ED 370 481

TITLE

INSTITUTION
REPORT NO

PUB DATE

NOTE

AVAILABLE FROM
PUB TYPE

EDRS PRICE
DESCRIPTORS

IDENTIFIERS

ABSTRACT

DOCUMENT RESUME

HE 027 441

Academic Earmarks——Parts I & II. Hearings before the
Committee on Science, Space, ané Technology. U.S.
House of Representatives, One Hundred Third Congress,
First Session (June 16; September 15, 1993).

Congress of the U.S., Washington, DC. House Committee
on Science, Space and Technology.

ISBN-0-16-044192-

94 :

244p.

U.S. Government Printing Office, Superintendent of
Documents, Congressional Sales Office, Washington DC
20402.

Legal/Legislative/Regulatory Materials (090)

MFQ1/PC10 Plus Postage.

*Educational Finance; Federal Aid; *Federal
Legislation; *Government Role; Government School
Relaticnship; Hearings; *Higher Education;
Legislators; *Research; Resource Allocation
*Academic Earmarking; Congress 103rd

These hearings examined festimony on the practice of

academic earmarking by the U.S. Congress, the process of allocating
federal funds to academic projects or institutions based upon the
influence of one or more members of Congress who favor the funding,
rather than on the specific merits of the project or institution.
Oral and written testimony for and against earmarking was heard from:
(1) Robert M4. Rosenzweig, former president of the Association of
American Universities; (2) Ken Schlossberg, a consultant; (3) Joe B.

Wyatt, chancellor of Vanderbilt University;

(4) Charles McCallum,

president of the University of alabama-Birmingham; (5) David Gute,
interim director of the Center for Environmental Management, Tufts
University; (6) William A. Polf, deputy vice president for health
sciences, Columbia University; (7) Alvin Pesachowitz, acting deputy
assistant administrator for finance and acquisition, Environmental

Protection Agency;

(8) Elizabeth E. Smedley, acting chief financial

officer, Department of Energy; and (9) Robert W. Brown, deputy
associate administrator, Office of Human Resources Education,
National Air and Space Administration. An appendix contains
additional prepared statements and correspondence relevant to the

hearings.

(14DM)

e Tt 3t o 9% o e A o e 2% 3% S ok e e e e 9 2 9k e sl 3l e v 9% e v v 2 v 3k Dk e 9% e o' e o' e g6 e e v e o' oo ol e o' e o' e e e ole ol ok dle otk o ve ke e e dk sk ok
* Reproductions supplied by EDRS are the best that can be made *

* from the original document. *
e ¥ v e e Yo e Fe v'e v e 2k o ol P ot P o' vl sle ole ol ole e vl dle ol ol sl ol ol ale ol oo vt ot e o e o Sk vl e v vle e o ot ok ot vl v e dk ae Y ok o't ok ok o e vle vl ok ok e ot e e ok




HE

ACADEMIC EARMARKS—PARTS 1 & II

HEARINGS

BEFORE THE

COMMITTEE ON
SCIENCE, SPACE, AND TECHNOLOGY
U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

ONE HUNDRED THIRD CONGRESS
FIRST SESSION

ED 370 481

JUNE 16; SEPTEMBER 15, 1993
[No. 100}

Printed for the use of the
Committee on Science, Space, and Technology

U S DEPARTMENT OF B0 nemon:
EDUCATIONAL RESOURCES INFORMATION
T roduced as
© ,Té‘c'&éggémﬁ“n?:ségﬁf)?\ rgrpmganuauon
ongmating n
O Minor thanges have heen made 10
imptove reproduchon qualty

® Points ol view or opinions stated in this
document do not necessarily represent

ofhicial OERI position or polcy

U.S. GOVERNMENT PRINTING OFFICE
70-128 CC WASHINGTON : 1994

For sale by the U.S. Governmient Printing Office
Supenntendent of Documents, Congressional Sales Office. Washington, DC 20402
ISBN 0-16-044192-7

BEST COPY AVAILABLE




COMMITTEE ON SCIENCE, SPACE, AND TECHNOLOGY

GEORGE E. BROWN, Jr,, California, Chairman

MARILYN LLOYD,Tennessee ROBERT S. WALKER, Pennsylvania*
DAN GLICKMAN, Kansas F. JAMES SENSENBRENNER, Jr.,
HAROLD L. VOLKMER, Missouri Wisconsin

RALPH M. HALL, Texas SHERWOOD L. BOEHLERT, New York
DAVE McCURDY, Oklahoma TOM LEWIS, Florida

