APPENDIX A: FINAL QUESTIONNAIRE




September 17, 2001

«NAME»

«TITLE»

«ORGANIZA»

«STREET A»

«STREET 1»

«CITY», «ST» «ZIP» «COUNTRY»

Dear «KNAME»:

On behalf of the Office of Research Integrity (ORI), Department of Health and Human Services,
Logicon/ROW Sciences is conducting a survey to determine the most effective methods for assisting
institutions in responding to allegations of scientific misconduct. The survey explicitly explores four main
topics: (1) how well institutions are equipped to respond to allegations of scientific misconduct, (2) the
feasibility of developing consortia among institutions, professional associations, or scientific societies for
this purpose, (3) the utilization of technical assistance offered by ORI, and (4) suggestions for other
useful mechanisms to assist in responding to allegations.

This study is expected to identify several methods that could be used by institutions to acquire the
guidance and expertise required to respond appropriately to allegations of scientific misconduct. Your
participation in this study is voluntary. However, we encourage your participation. All participants will
receive a summary of the study results. Analyses and tables will reflect aggregated information rather
than responses from specific organizations.

As «TITLE» of «KORGANIZA» you are in a key position to help us gather this important information, and
we greatly appreciate the time and effort involved. Please complete the survey over the Internet by
October 15, 2001, by following the instructions on the attached sheet. If you prefer, you can request a
paper copy of the survey by contacting me: telephone (301-294-5463), fax (301-294-5401), or email
(cflatau@hq.row.com).

A federal agency may not conduct or sponsor, and a person is not required to respond to, a collection of
information unless it displays a currently valid OMB control number. The valid OMB control number is
0990-0248. Public reporting burden for this collection of information is estimated to vary from 15
minutes to 25 minutes with an average of 20 minutes per response, including time for searching existing
data sources, gathering the necessary data, and completing and reviewing the collection of information.

If you have any questions, please feel free to contact me. Thank you in advance for your participation.
Sincerely,
Claudia Flatau, M.P.H.

Study Manager
Logicon/ROW Sciences



OMB No.: 0990-0248
Expiration Date: 06/30/2002

CONSORTIUM FEASIBILITY STUDY QUESTIONNAIRE

1.  How many researchers and faculty that conduct research are employed in your institution?

S501-1,000 . .o
Over 1,000 . . ...

2. What type of research institution are you employed by?

Institution of higher education that is not affiliated with an academic

medical center . ... ... ...
Academic medical center or affiliated institution of higher education . . . . ..
Research organization, institute, foundation,orlab ....................
Independent hospital ......... ... ... ... . . .. ...
Educational organization other than higher education .................
Other health, human resources, or environmental services organization . . . .
Federal or State government ................. ...
Other ...

3. Does your institution have a formal affiliation with another institution to respond to
allegations of scientific misconduct?

NO

4.  In the past 5 years, how many allegations of scientific misconduct received by your
institution resulted in inquiries or investigations?

If you answered NONE to Question 4, please skip to Question 8.



S.

6.

From what source(s) did your institution seek assistance/expertise in conducting a
competent inquiry or investigation? (Check all that apply.)

Source ......coviiiiiiiinennn Allegation 1 Allegation 2 Allegation 3
Within institution or affiliate

Unaffiliated, outside institution

Office of Research Integrity

Outside advisor/consultant

Other (specify).

In what areas did your institution seek assistance? (Check all that apply.)
Source ......coviiiiiiiinennn Allegation 1 Allegation 2  Allegation 3

Overall guidance

Conducting preliminary assessments
Maintaining confidentiality
Acquiring appropriate expertise
Handling conflicts of interest
Treatment of whistleblowers
Treatment of respondents
Management of committees
Conduct of inquiry

Conduct of investigation
Sequestration of evidence
Investigational techniques
Interviewing skills

Assessing evidence

Legal issues

Preparing reports

Other (specify)
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7.  Based on the assistance received from the sources indicated in Question 5, where would

your institution most likely seek assistance in the future?

Future
Source Allegation

Within institution or affiliate ............. ... ... ... .. . ... ... ..
Unaffiliated, outside institution ...............................
Office of Research Integrity ............. ... .. ... ... vino...
Outside advisor/consultant . ............ .. ... ... .. ..

Other (specity)

Please skip to Question 9.

8.  If your institution were to receive an allegation of research misconduct, would it need

assistance in any of the following areas? (Please check all that apply.)

Overall guidance Conduct of inquiry
Conducting preliminary assessments Conduct of investigation
Maintaining confidentiality Sequestration of evidence
Acquiring appropriate expertise Investigational techniques
Handling conflicts of interest Interviewing skills
Treatment of whistleblowers Assessing evidence
Treatment of respondents Legal issues
Management of committees Preparing reports

Other (specify)

All participants should answer the remaining questions.
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The remaining questions address possible alternative sources of assistance/expertise in
responding to allegations of research misconduct that could be initiated or further developed.
The following are sources you will be asked about:

Within institution/affiliate Consortium
Unaffiliated/outside institutions Outside advisor/consultant
Institutional association Scientific society
Independent investigative firm Office of Research Integrity

9. What is the likelihood that your institution would rely entirely on assistance/expertise
available within your institution or an affiliated institution?

Very likely ...
Somewhat likely . ..... ...
Somewhat unlikely
Very unlikely

9a.  What services could be provided to your institution that would support its reliance
on assistance/expertise from within your institution or an affiliated institution?

10. What is the likelihood that your institution would become a member of a consortium
designed to provide assistance/expertise in conducting inquiries or investigations?

Very likely ...
Somewhat likely . ..... ... . .
Somewhat unlikely
Very unlikely

10a. Please briefly explain your response.
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11. What is the likelihood that your institution would request services from a consortium?

Very liKely ... e
Somewhat likely . ..... ...
Somewhat unlikely ......... .. .. . . . . .
Veryunlikely ....... ..

11a. Please briefly explain your response.

12.  Would incorporating any of the following areas into the scope of a consortium's
responsibility make a consortium more useful to your institution? (Check all that apply.)

Questionable research practices Conlflicts of interest
Allegations of retaliation Hazardous materials
Human subjects Financial management
Animal subjects None

Other (specity)

13. Please rank (number) the following possibilities for the basis of forming a consortium
according to your institution’s preference.

(Please rank the choices from 1 = most preferred to 4 = least preferred.)
Geographic proximity - Similar institutional type
Similar size - Scientific field
14. Please rank your preference regarding who should organize a consortium designed to
provide assistance/expertise in conducting inquiries or investigations.
(Please rank the choices from 1 = most preferred to 4 = least preferred.)
Individual institutions - Scientific societies

Institutional associations Independent consultants
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15.

16.

What is the likelihood that your institution would seek assistance/expertise from
unaffiliated/outside institutions?

Very likely ...
Somewhat likely . ........ ..
Somewhat unlikely
Very unlikely

15a. Would a registry of responsible officials at institutions that have received research

misconduct allegations make it more likely that your institution would seek advice
from unaffiliated/outside institutions?

Yes No

15b.  What else would make it more likely that your institution would seek advice from

unaffiliated/outside institutions?

What is the likelihood that your institution would seek assistance/expertise from outside
advisors/consultants?

16a.

16b.

Very likely ...
Somewhat likely . ..... ... .
Somewhat unlikely
Very unlikely

Would it be useful to create a registry of advisors/consultants who have
experience in responding to allegations of research misconduct?

Yes No

Would it be useful to create a certification program for outside
advisors/consultants?

Yes No

ID



17.

18.

16¢c.  What else would make it more likely that your institution would seek advice from
outside advisors/consultants?

What is the likelihood that your institution would seek assistance/expertise from
institutional associations (AAMC, AAU)?

Very likely ...
Somewhat likely . ........ ..
Somewhatunlikely ......... ... .. .. .. . .
Veryunlikely ... ... .

17a.  What would make it more likely that your institution would seek advice from
institutional associations?

What is the likelihood that your institution would seek assistance/expertise from scientific
societies (AAAS, FASEB, ASMB)?

Very Likely ...
Somewhat likely . ........ . .. e
Somewhatunlikely ......... ... ... .. .. . .
Veryunlikely ... ... .

18a. What would make it more likely that your institution would seek advice from
scientific societies?

ID



19. What is the likelihood that your institution would seek assistance/expertise from an

independent investigative firm?

Very likely ...
Somewhat likely . ........ ..
Somewhat unlikely
Very unlikely

19a. What would make it more likely that your institution would seek
assistance/expertise from an independent investigative firm?

19b.  Would it be useful to create a registry of independent investigative firms that are

available to provide assistance/expertise?

Yes No

20. What is the likelihood that your institution would seek assistance/expertise from the Office

of Research Integrity?

Very Llikely ..o
Somewhat likely . ....... ... .. . . . . .
Somewhat unlikely
Very unlikely

20a.  What would make it more likely that your institution would seek advice from the

Office of Research Integrity?
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20b.

20c.

If your institution has contacted the Office of Research Integrity for assistance,
what was the overall satisfaction with the services received?

Verysatisfied ......... ... e
Somewhat satisfied ......... ... ... . . .
Somewhat dissatisfied . . ......... ... .. ... . ... . ...
Very dissatisfied ........... ... ..
Institution has not contacted ORI for assistance .. ..................

Is your institution hesitant to contact the Office of Research Integrity for
assistance/expertise for any of the following reasons? (Check all that apply.)

Nothesitant . ...... ...
ORlisaregulatoryoffice ........ ... ... . i
Do not want to inform ORI about a case until

an investigationis warranted ............ ... .. . . .
Protect the confidentiality of the proceedings .....................
Protect the reputation of the respondent .. ........................
Other sources of assistance readily available ......................
Needed information on ORI website ............................
Other (specify)

21.

Please rank (number) four selections from the following sources of assistance/expertise
according to which sources your institution would like to see further developed.

(Please rank your four selections from 1 = most preferred to 4 = least preferred.)

Within institution or affiliate Institutional association
Consortium o Scientific society o
Unaffiliated, outside institution ___ Independent investigative firm
Outside advisor/consultant . Office of Research Integrity ___
Other (specify)

Thank you for completing this questionnaire.

Please return in the enclosed envelope by October 15, 2001

To: Claudia Flatau, ROW Sciences, 1700 Research Boulevard, Suite 400, Rockville, MD 20850

ID



APPENDIX B: FREQUENCIES




CONSORTIUM FEASIBILITY STUDY QUESTIONNAIRE
FREQUENCIES
(N=312)

1.  How many researchers and faculty that conduct research are employed in your institution?

I 126
L1-100 ..o 79
L01-500 . o .o 50
501-1,000 ..o 17
Over 1,000 . . .. o 36
Nome ... o 2
MISSING . . o o 2

2. What type of research institution are you employed by?

Institution of higher education that is not affiliated with an academic

medical center ... ... ... 72
Academic medical center or affiliated institution of higher education . . . . ... 52
Research organization, institute, foundation,orlab ..................... 65
Independent hospital ........ ... ... .. . ... 10
Educational organization other than higher education ................... 3
Other health, human resources, or environmental services organization . . . . .. 7
Federal or State government ............... ...ttt 5
Other ..o 92
MISSING . . o o 6

3. Does your institution have a formal affiliation with another institution to respond to
allegations of scientific misconduct?

Y S ot 36
N O o 266
Don’t KNow . ..., 10

4.  Inthe past 5 years, how many allegations of scientific misconduct received by your
institution resulted in inquiries or investigations?

NONC .o e 234
O . 23
WO oo e 10
Three . ... 33
Morethanthree . ... ... . .. . . . . 5
MiSSIngG . . ..o 7




5. From what source(s) did your institution seek assistance/expertise in conducting a
competent inquiry or investigation? (Check all that apply.)

Source ........oiiviiiiiienn. Allegation 1 Allegation 2 Allegation 3
Within institution or affiliate 60 38 27
Unaffiliated, outside institution 13 6 3
Office of Research Integrity 21 17 11
Outside advisor/consultant 10 6 5
Other (specify) 4 3 2
Missing 8 6 5

See Appendix C for explanations of “Other”

6. In what areas did your institution seek assistance? (Check all that apply.)

Source ........ciiviiiiiinnn. Allegation 1 Allegation 2 Allegation 3
Overall guidance 34 26 18
Conducting preliminary assessments 26 11 10
Maintaining confidentiality 10 5 5
Acquiring appropriate expertise 14 10 5
Handling conflicts of interest 4 1 2
Treatment of whistleblowers 14 7 6
Treatment of respondents 16 9 8
Management of committees 8 5 2
Conduct of inquiry 22 11 6
Conduct of investigation 12 7 5
Sequestration of evidence 14 7 5
Investigational techniques 4 6 5
Interviewing skills 1 2 2
Assessing evidence 9 8 2
Legal issues 26 18 15
Preparing reports 11 9 8
Other (specity) 2 2 0
Missing 20 14 14

See Appendix C for explanations of “Other”




7.  Based on the assistance received from the sources indicated in Question 5, where would
your institution most likely seek assistance in the future?

