Actions to Implement
Section 11 of the Stevenson-Wydler Technology
Innovation Act”

J. Dexter Peach, Director
Resources, Community, and Economic
Development Division, GAO

)
.4y K
Orville G. Bentley, Assistant Secretary
Science and Education

Stephen B. Dewhurst, Director \f\)
Office of Budget and Program Analysis L

report as submitted.

S

ARTHUR H.

NIES

Deputy Administrator

cc:

Donn E. Adkisson, OIG
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United States Department of the Interior

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY
WASHINGTON, D.C 20240

APR 19 1384

Mr, J. Dexter Peach

Director, Resources, Community and
Economic Development Division

U.5. General Accounting Office

Washington, D.C. 20548

Dear Mr. Peach:

We appreciate having had the opportunity to review GAO's proposed
report to the Congress entitled “"Federal Agencies' Actions to

Implement Sectionm ll1 of the Stevenson~Wydler Technology Innovation
Act"™ (GAO/RCED-84-60).

Since it represents the results of a survey conducted among
laboratories owned and/or funded by four organizations of this
Department, we have no comments on the report.

s by

eputy Assistant Secretary -
Policy, Budget and Administration

Sincerely,

(974188)
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