TIM VALENTINE, North Carolina PAUL B. HENRY, Michigan
ROBERT G. TORRICELLI, New Jersey HARRIS W. FAWELL, Illinois

RICK BOUCHER, Virginia CONSTANCE A. MORELLA, Maryland
JAMES A. TRAFICANT, JRr., Ohio DANA ROHRABACHER, California
JIMMY HAYES, Louisiana STEVEN H. SCHIFF, New Mexico
JOHN TANNER, Tennessee JOE BARTON, Texas

PETE GEREN, Texas DICK ZIMMER, New Jersey

JIM BACCHUS, Florida SAM JOHNSON, Texas

TIM ROEMER, Indiana KEN CALVERT, California

BUD CRAMER, Alabama MARTIN HOKE, Ohio

DICK SWETT, New Hampshire NICK SMITH, Michigan

JAMES A. BARCIA, Michigan ED ROYCE, California

HERBERT C. KLEIN, New Jersey ROD GRAMS, Minnesota

ERIC FINGERHUT, Ohio JOHN LINDER, Georgia

PAUL MCHALE, Pennsylvania PETER BLUTE, Massachusetts
JANE HARMAN, California JENNIFER DUNN, Washington

DON JOHNSON, Georgia BILL BAKER, California

SAM COPPERSMITH, Arizona ROSCOE BARTLETT, Maryland
ANNA ESHOQ, California

JAY INSLEE, Washington
EDDIE-BERNICE JOHNSON, Texas
DAVID MINGE, Minnesota
NATHAN DEAL, Georgia

ROBERT C. SCOTT, Virginia
XAVIER BECERRA, California
FPETER W. BARCA, Wisconsin

ROBERT E. PALMER, Chief of Staff
MICHAEL RODEMEYER, Chief Counsel
KATHRYN HOLMES, Administrator
Davip D. CLEMENT, Republican Chief of Staff

*Ranking Republican Member.

ERIC

PAFulToxt Provided by ERIC




CONTENTS

WITNESSES

June 16, 1993:

ACADEMIC EARMARKS—PART I

Dr. Robert M. Rosenzweig, Former President, Association of American
Universities, Palo Alto, California; Ken Schlossberg, President, Ken
Schlossberg Consultants, Washington, DC; and Joe B. Wyatt, Chan-
cellor, Vanderbilt University, Nashville, Tennessee

September 15, 1993:

ACADEMIC EARMARKS—PART [I

Dr. Charles McCallum, President, University of Alabama-Birmingham,
Birmingham, AL; Dr. David Gute, Interim Director of the Center for
Environmental Management, Tufts University, Medford, MA; accom-
};\anied by Dr. Melvin Bernstein, Vice President for Arts Sciences and

echnology; Dr. William A. Polf, Deputy Vice President for Health
Sciences, Columbia University, New York, NY

Alvin Pesachowitz, Acting Deputy Assistant Administrator for Finance
and Acquisition, EPA, Washington, DC; accompanied by Clarence
Mahan, Director, Office of Research Program Management; and Darwin
Wright, Director, Centers Program; Elizabeth E. Smedley, Acting Chief
Financial Officer, DOE, Washington, DC; Dr. Robert W. Brown, Deputy
Associate Administrator, Office of Human Resources Education, NASA,
Washington, DC

APPENDIX

June 16, 1993:

Opening remarks of the Honorable Robert S. Walker (R-PA) ...
Opening remarks of the Honorzble Harris Fawell (R-IL) ...
Prepared statement of Senator James M. Jeffords (R-VT)

September 15, 1993:

Opening remarks of the Honorable Robert S. Walker (R-PA)
Prepared statement of Dr. Arthur K. Smith, President, University of
tah, Salt Lake City, Utah
Correspondence:

Honorable Bob Carr (D-MI) regarding FAA’s airway science program

Jonathan Plaut, Director, Environmental Quality, Allied Signal

Dr. Thomas M. Hellman, Bristol-Myers Squibb Company

Dr. David M. Gute regarding Tufts University contact with EPA

Dr. Artiiur K. Smith, President, The University of Utah, letter of invita-
tion

Dr. Peter O. Kohler, President, Oregon Health Sciences University, letter
of invitation

Dr. Charles McCallum, President, The University of Alabama at Bir-
mingham, letter of invitation

Dr. Charles McCallum, President, The University of Alabama at Bir-
mingham, letter of postponement

PAFullToxt Provided by ERIC




Correspondence—Continued

The Honorable William H. Natcher, Chairman on Appropriations, letter
OF IIVILARIONE «vvveereirverersnernesereesereenneeeseasaonsnosensisssssantnnssnassesasessssansatssnanssssnsss

The Honorable Tom Bevill, Chairman, Subcommittee on Energy and
Water Development, Committee on Appropriations, letter of invitation .