Future
Source Allegation
Within institution or affiliate .. .......... ... ... ... ... . ... .... 52
Unaffiliated, outside institution . .................. . ....c...... 12
Office of Research Integrity ........... ... ... ... i, 41
Outside advisor/consultant . ........... ... ... ... ... .. ........ 12
Other (Specify) . ..ot 8
MISSING . . o o 2

See Appendix C for explanations of “Other”

8. Ifyour institution were to receive an allegation of research misconduct, would it need
assistance in any of the following areas? (Please check all that apply.)

141 Overall guidance 74  Conduct of inquiry

53  Conducting preliminary assessments 71  Conduct of investigation
25 Maintaining confidentiality 45  Sequestration of evidence
79  Acquiring appropriate expertise 66 Investigational techniques
37 Handling conflicts of interest 29 Interviewing skills

39 Treatment of whistleblowers 62  Assessing evidence

33  Treatment of respondents 117 Legal issues

23 Management of committees 73 Preparing reports

10  Other (specify)
See Appendix C for explanations of “Other” 43  Missing




The remaining questions address possible alternative sources of assistance/expertise in
responding to allegations of research misconduct that could be initiated or further developed.
The following are sources you will be asked about:

Within institution/affiliate Consortium
Unaffiliated/outside institutions Outside advisor/consultant
Institutional association Scientific society
Independent investigative firm Office of Research Integrity

10.

What is the likelihood that your institution would rely entirely on assistance/expertise
available within your institution or an affiliated institution?

Very likely ... 62
Somewhat likely ......... . . . . 27
Somewhatunlikely ......... ... .. .. .. . . . 26
Veryunlikely . ... ... 31
MISSING . . oo 166

9a.  What services could be provided to your institution that would support its reliance

on assistance/expertise from within your institution or an affiliated institution?
See Appendix C for Summary

What is the likelihood that your institution would become a member of a consortium
designed to provide assistance/expertise in conducting inquiries or investigations?

Very liKely ... 16
Somewhat likely . ..... ... 46
Somewhatunlikely .......... .. ... .. . . . 39
Veryunlikely . ...... .. 46
MISSING . . oo 165

10a. Please briefly explain your response.
See Appendix C for Summary




11.

12.

13.

14.

What is the likelihood that your institution would request services from a consortium?

Very liKely ... 17
Somewhat likely . ..... ... 50
Somewhatunlikely .......... ... ... . . . 35
Veryunlikely . ...... .. 41
MISSING . . o e 169

11a. Please briefly explain your response.
See Appendix C for Summary

Would incorporating any of the following areas into the scope of a consortium's

responsibility make a consortium more useful to your institution? (Check all that apply.)

106 Questionable research practices 98  Conflicts of interest
65 Allegations of retaliation 38 Hazardous materials
97  Human subjects 59  Financial management
43  Animal subjects 80 None

10  Other (specify) 64  Missing

See Appendix C for explanations of “Other”

Please rank (number) the following possibilities for the basis of forming a consortium
according to your institution’s preference.

Most Second Third Least Not
Preferred Choice Choice Preferred Ranked

Geographic proximity 61 46 58 86 61
Similar size 17 61 76 96 62
Similar institutional type 129 60 40 25 58
Scientific field 66 86 56 45 59

Please rank your preference regarding who should organize a consortium designed to
provide assistance/expertise in conducting inquiries or investigations.

Most Second Third Least Not
Preferred Choice Choice Preferred Ranked

Individual institutions 100 48 68 37 59
Institutional associations 60 105 52 30 65
Scientific societies 64 66 81 37 64
Independent consultants 25 24 39 158 66







15.

16.

What is the likelihood that your institution would seek assistance/expertise from
unaffiliated/outside institutions?

Very likely ... 22
Somewhat likely . ........ .. 88
Somewhatunlikely ......... ... .. .. .. . . 90
Veryunlikely ... ... . 78
MISSING . . o o 34

15a. Would a registry of responsible officials at institutions that have received research
misconduct allegations make it more likely that your institution would seek advice

from unaffiliated/outside institutions?

Yes 192 No 86

15b.  What else would make it more likely that your institution would seek advice from

unaffiliated/outside institutions?
See Appendix C for Summary

What is the likelihood that your institution would seek assistance/expertise from outside

advisors/consultants?

Very likely ... 48
Somewhat likely ......... .. . . 125
Somewhatunlikely ......... ... ... .. .. . . 63
Veryunlikely . ... . 40
MISSING . . o o 36

16a. Would it be useful to create a registry of advisors/consultants who have
experience in responding to allegations of research misconduct?

Yes 225 No 52

16b. Would it be useful to create a certification program for outside
advisors/consultants?

Yes 173 No 98




16¢c.  What else would make it more likely that your institution would seek advice from
outside advisors/consultants?
See Appendix C for Summary

What is the likelihood that your institution would seek assistance/expertise from
institutional associations (AAMC, AAU)?

Very likely ... 29
Somewhat likely . ..... ... . 84
Somewhatunlikely ......... ... .. ... . 97
Veryunlikely . ...... ... 69
MisSIng . . ..o 33

17a.  What would make it more likely that your institution would seek advice from
institutional associations?
See Appendix C for Summary

What is the likelihood that your institution would seek assistance/expertise from scientific
societies (AAAS, FASEB, ASMB)?

Very Llikely ... 36
Somewhat likely ........ ... .. . . . . 99
Somewhatunlikely ....... .. .. .. . 87
Veryunlikely . ... ... 57
MISSING . . o o 33

18a. What would make it more likely that your institution would seek advice from
scientific societies?
See Appendix C for Summary




What is the likelihood that your institution would seek assistance/expertise from an
independent investigative firm?

Very likely ... 10
Somewhat likely ........ . . . 53
Somewhatunlikely ......... ... ... .. .. . . . 95
Veryunlikely .. ... . 118
MISSING . . oo 43

19a. What would make it more likely that your institution would seek
assistance/expertise from an independent investigative firm?
See Appendix C for Summary

19b.  Would it be useful to create a registry of independent investigative firms that are
available to provide assistance/expertise?

Yes 157 No 112

What is the likelihood that your institution would seek assistance/expertise from the Office
of Research Integrity?

Very likely ... 148
Somewhat likely ....... ... . . 78
Somewhatunlikely .......... .. ... .. . . . 28
Veryunlikely . ....... .. 18
MisSing . . ..o 40

20a. What would make it more likely that your institution would seek advice from the
Office of Research Integrity?
See Appendix C for Summary




20b. Ifyour institution has contacted the Office of Research Integrity for assistance,
what was the overall satisfaction with the services received?

Verysatisfied ........ ... . 55
Somewhat satisfied ......... ... ... . . . .. 11
Somewhat dissatisfied . . ......... ... .. ... . ... . ... 4
Very dissatisfied ........... ... .. 2
Institution has not contacted ORI for assistance . ................. 176
MisSing . ... 64

20c. Is your institution hesitant to contact the Office of Research Integrity for
assistance/expertise for any of the following reasons? (Check all that apply.)

Nothesitant ... ... . 203
ORIlisaregulatoryoffice ............ ... ... ... ... 32
Do not want to inform ORI about a case until

an investigation is warranted . .......... .. .. .. o i 47
Protect the confidentiality of the proceedings .................... 37
Protect the reputation of the respondent .. ....................... 32
Other sources of assistance readily available ..................... 21
Needed information on ORI website ................... .. ... ... 13
Other (Specify) .. ..ot e 7
MISSING . .o o 48

See Appendix C for explanations of “Other”

Please rank (number) four selections from the following sources of assistance/expertise
according to which sources your institution would like to see further developed.

(Please rank your four selections from 1 = most preferred to 4 = least preferred.)

Most Second Third Least
Preferred Choice Choice Preferred Total

Within institution or affiliate 111 21 12 10 154
Consortium 19 67 28 28 142
Unaffiliated, outside institution 9 20 41 29 99
Outside advisor/consultant 16 34 32 44 126
Institutional association 16 45 47 47 155
Scientific society 20 33 44 39 136
Independent investigative firm 5 18 19 40 82
Office of Research Integrity 90 41 25 39 195
Other (specify) 5 1 0 5 11
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See Appendix C for explanations of “Other”
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APPENDIX C: SELECTED CROSS-TABULATIONS




Institute Type by QL-Nunmber of Researchers Enployed by Institution

# of Researchers Enpl oyed at

Institution

|
|
| 0 | 1-10 [
|
[

| [
| |
| 11-100 | 101-500 | 501-1000 | Over 1000 | Mssing ALL
| |
| N | Percent| N |Percent| N |Percent| N |Percent| N |Percent| N |Percent| N |Percent| N
| |
| PHS _ | | [ [ [ [ | | | | [ [ [ [ [
| I nstitutional | | | | | | | | | | | | | | | |
| Categories | | [ [ [ [ | | | | [ [ [ [ [ [
| : | | | | | | | | | | | | | | | |
[Institute of | | [ [ [ [ | | | | [ [ [ [ [
| H gher Education| 2| 1.7 9] 7.7 23| 19.7| 35| 29.9| 15| 12. 8| 32| 27.4] 1] 0.9] 117
| [
| Research Org, | | | | | | | | | | | | | | | |
| I nst, | | [ [ [ [ | | | | [ [ [ [ [ [
| Foundation, Lab | .| 0 4 14. 3| 14| 50.0] 7] 25.0] 2] 7.1 1 3.6] .| .| 28
| [
| I ndependent | | | | | | | | | | | | | | | |
| Hospi t al | . | 31 17.6| 8  47.1] 4  23.5 .| 21 11.8 .| a7
| |
| &t her HHR | | [ [ [ [ | | | | [ [ [ [ [ [
| Envi r onmrent al | .| 18] 57.1] 8| 28.6] 3| 10.7] .| g0 ] 3.6| 28
| [
| @ her-including | | | | | | | | | | | | | | |
| smal | business | N .| 94| 77.0] 26| 21. 3| 1| 0. 8| N N 1| 0. 8| N .| 122
| |
| Tot al | 2| 0.6/126| 40.4] 79| 25.3| 50/ 16.0| 17| 5.4 36| 11.5] 2| 0.6| 312
|
I

Appendix C: Cross tabulations—-PHS Institutional Types
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Institute Type by Q2-Type of Research Institution Enpl oyed By

| | Type of Research Institute Enployed By |
I I I
I I I | Research | I I I I

| |Institute of | Acadenic | Organi zati on, | | O her | | Federal or | |
| | Hi gher | Medi cal | Institute, | Independent | Educational |CQher Health | State | |
| | Education | Cent er | etc. | Hospital | Organi zati on | Organi zation | Government | O her |
I I I
| | N |Percent | N |Percent | N |Percent | N |Percent | N |Percent | | Percent | N |Percent | N |Percent |
I I
|PHS I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I
| I nstitutional | I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I
| Categories | I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I
| I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I
|Institute of | I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I
| Hi gher I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I
| Educat i on | 70| 59.8| 42| 35. 9| 1] 0.9| | | | | | | | | 1] 0.9|
I I
| Research Org, | I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I

[Inst, I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I
| Foundation, | I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I

| Lab | | | 1] 3.6 23| 82. 1| 1] 3. 6| | | | | 1] 3. 6| 1] 3. 6|
I I
| I ndependent | I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I
| Hospi t al | 1] 5.9| 6| 35. 3| | | 9| 52.9| | | | | 1] 5.9| | |
I I
[ Gther HHR | I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I
| Envi ronnent al | 1] 3. 6| 2| 7.1 11 39. 3| | | 1] 3. 6| 4| 14. 3| 2| 7.1] 7] 25. 0]
I I
| & her- I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I
| i ncl uding I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I
| sal | I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I
| busi ness | | | 1] 0.8 30| 24. 6| | | 2| 1. 6] 3| 2. 5] 1] 0.8| 83| 68. 0|
I I
| Tot al | 72| 23.1] 52| 16.7| 65| 20. 8] 10| 3.2| 3| 1. 0| 7| 2.2| 5| 1.6] 92| 29.5
I I
( CONTI NUED)

Appendix C: Cross tabulations—-PHS Institutional Types
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Institute Type by 2-Type of Research Institution Enployed By

Type of
Resear ch
Institute

Enpl oyed By
_____________ |
No Response | ALL

N |Percent | N

| PHS I
| I'nstitutional]
| Cat egori es |

| Institute of
| Hi gher

| Educat i on

I
| Research Org,
| I'nst,

| Foundat i on,

| Lab

I
| I ndependent | | |
| Hospi t al | N N
I
| & her HHR, | | |

| Envi ronment al | N .| 28
I
| O her -

| i ncl udi ng
| smal |

| busi ness
I
| Tot al | 6| 1.9] 312
I

3 2.6] 117

I
I
I
1

=
~

Appendix C: Cross tabulations—-PHS Institutional Types



Institute Type by Q4-Nunber of Allegations

# Allegations Pst 5 Yrs Reslt in Inquiry

|
|
| None | One | Two | Thr ee | > Three | Mssing
|
|

N | Percent| N |Percent| N |Percent| N |Percent| N |Percent| N |Percent| N

| PHS
| I'nstitutional

I
I
| Cat egori es |
|
|
| Institute of |

I

| |

[ [

| |

[ [

| |
50.4| 12 3.4 117

| Hi gher Education| 59 10.3 8 6.8/ 30 25.6 4 3.4 4

|

| Research Org, | [ [ [ [ | | | [ [ [ [ [

[ Inst, | | | | | | | | | | | | |

| Foundati on, Lab | 20| 71.4] 5] 17.9] .| 2] 7.1 .| | 3.6/ 28

|

| I ndependent | [ [ [ [ | | | [ [ [ [ [

| Hospi t al | 10| 58.8| 5] 29.4] .| 1 5.9] 1] 5.9 .| .17

|

| &t her HHR | | | | | | | | | | | | | |

| Envi r onnent al | 26| 92.9] .| 1 3.6] .| - 1 3.6| 28

| |

| @ her-including | [ [ [ [ | | | [ [ [ [ [ [

| smal | business |119| 97.5] 1] 0.8 1] 0.8/ .| N 1 0. 8| 122

| [

| Tot al | 234] 75.0] 23| 7.4] 10| 3.2| 33| 10. 6] 5] 1.6] 7] 2.2| 312
|

Appendix C: Cross tabulations—-PHS Institutional Types



B-What Sources Did Institution Seek Assistance - Allegation #1

Institute Type by

| Conduct | Conduct | |  Conduct | |
| Inquiry | Inquiry | | Inquiry | Conduct |
| From Wth-| From | Conduct | Wth | Inquiry |
| I'n | Qutside | Inquiry | CQutside |Using Oher| |
|Institute-1] Institute-1|Wth ORI-1 | Advisor-1 | Source-1 |ALL
I I
| N |Percent| N |Percent|] N |Percent| N |Percent| N |Percent| N
|
|
PHS I I (I (I (I (I
Institutional | | | | | | | | | | | |
Cat egori es I I (I (I (I (I
: [ [ [ [ [ [
Institute of I I (I (. (I (I
Hi gher Education| 44| 81.5] 7] 13.0] 17| 31.5] 4 7.4 2] 3.7| 54
|
|
Research Og, | | [ [ [ [ [
I nst, I I (I (I I (.
Foundation, Lab | 7| 100.0| 3| 42.9] 3| 42.9] 3| 42.9] 1] 14.3] 7
|
|
I ndependent [ [ [ [ [ (I
Hospi t al | 6] 85.7| 3| 42.9| 0] 0.0 2| 28.6] 1] 14.3] 7
|
|
O her HHR I I (I (I (I I
Envi ronnent al | 1] 100.0] O] 0.0| 0] 0.0| O] 0.0| 0] 0.0 1
|
|
Qher-including | | [ [ [ (I (I
|small business | O] 0.0] O] 0.0] 1] 50.0] O 0.0| O] 0.0] 2|
|
|
| Tot al | 58] 81.7| 13| 18. 3] 21| 29.6] 9| 12.7] 4] 5.6| 71
|
|

Note: Only the 71 study participants who indicated that their institution had

had one or nore allegations in question 4 were eligible to this question

Appendix C: Cross tabulations—-PHS Institutional Types
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Institute Type by
B-What Sources Did Institution Seek Assistance - Allegation #2

Conduct | Conduct | |  Conduct |
Inquiry | Inquiry | | Inquiry | Conduct
From Wt h-| From | Conduct | Wth | Inquiry |
| Qutside |[Using Oher|
Institute-2|Institute-2]Wth ORI-2 | Advisor-2 | Source-2

ALL

[
|
[
| I'n | Qutside | Inquiry
[
|
[

N | Percent| N |Percent| N |Percent| N |Percent| N |Percent| N

| PHS
| I'nstitutiona

I
I
| Cat egori es |
|
I
| Institute of |

I

[ |
| |
[ |
| |
[ |
2| 33.3] 4

| H gher Education| 32 76. 4 9.5 14 9.5 3 7.1 42
I

| Research Org, I I I I I I I I I I I

[ Inst, [ I I I I I I I I I I

| Foundation, Lab | 2| 100.0| 1| 50.0] 1] 50.0] 2| 100.0| O] 0.0 2
I

| I ndependent I I I I I I I I I I I

| Hospi t al | 2] 100.0] 1] 50.0] 1] 50.0] O 0.0| O] 0.0] 2
I

| & her HHR [ I I I I I I I I I I

| Envi r onnent al | 1] 100.0| O] 0.0/ O] 0.0/ O] 0.0/ O] 0.0l 1
I

| Cher-including | I I I I I I I I I I
|small business | O] 0.0] O] 0.0| O] 0.0] O] 0.0| O] 0.0] 1
I

| Tot al | 37| 77.1] 6] 12.5] 16| 33.3] 6] 12.5] 3| 6.3 48

I
Note: Only the 48 study participants who indicated that their institution had

had two or nore allegations in question 4 were eligible to this question

Appendix C: Cross tabulations—-PHS Institutional Types



Institute Type by
B-What Sources Did Institution Seek Assistance - Allegation #3

Conduct | Conduct | |  Conduct | |
Inquiry | Inquiry | | Inquiry | Conduct |
From Wt h-| From | Conduct | Wth | Inquiry |
| Qutside |[Using Oher|

Institute-3|Institute-3]Wth ORI-3 | Advisor-3 | Source-3 |

ALL

[
|
[
| I'n | Qutside | Inquiry
[
|
[

N | Percent| N |Percent| N |Percent| N |Percent| N |Percent| N

| PHS
| I'nstitutional

I
I
| Cat egori es |
|
I
| Institute of |

I

| H gher Education| 21 61.8 2 5.9 9 26.5 2 5.9 2 5.9| 34
|

| Research Org, | | | | | | | | | | |

[ Inst, [ [ [ [ | | | | [ [ [

| Foundation, Lab | 2| 100.0| 1| 50.0] 1] 50.0] 2| 100.0| O] 0.0 2
|

| I ndependent | | | | | | | | | | |

| Hospi t al | 2] 100.0] O] 0.0| O] 0.0| O] 0.0| O] 0.0] 2
|

| Tot al | 25| 65.8] 3| 7.9 10] 26. 3| 4| 10.5] 2| 5.3] 38

Note: Only the 38 study participants who indicated that their institution had
had three or nore allegations in question 4 were eligible to this question.

Appendix C: Cross tabulations—-PHS Institutional Types



Institution Type by

@Q@-1n What Area Did Institution Seek Assistance - Allegation #1

| | | Sought Asst | Sought Asst | Sought Asst | Sought Asst |
| | Sought Overall | Conducting Prelim| Mai nt ai ni ng | Acquiring App | Handl i ng Conflict |
| | Gui dance-1 | Assess-1 | Confidential-1 | Expertise-1 | of Int-1 |
I I I
| | N | Percent | | Percent | N | Percent | N | Percent | | Percent |
I I
| PHS I nstitutional | | | | | | | | | | |
| Cat egori es I I I I I I I I I I I
I I I I I I I I I I I I
| Institute of Higher | | | | | | | | | | |
| Educat i on | 25| 46. 3| 18| 33. 3| 5| 9. 3] 7] 13. 0] 2| 3.7
I I
| Research Org, Inst, I I I I I I I I I I I
| Foundati on, Lab | 6| 85. 7| 5] 71. 4| 3| 42.9| 4] 57. 1] 2| 28. 6|
I I
| I ndependent Hospital | 1 14. 3| 1] 14. 3| 2| 28. 6| 3| 42.9| 0] 0. 0|
I I
| & her HHR, Environnental | 0] 0. 0| 1] 100. 0] 0] 0. 0| 0] 0.0| 0] 0. 0|
I I
| @ her-including snall | | | | | | | | | | |
| busi ness | 1] 50. 0| 1] 50. 0| [o]| 0. 0| [o]| 0. 0| [o]| 0. 0|
I I
| Tot al | 33| 46. 5| 26| 36. 6| 10| 14. 1] 14| 19. 7| 4] 5. 6|
I I
( CONTI NUED)

Appendix C: Cross tabulations—-PHS Institutional Types
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Institution Type by

@Q@-1n What Area Did Institution Seek Assistance - Allegation #1

| | Sought Asst | Sought Asst | Sought Asst | Sought Asst with | Sought Asst |
| | w Trtmt of | w Trtment of |  w Managemt of | Conduct of Inquiry]| w/ Conduct of |
| | Wiistle Blow1 | Respondents-1 | Committee-1 | 1 | Investigatn-1 |
I I I
| | N | Percent | N | Percent | N | Percent | | Percent | N | Percent |
I I
| PHS I nstitutional | | | | | | | | | | |
| Cat egori es I I I I I I I I I I I
I I I I I I I I I I I I
| Institute of Higher | | | | | | | | | | |
| Educat i on | 9 16. 7| 12| 22.2| 4] 7. 4| 12| 22.2| 7 13. 0|
I I
| Research Org, Inst, I I I I I I I I I I I
| Foundati on, Lab | 4| 57. 1] 3| 42.9| 3| 42.9| 5] 71. 4] 1] 14. 3|
I I
| I ndependent Hospit al | 1] 14. 3| 0| 0. 0| 1] 14. 3| 3| 42.9| 3| 42. 9|
I I
| @ her HHR, Environnental | 0| 0. 0| 0| 0. 0| 0| 0. 0| 1] 100. 0] 1] 100. 0]
I I
| @ her-including snall | | | | | | | | | | |
| busi ness | [o]| 0. 0| (o]| 0. 0| [o]| 0. 0| [o]| 0. 0| [o]| 0. 0|
I I
| Tot al | 14| 19. 7| 15| 21. 1] 8| 11. 3| 21| 29. 6| 12| 16. 9|
I I
( CONTI NUED)

Appendix C: Cross tabulations—-PHS Institutional Types
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Institution Type by
@Q@-1n What Area Did Institution Seek Assistance - Allegation #1

| | Sought Asst | Sought Asst | Sought Asst | Sought Asst | |
| | Sequestration of |w lnvestigational | w lInterviewing |Assessing Evidence| Sought Asst with |
| | Evi dnce- 1 | Techng-1 | Skills-1 | 1 | Legal Issues-1 |
I I I
| | N | Percent | N | Percent | N | Percent | N | Percent | N | Percent |
I I
| PHS I nstitutional | | | | | | | | | | |
| Cat egori es I I I I I I I I I I I
I I I I I I I I I I I I
| Institute of Higher | | | | | | | | | | |
| Educat i on | 8| 14. 8| [o]| 0. 0| [o]| 0. 0| 6] 11. 1] 18| 33. 3|
I I
| Research Org, Inst, I I I I I I I I I I I
| Foundati on, Lab | 4] 57. 1] 2| 28. 6| 1] 14. 3| 2| 28. 6| 4] 57. 1]
I I
| I ndependent Hospital | 1 14. 3| 2| 28. 6| 0] 0. 0| 1] 14. 3| 2| 28. 6|
I I
| & her HHR, Environnental | 0] 0. 0| 0] 0. 0| 0] 0. 0| 0] 0.0| 0] 0. 0|
I I
| @ her-including snall | | | | | | | | | | |
| busi ness | 0] 0. 0| 0] 0.0| 0] 0. 0| 0] 0. 0| 0] 0. 0|
I I
| Tot al | 13| 18. 3] 4| 5. 6| 1] 1. 4] 9] 12. 7] 24| 33. 8|
I I
( CONTI NUED)

Appendix C: Cross tabulations—-PHS Institutional Types
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Institution Type by
@Q@-1n What Area Did Institution Seek Assistance - Allegation #1

Sought Asst with | |
Preparing Reports-| Sought O her |
1 I

I I
I I
[ [ Assi st ance- 1 ALL|
I I
| N | Percent | N | Percent | N |
I I
| PHS I nstitutional | | | | | |
| Cat egori es | | | | | |
I I I I I (I
| Institute of Higher | | | | | |
| Educat i on | 6] 11. 1] 1] 1.9] 54|
I I
| Research Org, Inst, | | | | | |
| Foundati on, Lab | 2| 28. 6| 1| 14. 3] 7|
I I
| I ndependent Hospital | 1| 14. 3| 0| 0.0| 7|
I I
| & her HHR, Environnental | 0| 0. 0| 0| 0.0| 1)
I I
| @ her-including snall | | | | | |
| busi ness | 1] 50. 0| 0| 0.0 2|
I I
| Tot al | 10| 14. 1] 2| 2.8 71]

I I
Note: Only the 71 study participants who indicated that their institution
had had one or nore allegations in question 4 were eligible to this question.

Appendix C: Cross tabulations—-PHS Institutional Types



Institution Type by

@Q@-1n What Area Did Institution Seek Assistance - Allegation #2

| | | Sought Asst | Sought Asst | Sought Asst | Sought Asst |
| | Sought Overall | Conducting Prelim| Mai nt ai ni ng | Acquiring App | Handl i ng Conflict |
| | Gui dance- 2 | Assess-2 | Confidential-2 | Expertise-2 | of Int-2 |
I I I
| | N | Percent | N | Percent | N | Percent | N | Percent | | Percent |
I I
| PHS I nstitutional | | | | | | | | | | |
| Cat egori es I I I I I I I I I I I
I I I I I I I I I I I I
| Institute of Higher | | | | | | | | | | |
| Educat i on | 24| 57. 1| 9] 21. 4] 4| 9. 5] 8| 19. 0] (o]| 0. 0|
I I
| Research Org, Inst, I I I I I I I I I I I
| Foundati on, Lab | 1 50. 0| 1] 50. 0| 1] 50. 0| 1] 50. 0| 1] 50. 0|
I I
| I ndependent Hospital | 0] 0. 0| 1] 50. 0| 0] 0. 0| 1] 50. 0| 0] 0. 0|
I I
| & her HHR, Environnental | 0] 0. 0| 0] 0. 0| 0] 0. 0| 0] 0.0| 0] 0. 0|
I I
| @ her-including snall | | | | | | | | | | |
| busi ness | 0] 0. 0| 0] 0.0| 0] 0. 0| 0] 0. 0| 0] 0. 0|
I I
| Tot al | 25| 52. 1| 11] 22.9]| 5] 10. 4| 10| 20. 8| 1] 2.1
I I
( CONTI NUED)

Appendix C: Cross tabulations—-PHS Institutional Types
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Institution Type by

@Q@-1n What Area Did Institution Seek Assistance - Allegation #2

| | Sought Asst | Sought Asst | Sought Asst | Sought Asst with | Sought Asst |
| | w Trtmt of | w Trtment of |  w Managemt of | Conduct of Inquiry]| w/ Conduct of |
| | Wiistle Blow2 | Respondents-2 | Committee-2 | 2 | Investigatn-2 |
I I I
| | N | Percent | N | Percent | N | Percent | | Percent | N | Percent |
I I
| PHS I nstitutional | | | | | | | | | | |
| Cat egori es I I I I I I I I I I I
I I I I I I I I I I I I
| Institute of Higher | | | | | | | | | | |
| Educat i on | 6] 14. 3] 8| 19. 0| 3| 7.1 8| 19. 0| 5] 11. 9|
I I
| Research Org, Inst, I I I I I I I I I I I
| Foundati on, Lab | 1] 50. 0] 1] 50. 0] 1] 50. 0] 1] 50. 0] 1] 50. 0]
I I
| I ndependent Hospit al | 0| 0. 0| 0| 0. 0| 1] 50. 0] 1] 50. 0] 1] 50. 0]
I I
| @ her HHR, Environnental | 0| 0. 0| 0| 0. 0| 0| 0. 0| 0| 0. 0| 0| 0. 0|
I I
| @ her-including snall | | | | | | | | | | |
| busi ness | [o]| 0. 0| (o]| 0. 0| [o]| 0. 0| [o]| 0. 0| [o]| 0. 0|
I I
| Tot al | 7 14. 6| 9 18. 8| 5] 10. 4| 10| 20. 8| 7 14. 6|
I I
( CONTI NUED)

Appendix C: Cross tabulations—-PHS Institutional Types
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Institution Type by
@Q@-1n What Area Did Institution Seek Assistance - Allegation #2

| | Sought Asst | Sought Asst | Sought Asst | Sought Asst | |
| | Sequestration of |w lnvestigational | w lInterviewing |Assessing Evidence| Sought Asst with |
| | Evi dnce- 2 | Techng- 2 | Skills-2 | 2 | Legal |ssues-2 |
I I I
| | N | Percent | N | Percent | N | Percent | | Percent | N | Percent |
I I
| PHS I nstitutional | | | | | | | | | | |
| Cat egori es I I I I I I I I I I I
I I I I I I I I I I I I
| Institute of Higher | | | | | | | | | | |
| Educat i on | 5| 11. 9] 4| 9. 5] [o]| 0. 0| 6] 14. 3] 15] 35.7]|
I I
| Research Org, Inst, I I I I I I I I I I I
| Foundati on, Lab | 1 50. 0| 1] 50. 0| 1] 50. 0| 1] 50. 0| 1] 50. 0|
I I
| I ndependent Hospital | 1 50. 0| 1] 50. 0| 1] 50. 0| 1] 50. 0| 1] 50. 0|
I I
| & her HHR, Environnental | 0] 0. 0| 0] 0. 0| 0] 0. 0| 0] 0.0| 0] 0. 0|
I I
| @ her-including snall | | | | | | | | | | |
| busi ness | 0] 0. 0| 0] 0.0| 0] 0. 0| 0] 0. 0| 0] 0. 0|
I I
| Tot al | 7] 14. 6] 6] 12. 5] 2| 4.2| 8| 16. 7| 17| 35. 4|
I I
( CONTI NUED)

Appendix C: Cross tabulations—-PHS Institutional Types

26



Institution Type by
@Q@-1n What Area Did Institution Seek Assistance - Allegation #2

Sought Asst with | |
Preparing Reports-| Sought O her |
2 I

I I
I I
[ [ Assi st ance- 2 ALL|
I I
| N | Percent | N | Percent | N |
I I
| PHS I nstitutional | | | | | |
| Cat egori es | | | | | |
I I I I I (I
| Institute of Higher | | | | | |
| Educat i on | 7] 16. 7] 2| 4.8| 42|
I I
| Research Org, Inst, | | | | | |
| Foundati on, Lab | 1| 50. 0| 0| 0.0| 2|
I I
| I ndependent Hospital | 1| 50. 0| 0| 0.0| 2|
I I
| & her HHR, Environnental | 0| 0. 0| 0| 0.0| 1)
I I
| @ her-including snall | | | | | |
| busi ness | [o]| 0. 0| 0| 0.0 1)
I I
| Tot al | 9] 18. 8| 2| 4.2| 48|

I I
Note: Only the 48 study participants who indicated that their institution
had had two or nore allegations in question 4 were eligible to this question.

Appendix C: Cross tabulations—-PHS Institutional Types



Institution Type by

@Q@-In What Area Did Institution Seek Assistance - Allegation #3

| | | Sought Asst | Sought Asst | Sought Asst | Sought Asst |
| | Sought Overall | Conducting Prelim| Mai nt ai ni ng | Acquiring App | Handl i ng Conflict |
| | Gui dance- 3 | Assess- 3 | Confidential-3 | Expertise-3 | of Int-3 |
I I I
| | N | Percent | N | Percent | N | Percent | N | Percent | | Percent |
I I
| PHS I nstitutional | | [ [ | [ [ [ [ [ [
| Cat egori es I I I I I I I I I I I
I I I I I I I I I I I I
| Institute of Higher | | | | | | | | | | |
| Educat i on | 16| 47.1] 7| 20. 6] 4 11. 8| 4 11. 8| 1] 2.9
I I
| Research Org, Inst, I I I I I I I I I I I
| Foundati on, Lab | 1 50. 0| 1] 50. 0| 1] 50. 0| 1] 50. 0| 1] 50. 0|
I I
| I ndependent Hospital | 0] 0. 0| 1] 50. 0| 0] 0. 0| 0] 0. 0| 0] 0. 0|
I I
| Tot al | 17| 44. 7| 9| 23.7| 5] 13. 2| 5] 13. 2| 2| 5. 3|
I I
( CONTI NUED)

Appendix C: Cross tabulations—-PHS Institutional Types
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Institution Type by

@Q@-In What Area Did Institution Seek Assistance - Allegation #3

| | Sought Asst | Sought Asst | Sought Asst | Sought Asst with | Sought Asst |
| | w Trtmt of | w Trtment of |  w Managemt of | Conduct of Inquiry]| w/ Conduct of |
| | Whistle Blow-3 | Respondents-3 | Conmittee-3 | 3 | Investigatn-3 |
I I I
| | N | Percent | N | Percent | N | Percent | N | Percent | N | Percent |
I I
| PHS I nstitutional | | | | | | | | | | |
| Cat egori es I I I I I I I I I I I
I I I I I I I I I I I I
| Institute of Higher | | | | | | | | | | |
| Educati on | 5] 14. 7| 7 20. 6| 0] 0. 0| 3| 8. 8| 3| 8. 8|
I I
| Research Org, Inst, I I I I I I I I I I I
| Foundati on, Lab | 1 50. 0| 1] 50. 0| 1] 50. 0| 1] 50. 0| 1] 50. 0|
I I
| I ndependent Hospital | 0] 0. 0| 0] 0. 0| 1] 50. 0| 1] 50. 0| 0] 0. 0|
I I
| Tot al | 6| 15. 8| 8| 21. 1] 2| 5. 3| 5] 13. 2| 4] 10. 5|
I I
( CONTI NUED)

Appendix C: Cross tabulations—-PHS Institutional Types
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Institution Type by
@Q@-In What Area Did Institution Seek Assistance - Allegation #3

| | Sought Asst | Sought Asst | Sought Asst | Sought Asst | |
| | Sequestration of |w lnvestigational | w lInterviewing |Assessing Evidence| Sought Asst with

| | Evi dnce- 3 | Techng- 3 | Skills-3 | 3 | Legal |ssues-3

| | |
| | N | Percent | N | Percent | N | Percent | | Percent | N | Percent

| |
| PHS I nstitutional | | | | | | | | | |

| Categories | | | | | | | | | | |
| | [ [ [ | | [ [ [ [ [
| Institute of Higher | | | | | | | | | | |
| Educati on | 3| 8. 8| 3| 8. 8| 1| 2.9| 1| 2.9| 12| 35.3
| |
| Research Org, Inst, | [ [ [ | | [ [ I I I
| Foundati on, Lab | 1] 50. 0] 1] 50. 0] 1] 50. 0] 1] 50. 0] 1] 50.0
| [
| I ndependent Hospit al | 1] 50. 0] 1] 50. 0] 0| 0. 0| 0| 0. 0| 1] 50.0
| [
| Tot al | 5] 13. 2] 5] 13. 2] 2| 5. 3| 2| 5. 3| 14| 36.8
[ |
( CONTI NUED)

Appendix C: Cross tabulations—-PHS Institutional Types
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Institution Type by
@Q@-In What Area Did Institution Seek Assistance - Allegation #3

Sought Asst with |

(.
Preparing Reports-| Sought O her | |
3 | ALL|

I

I

[ |  Assistance-3 ALL
I I
| N | Percent | N | Percent | N |
I I
| PHS I nstitutional | | | | | |
| Cat egori es | | | | | |
I I I I I (I
| Institute of Higher | | | | | |
| Educati on | 5| 14. 7| (o]| 0.0| 34|
I I
| Research Org, Inst, | [ [ [ [ |
| Foundati on, Lab | 1| 50. 0| 0| 0.0| 2|
I I
| I ndependent Hospital | 1| 50. 0| 0| 0.0| 2|
I

|
|
| Tot al | 7 18. 4| 0] 0.0| 38|
I I
Note: Only the 38 study participants who indicated that their institution
had had three or nore allegations in question 4 were eligible to this question.

Appendix C: Cross tabulations—-PHS Institutional Types



Institution Type by
Q7-\Where Seek Assistance in Future - Allegation #1

| Seek Future| Seek Future| | Seek Future| Seek Future|
| Asst Wth-| Asst From | Seek Future| Asst From | Assistance |
| I'n | Qutside |Assistance | OQutside | FrmOQhr |

I
| N |Percent| N |Percent| N |Percent| N |Percent| N |Percent| N

|
|
|
| |Institute-1] Inst-1 | From ORI -1 | Advisor-1 | Source-1 |ALL
|
|
|

| PHS
| I'nstitutional

I
I
| Cat egori es |
|
|
| Institute of |

I

I | [ [ [ I
I | I I | I
I | [ [ [ I
I | I I | I
I | | | [ I
39| 72.2| 8| 14.8| 32| 59.3| 6] 11.1] 4] 7. 4]

| H gher Educati on 54

I
I
I
I
|
|
I
|
|
I
I
I
I
I
I
| I
| Research Og, | | [ [ [ [ [
:
|
|
I
I
|
|
I
I
|
|
I
I
|
|
I
|
|

[ Inst, | | | | | | | | | | |
| Foundation, Lab | 7| 100.0| 4| 57.1] 3| 42.9] 3| 42.9 2| 28.6] 7

| I ndependent [ [ [ [ | | | | [ [ [

| Hospi t al | 4 57.1] 0 0.0 2| 28.6] 2 28.6] 1| 14.3] 7
|

| & her HHR [ [ [ [ | | | | | | |

| Environmental | O] 0.0] O 0.0] 1| 100.0] O 0.0 0 0.0 1
|

| @ her-including | [ [ [ | | | | [ [ [
|small business | O 0.0] 0 0.0 1] 50.0] O 0.0] 0 0.0] 2
|

| Tot al | 50| 70.4] 12| 16.9] 39] 54.9] 11| 15.5] 7| 9.9 71

Note: Only the 71 study participants who indicated that their institution had
had one or nore allegations in question 4 were eligible to this question.

Appendix C: Cross tabulations—-PHS Institutional Types



Institution Type by
@B-If Institution Were to Receive an Allegation, Wuld It Need Assistance?

I I I I I Need Asst I I
| | | Need Assistance | Need Assistance | Acquiring | Need Assistance |
| | Need Assi stance | n| Conducting Prelim| Mai nt ai ni ng | Appropriate | Handl i ng Conflict |
| | Overall Cuidance | Assess | Confi denti al | Expertse | of Int |
I I I
| | N | Percent | N | Percent | N | Percent | N | Percent | N | Percent |
I I
| PHS I nstitutional | | | | | | | | | | |
| Cat egories I I I I I I I I I I I
I I I I I I I I I I I I
| I'nstitute of Higher | | | | | | | | | | |
| Educati on | 27| 42.9| 10| 15. 9| 2| 3.2| 21| 33. 3| 9| 14. 3|
I I
| Research Org, Inst, | | | | | [ [ [ [ [ |
| Foundati on, Lab | 9] 42. 9| 4| 19. 0] 1] 4. 8| 3| 14. 3] 2] 9. 5]
I I
| I ndependent Hospital | 6| 60. 0| 3| 30. 0] 0| 0. 0] 4| 40. 0] 1| 10. 0|
I I
| & her HHR, Environnental | 12] 44. 4 3| 11. 1] 2] 7. 4] 8| 29. 6] 3| 11. 1]
I I
| & her-including snall | | | | | | | | | | |
| busi ness | 87| 72.5| 33| 27. 5| 20| 16. 7| 43| 35. 8| 22| 18. 3|
I I
| Tot al | 141| 58. 5| 53| 22.0| 25| 10. 4| 79| 32. 8| 37| 15. 4|

|

|

( CONTI NUED)

Appendix C: Cross tabulations—-PHS Institutional Types



Institution Type by

@B-If Institution Were to Receive an Allegation, Wuld It Need Assistance?

| | Need Asst | Need Assistan | Need Assistan | Need Assistance | Need Assistan |
| | w Treatment of | w Treatnment of | w Managenment of | with Conduct of | w/ Conduct of |
| | Whistle Blowers | Respondent s | Commi ttees | Inquiry | Investigation |
I I I
| | N | Percent | N | Percent | N | Percent | N | Percent | N | Percent |
I I
| PHS I nstitutional | | | | | | | | | | |
| Cat egori es I I I I I I I I I I I
I I I I I I I I I I I I
| Institute of Higher | | | | | | | | | | |
| Educat i on | 11] 17. 5| 4] 6. 3| 4] 6. 3| 17| 27.0]| 16| 25. 4|
I I
| Research Org, Inst, I I I I I I I I I I I
| Foundati on, Lab | 2| 9. 5| 4] 19. 0| 2| 9. 5| 4] 19. 0| 6| 28. 6|
I I
| I ndependent Hospital | 1 10. 0| 2| 20. 0| 0] 0. 0| 2| 20. 0| 4] 40. 0|
I I
| & her HHR, Environnental | 6| 22.2| 6| 22.2| 4] 14. 8| 6| 22.2| 9| 33. 3|
I I
| @ her-including snall | | | | | | | | | | |
| busi ness | 19| 15. 8| 17| 14. 2] 13| 10. 8| 45| 37.5]| 36| 30. 0|
I I
| Tot al | 39| 16. 2| 33| 13.7] 23| 9. 5| 74| 30. 7| 71] 29. 5|
I I
( CONTI NUED)
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Institution Type by

@B-If Institution Were to Receive an Allegation, Wuld It Need Assistance?

| | Need Asst with | Need Asst | Need Assistance | | |
| | Sequestration of |w lnvestigational |[with Interviewing | Need Assistance | Need Assistance |
| | Evi dence | Techni ques | Skills | Assessing Evidence|with Legal |ssues |
I I I
| | N | Percent | N | Percent | | Percent | N | Percent | N | Percent |
I I
| PHS I nstitutional | | | | | | | | | | |
| Cat egori es I I I I I I I I I I I
I I I I I I I I I I I I
| Institute of Higher | | | | | | | | | | |
| Educati on | 10| 15. 9] 15] 23. 8| 8| 12. 7] 19| 30. 2| 26| 41. 3|
I I
| Research Org, Inst, I I I I I I I I I I I
| Foundati on, Lab | 4] 19. 0| 5] 23. 8| 1] 4.8 6| 28. 6| 9| 42.9|
I I
| I ndependent Hospital | 1 10. 0| 2| 20. 0| 1] 10. 0| 2| 20. 0| 3| 30. 0|
I I
| & her HHR, Environnental | 6| 22.2| 8| 29. 6| 3| 11. 1] 5] 18. 5| 14| 51.9|
I I
| @ her-including snall | | | | | | | | | | |
| busi ness | 23| 19. 2] 35| 29. 2] 16| 13. 3] 29| 24. 2] 64| 53. 3|
I I
| Tot al | 44| 18. 3] 65| 27. 0] 29| 12. 0] 61| 25. 3| 116] 48. 1|
I I
( CONTI NUED)
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Institution Type by
@B-If Institution Were to Receive an Allegation, Wuld It Need Assistance?

| | Need Assistance | Need O her | |
| | Preparing Reports | Assi st ance | ALL|
I I I
| | N | Percent | N | Percent | N |
I I
| PHS I nstitutional | | | | | |
| Cat egori es | | | | | |
I I I I I [
| Institute of Higher | | | | | |
| Educati on | 16| 25. 4| 6| 9.5 63|
I I
| Research Org, Inst, | | | | | |
| Foundati on, Lab | 6| 28. 6| o]| 0.0] 21
I I
| I ndependent Hospital | 2| 20. 0| 0| 0.0| 10|
I I
| & her HHR, Environnental | 7] 25. 9] 2| 7.4] 27|
I I
| & her-including snall | | | | | |
| busi ness | 42| 35. 0] 2| 1. 7] 120]
I I
| Tot al | 73| 30. 3| 10| 4. 1] 241]

I I
Note: Only the 241 study participants who indicated that their institution
had not had an allegation in question 4 were eligible to this question.

Appendix C: Cross tabulations—-PHS Institutional Types



Institution Type by

Q- Li kelihood Institution Wwuld Rely On Assistance From Wthin

Li kel i hood to Rely on Asst Wth-In Inst

I
I
| Somewhat | Somewhat | Very | |
Very Likely| Likely | Unlikely | Unlikely | Mssing

N | Percent| N |Percent| N |Percent| N |Percent| N |Percent| N

| PHS Institutional
| Cat egori es

I
| I'nstitute of Higher

| |

[ [

| |

[ [
23.1] 7 59.0| 117

| Educat i on 27 6.0 11 9.4 3 2.6|] 69

I

| Research Org, Inst, | | [ [ [ (. I

| Foundati on, Lab | 3] 10. 7] 2] 7.1 4] 14. 3| 2| 7.1 17| 60.7| 28

I

| I ndependent Hospital | 6] 35.3] 2| 11.8] 1] 5.9 1] 5.9 7| 41.2| 17

I

| @ her HHR, I (. (. [ (. I

| Envi ronment al | 7] 25.0] 5] 17.9] 1] 3.6] 1] 3. 6| 14| 50.0| 28

I I

| @ her-including small | | | | | | | | | | | |

| busi ness | 19| 15. 6] 11] 9.0] 9] 7.4] 24 19.7| 59| 48. 4] 122

I I

| Tot al | 62] 19.9| 27| 8.7 26| 8.3| 31| 9. 9] 166| 53. 2| 312
|

Appendix C: Cross tabulations—-PHS Institutional Types
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Institution Type by

QLO- Li kel'i hood Institution Wuld Becone Menber of Consortium

Li kel i hood to Becone Menber of Consort

I I I
I I I
| | | Somewhat | Somewhat | Very | |
| | Very Likely| Likely | Unlikely | Unlikely | Mssing ALL|
I I I
| | N |Percent| N |Percent| N |Percent| N |Percent| N |Percent| N |
I I
| PHS I nstitutional | | | | | | | | | | | |
| Cat egori es (. (. (. (. (. (.
I ([ [ [ [ [ [
| I'nstitute of Higher | | | | | | | | | | | |
| Educati on | 6] 5.1] 24| 20.5| 11§ 9.4 7| 6.0 69| 59. 0| 117|
I I
| Research Org, Inst, | | I [ [ (. (I
| Foundati on, Lab | 2] 7.1 3] 10. 7] 4] 14.3] 2] 7.1 17| 60. 7] 28|
I I
| I ndependent Hospital | 3| 17.6] 2] 11.8] 2] 11.8] 3] 17.6] 7] 41.2| 17|
I I
| @ her HHR, I (. (. (. (. I
| Envi ronment al | | | 4] 14.3| 5] 17.9| 5] 17.9| 14| 50.0] 28|
I I
| @ her-including small | | | | | | | | | | | |
| busi ness | 5] 4.1| 13| 10. 7] 17| 13.9] 29| 23.8| 58| 47.5| 122|
I I
| Tot al | 16| 5.1| 46| 14. 7] 39| 12. 5] 46| 14. 7] 165] 52.9| 312

|

Appendix C: Cross tabulations—-PHS Institutional Types
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Institution Type by
Ql1-Li kelihood Institution Wuld Request Services From Consortium

Li kel i hood Request Service of Consortium

I
I
| Somewhat | Somewhat | Very | |
| ALL

| [

| |

| [

| | Very Likely| Likely | Unlikely | Unlikely | Mssing
| [

| |

|

N | Percent| N |Percent| N |Percent| N |Percent| N |Percent| N

| PHS Institutional |
| Cat egori es |
I I
I
I

| [ | | [ |
| [ | | [ |
| [ | | [ |
| Institute of Hi gher | | | | | [ [ [
| | 20] | | | 70|  59.8]|117

| |

| |

| |

| |
17.1] 13| 11.1] 10

| Educat i on 4 3.4| 20 8.5 70

I

| Research Org, Inst, | | [ [ [ (. I

| Foundati on, Lab | 4 14. 3] 4] 14.3| 3| 10.7| 17| 60.7| 28

I

| I ndependent Hospital | 1] 5.9 3| 17.6] 3| 17.6] 2] 11.8] 8| 47.1| 17

I

| @ her HHR, (I (. (. (. (. I

| Envi ronment al | 2] 7.1 5] 17.9] 3| 10.7| 4] 14. 3| 14| 50.0| 28

I

| @ her-including small | | | | | | | | | | |

| busi ness | 10] 8.2| 18| 14.8] 12] 9.8] 22] 18.0| 60| 49. 2| 122

I I

| Tot al | 17| 5.4| 50| 16. 0] 35| 11. 2] 41] 13. 1] 169| 54.2| 312
|

Appendix C: Cross tabulations—-PHS Institutional Types



Institution Type by

QL2-Woul d I ncorporating Area into Scope of Consortium
to Your

Responsi bilities,

Make Consortium Mre Usef ul

Institution

| | | Alega of | | | | |
| | Questionable | Retaliation- |Human Subjects-]| Aninmal Subjects| Conflicts of | Hazardous Mat-|
| | Rsrch Prac- Cons| Consrt | Area Consort | Area Consort |lInterest-Consrt| Area Consrt |
| | Responsibil | Responsibil | Responsibil | Responsibil | Responsibil |Responsibility |
| | |
| | N |Percent | N |Percent | N |Percent | N |Percent | N |[Percent | N |Percent |
| |
| PHS I nstitutional | | | | | | | | | | | | |
| Categories | | | | | | | | | | | | |
| | [ [ [ | | | [ [ [ [ [ |
| Institute of Higher | | | | | | | | | | | | |
| Educat i on | 46| 39. 3] 21| 17. 9| 33| 28. 2| 24| 20. 5] 37| 31. 6| 19| 16. 2|
| |
| Research Org, Inst, | [ [ [ | | | [ [ [ [ I I
| Foundati on, Lab | 7] 25. 0] 6| 21. 4] 7] 25. 0| 3| 10. 7| 8| 28. 6| 6| 21. 4]
| |
| I ndependent Hospit al | 10| 58. 8| 4| 23. 5] 6| 35. 3| 1] 5. 9| 8| 47. 1| 0| 0. 0|
| |
| @ her HHR, Environnental | 10| 35.7| 7] 25. 0| 11] 39. 3| 0| 0. 0| 11] 39. 3| 2| 7.1]
| |
| @ her-including snall | | | | | | | | | | | | |
| busi ness | 33| 27. 0| 27| 22.1]| 40| 32. 8| 15| 12. 3| 34| 27.9| 11| 9.0
| |
| Tot al | 106| 34. 0| 65| 20. 8| 97| 31. 1| 43| 13. 8| 98| 31. 4 38| 12. 2]
| |
( CONTI NUED)

Appendix C: Cross tabulations—-PHS Institutional Types

40



Institution Type by
QL2-Woul d I ncorporating Area into Scope of Consortium
Responsi bilities, Make Consortium More Useful to Your Institution

| | Fi nanci al | | | |
| | Managenent- | | Gther Area of | |
| | Consort | No Consortium| Consortium | |
| | Responsibil |Responsibility |Responsibility |ALL|
I I I
| | N |Percent | N |Percent | N |Percent | N|
I I
| PHS I nstitutional | | | | | | | |
| Cat egori es I I I I I I [
I I I I I I I (I
| Institute of Higher | | | | | | | |
| Educat i on | 20| 17. 1] 32| 27. 4| 5] 4. 3] 117|
I I
| Research Org, Inst, | | | | | | | |
| Foundati on, Lab | 4] 14. 3| 5] 17. 9| 0] 0.0| 28|
I I
| I ndependent Hospital | 4| 23. 5| 4| 23. 5| 1| 5.9 17|
I I
| & her HHR, Environnental | 3| 10. 7| 5| 17. 9| 0| 0.0| 28|
I I
| @ her-including snall | | | | | | | |
| busi ness | 28| 23. 0] 34| 27.9] 4| 3. 3] 122]
I I
| Tot al | 59| 18. 9] 80| 25. 6| 10| 3. 2| 312|

|

Appendix C: Cross tabulations—-PHS Institutional Types



Institution Type by
Q13- Rank Ceographic Proximity as Basis of Forming a Consortium

Geographic Proximty as Preference

[
|
| Rank 1 | Rank 2 | Rank 3 | Rank 4 | M ssing
|
[

N | Percent| N |Percent| N |Percent| N |Percent| N |Percent| N

| PHS I
| I'nstitutional|
| Cat egori es |

| Institute of
| Hi gher

| Educati on

I
| Research O g,
| I'nst,

| Foundat i on,

| Lab

I
| I ndependent | | I I I I I

| Hospi t al | 3| 17.6] 1] 5.9 3| 17.6] 7| 41.2] 3| 17. 6| 17
I
[Cher HHR | | I I I I I

| Environnental | 4] 14. 3] 5] 17.9] 4] 14. 3] 9| 32.1] 6] 21.4] 28
I

I

I

I

I

I

I
17.1| 117

17.1] 18 15. 4] 32 27. 4] 27 23.1] 20

I

I

I
10.7| 7 25.0] 3 10.7| 7| 25.0] 8  28.6 28

| & her- | | | | | | | | | |

[ including [ [ [ [ | | | | [ [ [

| smal | | | | | | | | | | | |

| busi ness | 31| 25.4] 15| 12.3] 16/ 13.1] 36| 29.5| 24|  19.7|122
|

| Tot al | 61| 19.6| 46| 14.7| 58  18.6] 86| 27.6| 61|  19.6|312

Appendix C: Cross tabulations—-PHS Institutional Types



Institution Type by
Ql3-Rank Simlar Size as Basis of Forming a Consortium

Simlar Size as Preference

[
|
| Rank 1 | Rank 2 | Rank 3 | Rank 4 | M ssing
|
[

N | Percent| N |Percent| N |Percent| N |Percent| N |Percent| N

| PHS I
| I'nstitutional
| Cat egori es |

| Institute of
| Hi gher

| Educati on

I
| Research O g,
| I'nst,

| Foundati on

| Lab

I
| I ndependent | I I I I I I I I I I

| Hospi t al | 2| 11.8| 3| 17.6] 71  41.2] 2| 11.8| 3| 17.6| 17
I
| Gt her HHR I I I I I I I I I I I

| Environnental | 1] 3.6/ 3| 10.7] 8| 28. 6| 10| 35.7| 6] 21.4] 28
I
| @ her -

| i ncl udi ng
| smal

| busi ness
I
| Tot al | 17| 5.4| 61] 19. 6| 76| 24.4] 96|  30.8] 62 19. 9| 312
I

I

I

I

I

I

I
17.1| 117

25 21.4] 26 22.2| 42 35.9] 20

I
I
I
5/ 17.9] 7| 25.0 7| 25.0] 8  28.6 28

25 20.5 23.0 28.7] 25 20.5
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Ql3-Rank Simlar Type as Basis of Forming a Consortium

Institution Type by

Simlar

I nstitutional

Type as Preference

Rank 2

Rank 3 |

Rank 4

M ssi ng

[
|
| Rank 1
|
[

N | Percent |

N | Percent |

N | Percent| N | Percent|

N | Percent| N

| PHS
| I'nstitutional
| Cat egori es

| Institute of
| Hi gher
| Educati on

67

57.

19

16.

10 8.5 3

18

15.

I
I
I
I
I
I
4] 117

| Research O g,
| I'nst,

| Foundat i on,

| Lab

I

I
I
I
14

50.

I
I
I
4

14.

I I
I [
I I
1 |1

3.6 1

I
I
I
8|

28.

[
|
[
6] 28

| I ndependent
| Hospi t al

47.

I
5]

29.

I |
o A

I
3|

17.

[
6] 17

I
| & her HHR,

| Envi r onnent al

|
| 15]

53.

I
2|

| | |
4 14.3] 2|

I
5|

17.

[
9| 28

I
| @ her -

| i ncl udi ng
| smal

| busi ness

20.

I
I
I
30|

24.

14.

I
I
I
24

19.

I
| Tot al

| 129]

41.

60|

19.

40|  12.8| 25|

58]

18.
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Institution Type by
Ql3-Rank Scientific Field as Basis of Forming a Consortium

Scientific Field as Preference

Rank 2

Rank 3

Rank 4

M ssi ng

N | Percent |

N | Percent |

N | Percent |

N | Percent |

N | Percent| N

| PHS
| I'nstitutiona
| Cat egori es

| Institute of
| Hi gher
| Educati on

35

29.

25

21.

25

21.

21

17.

[
|
[
|
[
|
9| 117

I
| Research O g,

| I'nst,
| Foundati on
| Lab

21.

I
I
I
4

14

I
I
I
5|

17.

I
I
I
6|

21.

I
I
I
7

25.

I
I
I
o] 28

| I ndependent
| Hospi ta
I

11.

29.

I
4

23

I
3|

17.

I
3|

17.

[
6] 17

| & her HHR,
| Envi r onment a

17.

42.

I
4

14

I
2|

I
5|

17.

[
9| 28

I
| @ her -

| i ncl udi ng
| smal

| busi ness

34

24

|
|
|
18|

14

I
I
I
9|

|
[
|
23

18

I
| Tot al

21.

27.

56|

17.

45

14

59|

18
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Institution Type by
Ql4- Rank Preference Regardi ng Wo Shoul d Organi ze a Consortium
I ndi vi dual Institutions

Individ Institute Should Organi ze Consrt

|
[
| Rank 1 | Rank 2 | Rank 3 | Rank 4 |  Mssing
[
|

N | Percent| N |Percent| N |Percent| N |Percent| N |Percent| N

| PHS I
| I'nstitutional
| Cat egori es |

| Institute of
| Hi gher

| Educat i on

I
| Research Org,
| I'nst,

| Foundat i on

| Lab

I
| I ndependent | | [ (. (. (. I

| Hospi t al | 3] 17.6| 5] 29.4| 4] 23.5] 1] 5.9] 4] 23.5| 17
I
[Qher HHR | | (I [ ([ (. I

| Environnental | 11| 39.3] 5] 17.9] 6] 21.4] 2] 7.1 4] 14.3] 28
I
| & her -

| i ncl udi ng
| smal

| busi ness 22.1 13.1 26. 2 17. 2 21.3
I I
| Tot al | 100] 32. 1] 48| 15. 4| 68| 21.8| 37| 11.9| 59| 18.9| 312
I I

I

I

I

I

I

I
14. 5| 117

44.4| 18 15.4] 21 17.9 9 17

I

I

I
25.0) 4 14.3] 5| 17.9] 4 14.3] 8  28.6] 28
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Institution Type by
Ql4- Rank Preference Regardi ng Who Shoul d Organi ze a Consortium
Institutional Associations

Institutional Assoc Shld Organize Consrt

|
[
| Rank 1 | Rank 2 | Rank 3 | Rank 4 |  Mssing
[
|

N | Percent| N |Percent| N |Percent| N |Percent| N |Percent| N

| PHS I
| I'nstitutional]
| Cat egori es |

| Institute of
| Hi gher

| Educat i on

I
| Research Org,
| I'nst,

| Foundat i on,

| Lab

I
| I ndependent | | [ (. (. (. I

| Hospi t al | 6] 35.3] 5] 29.4| 2| 11.8] .| 14 23.5| 17
I
[Qher HHR | | [ [ [ (. I

| Environnental | 4] 14.3] 9] 32.1] 6] 21.4] 4] 14.3] 5] 17.9] 28

I

I

I

I

I

I
17.9| 117

45 38.5| 14 12.0 6 5.1] 21

I
I
I
9 32.1 5 17.9 1 3.6 9 32.1] 28

| & her- (. (. (. (. (. I
| including I I I I I I
| smal | (. (I (. (I (I I
| busi ness | 15| 12.3| 37| 30.3| 25 20.5| 19] 15.6] 26|  21.3|122
I I
| Tot al | 60] 19.2/105] 33.7| 52| 16.7| 30| 9.6/ 65|  20.8|312

Appendix C: Cross tabulations—-PHS Institutional Types



Institution Type by
Ql4- Rank Preference Regardi ng Who Shoul d Organi ze a Consortium
Scientific Societies

Scientific Societys Shld O ganize Consrt

|
[
| Rank 1 | Rank 2 | Rank 3 | Rank 4 |  Mssing
[
|

N | Percent| N |Percent| N |Percent| N |Percent| N |Percent| N

| PHS I
| I'nstitutional]
| Cat egori es |

| Institute of
| Hi gher

| Educat i on

I
| Research Org,
| I'nst,

| Foundat i on,

| Lab

I
| I ndependent | | (. (. (. (. I

| Hospi t al | 2] 11.8] 3| 17.6] 5] 29.4| 2| 11.8] 5] 29.4| 17
I
[Qher HHR | | (. (. [ (. I

| Environnental | 5] 17.9] 7] 25.0] 7] 25.0] 4] 14.3] 5] 17.9] 28

I

I

I

I

I

I
18. 8| 117

12.8| 27 23.1| 38 32.5] 15 12.8| 22

I

I

I
21.4] 4] 14.3] 8 28.6] 2 8] 28.6] 28

| & her- [ [ [ [ | | | | [ [

| including | | | | | | | | | | |

[ smal | [ [ [ [ | | | | [ [ [

| busi ness | 36| 29.5| 25| 20.5| 23] 18.9] 14| 11.5| 24|  19.7|122
| [
| Tot al | 64 20.5| 66| 21.2] 81| 26.0] 37] 11.9] 64|  20.5|312

Appendix C: Cross tabulations—-PHS Institutional Types



Institution Type by
Ql4- Rank Preference Regardi ng Wo Shoul d Organi ze a Consortium
I ndependent Consul tants

I ndepend Consul tant Shld Organi ze Consrt

|
[
| Rank 1 | Rank 2 | Rank 3 | Rank 4 |  Mssing
[
|

N | Percent| N |Percent| N |Percent| N |Percent| N |Percent| N

| PHS I
| I'nstitutional
| Cat egori es |

| Institute of
| Hi gher

| Educat i on

I
| Research Org,
| I'nst,

| Foundat i on

| Lab

I
| I ndependent | I I I I I I I I I I

| Hospi t al | 1] 5.9] 1] 5.9] 1] 5.9] 9] 52.9| 5] 29.4] 17
I
| Cther HHR | | I I I I I I I I I

| Environnental | 4| 14. 3] 1] 3.6| 4 14. 3] 14| 50.0] 5| 17.9| 28
I
| & her -

| i ncl udi ng
| snal

| busi ness 13.9 15.6 11.5 36.9 22.1
I I
| Tot al | 25| 8.0| 24| 7.7 39| 12. 5| 158 50. 6] 66| 21. 2| 312
I I

I

I

I

I

I

I
17.9| 117

3 18 15. 4| 74 63.2] 21

I
I
I
2 16] 57.1] 8  28.6] 28
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QL5- Li kel i hood Your

Institution Type by
Institution Wuld Seek Assistance from Qutside Institution

Li kel i hood Seek Assist From Qutside |Inst

| [

| |

| | | Somewhat | Sonmewhat | Very |

| | Very Likely| Likely | Unlikely | Unlikely | Mssing ALL
| [ [
| | N |Percent| N |Percent| N |Percent| N |Percent| N |Percent| N |
| [
| PHS | | | | | | | | | | | |
| I'nstitutional | | | | | | | | | | | |
| Categories | | | | | | | | | | | |
| _ [ [ [ [ | | | | [ [ [ [
[Institute of | | | | | | | | | | | |
| H gher Education| 7] 6.0 30| 25. 6] 45| 38.5] 22| 18. 8] 13| 11. 1] 117|
| |
| Research Org, [ [ [ [ | | | | [ [ [ [
[Inst, | | | | | | | | | | I I
| Foundation, Lab | .| 7] 25.0] 10| 35.71 7| 25.0] 4| 14. 3] 28|
| |
| I ndependent [ [ [ [ | | | | [ [ [ [
| Hospi t al | 4 23.5] 5] 29.4] 5] 29.4] 3| 17. 6] 17|
| [
| &t her HHR | | | | | | | | | | I I
| Envi r onnent al | 4 14. 3] 10| 35.7] 4 14.3] 8| 28.6] 2| 7.1 28]
| |
| @ her-including | [ [ [ | | | | [ [ [ [
| smal | business | 11| 9.0] 37| 30. 3| 26| 21. 3] 36| 29.5] 12] 9. 8| 122]
| [
| Tot al | 22| 7.1] 88| 28.2| 90| 28.8| 78| 25. 0] 34| 10. 9] 312]
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Institution Type by
Ql5a-Wul d Registry of Responsible Oficials That Have Recei ved M sconduct Charges
Make it More Likely Your Institution Wuld Seek Advice From Cutside Institutions

Regi st Rai se Likelihood Asst Qutsde|
I nst |

|
Yes | No | Mssing |ALL

|
|
|
|
| |
| N | Percent| N |Percent| N |Percent| N |
|

| PHS I nstitutional |
| Cat egori es |
I I
I
I

I (. (. I

I [ [ I

I (. (. I
| Institute of Higher | | | | | |
| 59. 8] 34| 29.1] 13| 11.1]1

|
I
[
|
[
|
| Educati on 70 17|
| |
| Research Org, Inst, | | | | | | | |
| Foundati on, Lab | 15] 53.6] 9| 32.1] 4 14. 3] 28|
| [
| I ndependent Hospital | 10| 58.8] 5] 29. 4] 2| 11. 8] 17|
| [
| &t her HHR | | | | | | | I
| Envi r onnent al | 20| 71.4] 6| 21. 4] 2| 7.1 28]
| |
| & her-including small | | | | | | | |
| busi ness | 77| 63. 1] 32| 26.2| 13| 10. 7] 122]
| [
| Tot al | 192] 61. 5| 86| 27.6| 34| 10. 9] 312]
|

Appendix C: Cross tabulations—-PHS Institutional Types



QL6- Li kel i hood Your

Institution Type by
Institution Wuld Seek Assistance from Qutside Advisors

Li kel i hood Seek Asst Frm Qutside Advisor

| [

| |

| | | Somewhat | Sonmewhat | Very |

| | Very Likely| Likely | Unlikely | Unlikely | Mssing ALL
| [ [
| | N |Percent| N |Percent| N |Percent| N |Percent| N |Percent| N |
| [
| PHS | | | | | | | | | | | |
| I'nstitutional | | | | | | | | | | | |
| Categories | | | | | | | | | | | |
| _ [ [ [ [ | | | | [ [ [ [
[Institute of | | | | | | | | | | | |
| H gher Education| 12] 10. 3] 44| 37.6] 31| 26.5] 17| 14.5] 13| 11. 1] 117|
| |
| Research Org, [ [ [ [ | | | | [ [ [ [
[Inst, | | | | | | | | | | | I
| Foundation, Lab | 8] 28.6] 10| 35.71 2| 7.1 4] 14. 3] 4| 14. 3] 28|
| |
| I ndependent [ [ [ [ | | | | [ [ [ [
| Hospi t al | 4] 23.5] 3| 17.6| 6] 35.3] 2| 11.8] 2] 11. 8] 17|
| [
| &t her HHR | | | | | | | | | | | I
| Envi r onnent al | 4 14. 3] 14| 50.0] 3| 10.7] 5] 17.9] 2| 7.1 28]
| |
| @ her-including | [ [ [ | | | | [ [ [ [
| smal | business | 20| 16. 4] 54| 44. 3| 21| 17.2] 12] 9.8| 15| 12. 3] 122]
| [
| Tot al | 48] 15. 4] 125] 40. 1| 63| 20. 2| 40| 12. 8| 36| 11. 5] 312]

Appendix C: Cross tabulations—-PHS Institutional Types
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Institution Type by
Ql6a-Wuld It Be Useful To Create a Registry of Advisors Wth Experience
Responding to All egations of Research M sconduct

Useful to Create Registry of |
Advi sors |

|

|

I

ALL

I I
I I
I I
| | Yes | No | Mssing
I I
| | N |Percent| N |Percent|] N |Percent| N
I

| PHS I nstitutional |
| Cat egori es |
I I
I
I

I I I I
I I I I
I I I I
| Institute of Higher | | |
| | | 11.1| 117

| |

| |

| |

| |
67.5 25| 21.4] 13

| Educati on 79

I

| Research Org, Inst, | | | | | | |

| Foundati on, Lab | 19| 67.9| 5| 17.9] 4] 14.3| 28

I

| I ndependent Hospital | 14| 82.4| 1] 5.9 2] 11. 8| 17

I

| @ her HHR, (I [ [ I

| Envi ronnent al | 23] 82.1| 3| 10. 7] 2] 7.1] 28

I

| & her-including snall | | | | | | |

| busi ness | 90| 73.8| 18| 14.8| 14| 11.5| 122

I I

| Tot al | 225] 72.1| 52| 16.7| 35| 11. 2| 312
|

Appendix C: Cross tabulations—-PHS Institutional Types



Ql6b-Wuld It Be Useful To Create a Certification Program For Qutside Advisors

Institution Type by

| | Useful to Create Certif Prog of | |
| | Advi sors | |
I I (.
| | Yes | No | Mssing |ALL|
I I I
| | N |Percent| N |Percent| N |Percent| N |
I I
| PHS I nstitutional | | | | | | | |
| Cat egori es (. (. (. (.
I [ [ [ [
| Institute of Higher | | | | | | | |
| Educati on | 59| 50. 4| 46| 39.3] 12] 10. 3| 117|
I I
| Research Org, Inst, | | | | | [ | |
| Foundati on, Lab | 14| 50.0] 9| 32.1] 5| 17.9] 28|
I I
| I ndependent Hospital | 10| 58.8| 5] 29.4] 2] 11.8] 17|
I I
| @ her HHR, (I (. (. (.
| Envi r onnment al | 16| 57.1] 8| 28.6] 4| 14. 3| 28|
I I
| @ her-including small | | | | | | | |
| busi ness | 74| 60. 7] 30| 24.6| 18| 14. 8| 122|
I I
| Tot al | 173] 55. 4| 98| 31. 4| 41| 13. 1| 312|

|

Appendix C: Cross tabulations—-PHS Institutional Types
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Institution Type by

QL7-Li kel i hood Your |nst Wuld Seek Expertise fromlInstitutional Associations

Li kel i hood Seek Asst From I nst Associ at

[
|
[
ALL|

I
I
| Somewhat | Sonmewhat | Very | |
Very Likely| Likely | Unlikely | Unlikely | Mssing |

|
|
N | Percent| N |Percent| N |Percent| N |Percent| N |Percent| N |

| PHS
| I'nstitutional
| Cat egori es

| Institute of

| H gher Educati on

I I I I I

I I I I I

I I I I I

I I I I I

I I I I I
15|  12.8| 30| 25.6] 40| 34.2| 20/ 17.1] 12|  10.3|1

| Research O g,
| I'nst,
| Foundati on, Lab

| I ndependent
| Hospi t al
I

[ [ [ [ | | | | [ [ [
| 2| 11.8 6 35.3 4 23.5 3 17.6] 2| 11.8

| & her HHR,
| Envi ronnent al

| | | | | | | | | | |
|2 7.1 9 32.1 7| 25.0 8 28.6] 2| 7.1]

| & her-i ncl udi ng
| smal | busi ness

|

I

|

[

|

[

|

17|

|

[

|

| 3] 10.7] 4 14. 3| 9| 32.1] 8| 28.6] 4| 14. 3] 28|

|

[

17|

[

|
28

|

[

[ [ [ [ | | | | [ [ [
|7 5.7| 35| 28.7| 37| 30.3] 30| 24.6] 13|  10.7|122
|

| Tot al
I

I
| 29] 9.3 84| 26.9] 97| 31.1] 69] 22.1] 33|  10.6| 312
|

Appendix C: Cross tabulations—-PHS Institutional Types
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Q18- Li kel i hood Your

Institution Type by

Institution Wuld Seek Assistance from Scientific Societies

Li kel i hood Seek Asst From Scientific Soc

| [

| |

| | | Somewhat | Sonmewhat | Very |

| | Very Likely| Likely | Unlikely | Unlikely | Mssing ALL
| [ [
| | N |Percent| N |Percent| N |Percent| N |Percent| N |Percent| N |
| [
| PHS | | | | | | | | | | | |
[ I nstitutional [ [ [ [ | | | | [ [ [ [
| Categories | | | | | | | | | | | |
| _ [ [ [ [ | | | | [ [ [ [
[Institute of | | | | | | | | | | | |
| H gher Education| 10| 8.5| 41| 35.0] 35| 29.9] 19| 16. 2] 12| 10. 3] 117|
| |
| Research Org, [ [ [ [ | | | | [ [ [ [
[Inst, | | | | | | | | | | | I
| Foundation, Lab | .| .l 8| 28.6] 9| 32.1 7| 25.0] 4| 14. 3] 28|
| |
| I ndependent [ [ [ [ | | | | [ [ [ [
| Hospi t al | 1] 5.9] 3] 17.6| 8| 47.1| 3| 17.6] 2] 11. 8] 17|
| [
| &t her HHR | | | | | | | | | | | I
| Envi r onnent al | 5] 17.9] 8| 28.6] 8| 28.6] 5| 17.9] 2| 7.1 28]
| |
| @ her-including | [ [ [ | | | | [ [ [ [
| smal | business | 20| 16. 4] 39| 32.0| 27| 22.1] 23| 18.9| 13| 10. 7] 122]
| [
| Tot al | 36| 11. 5] 99| 31.7| 87| 27.9| 57| 18. 3] 33| 10. 6] 312]

Appendix C: Cross tabulations—-PHS Institutional Types
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Institution Type by
Q19- Li kel i hood Your |nst Wuld Seek Assistance from | ndependent |nvestigative Firm

Li kel i hood Seek Asst-Indepen Invest Firm

[
|
[
ALL|

| [ [
| | |
| | | Somewhat | Sonmewhat | Very | |
| | Very Likely| Likely | Unlikely | Unlikely | Mssing |
| [
| |
|

|
|
N | Percent| N |Percent| N |Percent| N |Percent| N |Percent| N |

| PHS
| I'nstitutional

I
I
| Cat egori es |
|
|
| Institute of |

I

I | [ [ [ I
I | I I | I
I | [ [ [ I
I | I I | I
I | | | | I
| | | 12.0] 32| 27. 4] 56| 9] | 11.1]1

|
I
|
[
|
[
|
| H gher Educati on 2 1.7 14 47. 13 17|
| |
| Research Org, [ [ [ [ | | | | [ [ [ [
[Inst, | | | | | | | | | | I I
| Foundation, Lab | .| 2] 7.1 8] 28.6] 13| 46. 4] 5| 17.9] 28|
| |
| I ndependent [ [ [ [ | | | | [ [ [ [
| Hospi t al | .3 17.6] 3| 17.6] 9| 52.9] 2] 11. 8] 17|
| [
| &t her HHR | | | | | | | | | | | I
| Envi r onnent al | 1] 3.6| 2| 7.1 14] 50.0] 9| 32.1] 2| 7.1 28]
| |
| @ her-including | [ [ [ | | | | [ [ [ [
| smal | business | 7| 5.7] 32| 26.2| 38| 31.1| 31 25. 4] 14] 11. 5] 122]
| [
| Tot al | 10| 3.2| 53| 17. 0] 95| 30. 4| 118| 37.8| 36| 11. 5] 312]

Appendix C: Cross tabulations—-PHS Institutional Types



Ql9a-Wuld It Be Useful To

Institution Type by
Create a Registry of |ndependent |nvestigative

Firms That Are Avail able To Provide Experiencel/ Expertise

Useful to Create Registry of |nvest|
Firm |

|

|

I

Yes | No | Mssing |ALL

N | Percent| N |Percent| N |Percent| N

| PHS I nstitutional
| Cat egori es

I
| Institute of Higher
| Educati on

| | [
| | |
| | [
| | |
49|  41.9] 52|  44.4] 18]  13.7|117

| Research Org, Inst,
| Foundati on, Lab

[ | | | | [ [
| 11] 39.3] 11| 39.3] 6| 21.4| 28

| I ndependent Hospital

| 6 35.3 9 52.9 2 11.8 17

I
| & her HHR,
| Envi ronnent al

| | | | | | |
| 16| 57.1] 8 28.6] 4| 14.3] 28

| & her-including snall
| busi ness

[ | | | | [ [
| 75| 61.5| 32| 26.2| 15| 12.3|122
|

I
| Tot al

I
157  50.3]112] 35.9] 43|  13.8|312
|

Appendix C: Cross tabulations—-PHS Institutional Types
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@0- Li kel i hood Your

Institution Type by

Inst Whul d Seek Assistance from Ofice of Research Integrity

Li kel i hood Seek Assi stance From ORI

| [

| |

| | | Somewhat | Sonmewhat | Very |

| | Very Likely| Likely | Unlikely | Unlikely | Mssing ALL
| [ [
| | N |Percent| N |Percent| N |Percent| N |Percent| N |Percent| N |
| [
| PHS | | | | | | | | | | | |
[ I nstitutional [ [ [ [ | | | | [ [ [ [
| Categories | | | | | | | | | | | |
| _ [ [ [ [ | | | | [ [ [ [
[Institute of | | | | | | | | | | | |
| H gher Education| 58] 49. 6| 28| 23.9] 9| 7.7 8 . 8| 14| 12.0] 117|
| |
| Research Org, [ [ [ [ | | | | [ [ [ [
[Inst, | | | | | | | | | | | I
| Foundation, Lab | 8] 28.6] 7| 25.0] 6] 21. 4] 1) .6] 6] 21. 4] 28|
| |
| I ndependent [ [ [ [ | | | | [ [ [ [
| Hospi t al | 5] 29.4] 7] 41.2| 2| 11.8] 1] .9 2| 11. 8] 17|
| [
| &t her HHR | | | | | | | | | | | I
| Envi r onnent al | 19| 67.9] 4| 14. 3] 2| 7.1 1] .6] 2| 7.1 28]
| |
| @ her-including | [ [ [ | | | | [ [ [ [
| smal | business | 58| 47.5| 32| 26.2] 9| 7.4 7] .7 16| 13. 1] 122]
| [
| Tot al | 148| 47. 4| 78| 25. 0] 28| 9.0| 18| . 8] 40| 12. 8| 312]

Appendix C: Cross tabulations—-PHS Institutional Types
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Institution Type by

@O0b-1f Institution Has Contacted ORI What Was the Overall
Sati sfaction w Services Received

| | Overall Satisfaction w Contact with ORI | |
I I I I
| | Very | Somewhat | Sonmewhat | Very | | | |
| | Satisfied | Satisfied |Dissatisfied|Dissatisfied] No Contact | M ssing | ALL|
I I I
| | N |Percent | N |Percent | N |Percent | N |Percent | N |Percent | N |Percent | N|
I I
| PHS _ I I I I I I I I I I I I I I
| I nstitutional | I I I I I I I I I I I I I
| Categories | I I I I I I I I I I I I I
| = I I I I I I I I I I I I I I
|Institute of | I I I I I I I I I I I I I
| Hi gher I I I I I I I I I I I I I I
| Educati on | 36| 30.8] 7| 6.0 3 2. 6| | .| 50| 42.7| 21| 17.9] 117|
I I
| Research Org, | | I I I I I I I I I I I I
[1nst, | | | | | | I I I I I I I I
| Foundation, | | I I I I I I I I I I I I
| Lab | ] 1 3. 6| | | | .| 20| 71.4] 7| 25.0] 28|
I I
| I ndependent | I I I I I I I I I I I I I
| Hospi t al | 2| 11.8] 1] 5.9 .| N | 9] 52.9| 5] 29.4] 17|
I I
| & her HHR | | I I I I I I I I I I I I
| Environnental | 9] 32.1 .| N N | 15] 53.6| 4] 14. 3] 28|
I I
| & her- I I I I I I I I I I I I I I
| i ncl uding I I I I I I I I I I I I I I
| smal | I I I I I I I I I I I I I I
| busi ness | 8| 6.6] 2] 1.6 1] 0.8/ 2| 1.6| 82| 67.2] 27| 22.1]122]
I I
| Tot al | 55| 17.6] 11| 3.5 4 1.3 2] 0.6|176| 56. 4| 64| 20. 5] 312|

|

I

Appendix C: Cross tabulations—-PHS Institutional Types
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@0c-Hesitant to Contact ORI

Institution Type by

for

Fol | owi ng Reasons

| Hes to Cont act

Don't Want to |

Pr ot ect

Protect the

O her Sources |

I I I

| | Not Hesitant to| cause ORI | I'nform ORI | Confidentiality| Reputation of |of Asst Readily]|
| | Contact ORI | Regulatory Of |Until Warranted|of Proceedings |the Respondent | Avai |l abl e |
I I I
| | N |Percent | N |Percent | N |Percent | N |Percent | N |[Percent | N |Percent |
I I
| PHS I nstitutional | | | | | | | | | [ [ [ [
| Cat egori es I I I I I I I I I I I I I
I I I I I I I I I I I I I I
| Institute of Higher | | | | | | | | | | | | |
| Educat i on | 77| 65. 8| 13| 11. 1] 17| 14. 5] 11| 9. 4 13| 11. 1] 10| 8. 5|
I I
| Research Org, Inst, I I I I I I I I I I I I I
| Foundati on, Lab | 11] 39. 3| 4| 14. 3| 9] 32.1| 6| 21. 4] 6| 21. 4] 5] 17. 9]
I I
| I ndependent Hospit al | 8| 47. 1| 6| 35. 3| 6| 35. 3| 3| 17. 6] 2| 11. 8| 2| 11. 8|
I I
| @ her HHR, Environnental | 24| 85. 7| 1] 3. 6| 0| 0. 0| 2| 7.1] 2| 7.1] 0| 0. 0|
I I
| @ her-including snall | | | | | | | | | | | | |
| busi ness | 83| 68. 0] 8| 6. 6| 15| 12. 3| 15| 12. 3| 9 7. 4| 4] 3.3
I I
| Tot al | 203| 65. 1] 32| 10. 3| 47| 15. 1] 37| 11. 9] 32| 10. 3| 21| 6.7
I I
( CONTI NUED)

Appendix C: Cross tabulations—-PHS Institutional Types
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Institution Type by
Q@0c-Hesitant to Contact ORI for Follow ng Reasons

| | Need | O her Reason | |
| |Information on | Hesitant to | |
| | ORI Wbsite | Contact ORl | ALL|
| | |
| | N |Percent | N |Percent | N|
| |
| PHS I nstitutional | | | | | |
| Categories | | | | | |
| | | | [ [ [
| Institute of Higher | | | | | |
| Educat i on | 8| 6. 8| 4| 3. 4| 117|
| |
| Research Org, Inst, | | | | | |
| Foundati on, Lab | 2| 7.1 1| 3.6| 28|
| [
| I ndependent Hospital | 1| 5.9| 0| 0.0| 17|
| [
| & her HHR, Environnental | 1| 3. 6| 0| 0.0| 28|
| [
| @ her-including snall | | | | | |
| busi ness | 1| 0. 8| 2| 1. 6] 122]
| |
| Tot al | 13| 4.2| 7] 2.2|312]

Appendix C: Cross tabulations—-PHS Institutional Types
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Woul d Li ke to See Further

Institution Type by
@1- Rank Wi ch Source of Assistance Your
Devel oped - Wthin Institution or Affiliate

Institution

Devel op Source of Asst Wthin Institut

I I
I I
| | Rank 2 | Rank 3 | Rank 4 |  Mssing ALL
I I
| N | Percent| N |Percent| N |Percent| N |Percent| N |Percent| N
I I
| PHS I nstitutional | | | | | | | | | | |
| Cat egories I I (I I (I (I
I [ [ [ [ [ [
| I'nstitute of Higher | | | | | | | | | | | |
| Educati on | 56| 47.9] 10| 8.5 1] 0.9] 2] 1.7| 48] 41.0] 117
I I
| Research Org, Inst, | | [ [ [ (I ([
| Foundati on, Lab | 8] 28.6] 2] 7.1 . T 3. 6| 17| 60.7| 28
I I
| I ndependent Hospital | 9] 52.9| 3| 17.6] 1] 5.9 .| L4 23.5] 17
I I
| @ her HHR, I I (I I (. I
| Envi ronment al | 7] 25.01 1] 3.6] 2] 7.1 2] 7.1 16| 57.1| 28
I I
| & her-including small | | | | [ | | | [ [ [ [
| busi ness | 31] 25.4] 5] 4.1 8| 6.6] 5| 4.1 73| 59. 8] 122
I I
| Tot al | 111] 35.6| 21| 6.7] 12] 3.8| 10| 3. 2| 158| 50. 6| 312
|

Appendix C: Cross tabulations—-PHS Institutional Types
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Institution Type by

@1- Rank Wi ch Source of Assistance Your Institution
Woul d Like to See Further Devel oped - Consortium

Devel op Consortium as Source of Assist

| Rank 2 | Rank 3 | Rank 4 |  Mssing

|
|
I
| ALL

N | Percent| N |Percent| N |Percent| N |Percent| N |Percent| N

| PHS I nstitutional
| Cat egori es
I

| I'nstitute of Higher

| I I [
I I I |
| I I [
| I I I
| 25| I | 10.3] 57

| |

| |

| |

| |
21.4] 16| 13.7| 12

I

I

I

I
48.7| 117

| Educat i on 7 .0] 25

I

| Research Org, Inst, | | [ (. (. [ I

| Foundati on, Lab | 1] . 6] 4] 14. 3| 2| 7.1 1] 3. 6| 20| 71.4| 28

I

| I ndependent Hospital | 1] .9 7] 41.2| 1) 5.9 2| 11.8] 6] 35.3| 17

I

| @ her HHR, (I (. (. (. (. I

| Envi ronment al | 2] .1 6] 21. 4] 1 3.6| 3 10.7| 16| 57.1| 28

I

| @ her-including small | | | | | | | | | | |

| busi ness | 8] . 6] 25| 20.5] 8| 6.6] 10| 8.2| 71| 58. 2| 122

I I

| Tot al | 19| . 1] 67| 21.5] 28] 9.0] 28| 9. 0] 170] 54.5| 312
|

Appendix C: Cross tabulations—-PHS Institutional Types
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Woul d Li ke to See Further

Institution Type by

@1- Rank Wi ch Source of Assistance Your

Devel oped -

Institution

Unaffiliated, Qutside Institution

Devel op Source of Asst Qutside Institut

Rank 1

Rank 2

Rank 3

Rank 4

I
I
| Mssing |

N | Perc

ent|

N | Percent |

N | Percent |

N | Percent| N |Percent| N

| PHS
| I'nstitutional
| Cat egori es

| Institute of
| Hi gher
| Educat i on

3

2.6

4

16

13.

10

I
I
I
I
I
I
84|  71.8|117

I
| Research Org,
| I'nst,

| Foundat i on,

| Lab

I
I
I
1

I
I
I
3.6|

I
I
I
2|

I
I
I
3|

10.

I
I
I
3|

10.

I
I
I
19|  67.9| 28

| I ndependent
| Hospi t al

17.

23.

9] 9] 52.9 17

I
| & her HHR,
| Envi ronnent al

10.

10.

71 21| 75.0] 28

| & her -

| i ncl udi ng
| smal

| busi ness

12.

65.6

| Tot al

13.

.3]213]  68.3| 312

Appendix C: Cross tabulations—-PHS Institutional Types
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Institution Type by
@1- Rank Wi ch Source of Assistance Your
Woul d Like to See Further

Devel oped -

Institution
Qut si de Advi sor/ Consul t ant

Devel op Advi sors as Source of Assistance

I I
I I
| Rank 1 | Rank 2 | Rank 3 | Rank 4 |  Mssing ALL|
I I
| N | Percent| N |Percent| N |Percent| N |Percent| N |Percent| N |
I I
| PHS I nstitutional | | | | | [ | | [ [ [ [
| Cat egori es (. (. (. (. (. (.
I ([ [ [ [ [ [
| I'nstitute of Higher | | | | | | | | | | | |
| Educati on | 1] 0.9] 9| 7.7 14] 12.0| 14| 12.0] 79| 67.5| 117|
I I
| Research Org, Inst, | | I (. [ (. (I
| Foundati on, Lab | 3] 10. 7] 3] 10. 7] 5] 17.9] 3] 10. 7] 14| 50. 0] 28|
I I
| I ndependent Hospital | 1] 5.9 1] 5.9 .| 4 23.5] 11] 64.7] 17|
I I
| @ her HHR, (I [ (. (. (. I
| Envi ronment al | 2] 7.1 1 3.6] 3| 10.7| 5] 17.9| 17| 60.7| 28|
I I
| @ her-including small | | | | | | | | | | | |
| busi ness | 9] 7.4] 20| 16. 4] 10| 8.2| 18| 14. 8] 65| 53. 3| 122
I I
| Tot al | 16| 5.1| 34| 10.9] 32| 10. 3] 44| 14. 1] 186 59. 6| 312|

|

Appendix C: Cross tabulations—-PHS Institutional Types
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Institution Type by
@1- Rank Wi ch Source of Assistance Your
Woul d Like to See Further

Devel oped -

Institution
Institutional

Associ ati on

Devel op Institut Assoc as Source of Asst

I I
I I
| | Rank 2 | Rank 3 | Rank 4 |  Mssing ALL|
I I
| N | Percent| N |Percent| N |Percent| N |Percent| N |Percent| N |
I I
| PHS I nstitutional | | | | | | | | | | | |
| Cat egori es (. (. (. (. (. (.
I ([ [ [ [ [ [
| I'nstitute of Higher | | | | | | | | | | | |
| Educati on | 10| 8.5| 27| 23.1| 17| 14.5| 20| 17.1| 43| 36. 8] 117|
I I
| Research Org, Inst, | | [ [ (. [ (I
| Foundati on, Lab | 1] 3.6 4 14. 3] 4] 14.3] 4] 14. 3] 15] 53.6| 28|
I I
| I ndependent Hospital | 1] 5.9 3| 17.6] 4] 23.5] 1] 5.9 8| 47.1| 17|
I I
| @ her HHR, [ (. (. (. I I
| Envi ronment al | 1] 3.6] 3| 10.7| 4] 14.3| 5] 17.9| 15| 53