Dr. Charles McCallum, Presidert, The University of Alabama at Bir-
mingham, letter submitting questions

Reply received from Dr. Cha%es McCallum, President, The University
of Alabama at Birmingham, re%ardixl)f Biomedical Research facility

The Honorable Karen Shepherd, U.S. House of Representatives, Washing-
ton, DC, letter of iNVIEALION ... viviuerieininiensiseneriess s s

The Honorable Mark O. Hatfield, U.S. Senate, Washington, DC, letter
Of INVILARION vvveevvveereeiiiierreneinerssrassessossrensss sonsessesssssenssnssessnessasaasorsssseessassessane

Dr. Charles McCallum, President, The University of Alabama at Bir-
mingham, letter of postpenement

Refply received from Columbia University in the City of New York, con-
Irining appearance

David M. Gute, Ph.D., M.P.H,, Interim Director and Assistant Professor
of Civil and Environmental Engineering

PAFullToxt Provided by ERIC




ACADEMIC EARMARKS—PART 1

WEDNESDAY, JUNE 16, 1993

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
COMMITTZEE ON SCIENCE, SPACE, AND TECHNOLOGY,
Washingtor.,, D.C.

The Committee met, pursuant to call, at 10:04 a.m., in Room
2318, Rayburn House Office Building, Hon. George E. Brown, Jr.
[Chairman of the Committee] presiding.

The CHAIRMAN. The Committee will come to order.

Today we begin the first in a series of hearings on Academic Ear-
marking, or what is sometimes called science pork barreling, and
I am going to defer to Mr. Walker for an opening stalement since
he is one of those who still believes in making votes on quorum
calls or voting on the Journal, and I am not going to do that, so
I can make my statement after him.

Mr. WALKER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I even call them once
in a while.

The CHAIRMAN. Yes.

Mr. WALKER. But thank you very much. I do appreciate your
yielding to me.

Mr. Chairman, I first of all want to take this opportunity to
thank you publicly for the work you have done over the past year
to highlight the growing practice of academic earmarking. This is
an issue on which we agree. This practice is detrimental to the in-
tegrity of the federal science funding process.

Earmarking in all areas, not just research, has been a concern
of mine over some period of time. The backdoor method used by the
appropriators to fund pet projects in their districts undermines the
legislative and peer review processes and contributes to the Amer-
ican public’s disdain for the way Congress conducts its business.

I believe we have made progress in recent years in convincing
some of our colleagues on other authorizing committees that ear-
marked appropriations undermine their role. I hope that this cru-
sade against earmarks will be even more successful in this year
and some ot the years ahead.

I have reviewed some of the written testimony to be presented
this morning, and I must say that I am a little amazed at some
of the justifications given for earmarking of appropriations to cer-
tain facilities. It is said that the projects funded aren’t boondoggles,
that they are vital to the nation’s future, that they aren’t taking
away from scientific research because they are add-on spending.
Well, even a car that is a lemon can be made to look good in a
showroom, but that doesn’t mean that there is a useful and great
engine under the hood.

(1)
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The bottom line is that most earmarked projects are funded that
way because they wouldn’t be able to withstand the close scrutiny
of peer review or-even of authorization, and so therefore they do
not represent the best that this nation knows how to do, and we
ought not be funding anything which is not our best effort with the
limited resources that we have.

Again, Mr. Chairman, thank you for scheduling this series of
hearings. I look forward to working with you to develop solutions
to the problem of academic pork.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you, Mr. Walker, and we hope you will be
able to contribute further during the course of the hearing.

Mr. WALKER. If I get back, yes. Thank you.

The CHAIRMAN. Let me continue with my opening statement at
this point.

A recent Newsweek acticle tells a classic pork barrel story. Dur-
ing World War II, Franklin Roosevelt summoned the congressional
leadership for a top secret meeting on the need for an atomic bomb.
All the Members voted to put aside petty concerns. Then Tennessee
Senator Kenneth McKellar, chairman of the Senate Appropriations
Committee, spoke up: “Mr. President,” he said, “I agree that the fu-
ture of our civilization may depend on the success of this project.
Now, where in Tennessee are we going to build it?” So Oak Ridge
Laboratory was created. Fifty years later, Oak Ridge remains open,
one of the crown jewels of our complex of National Laboratories.

There are two basic problems with academic earmarking as it is
practiced today. First of all, the amount and number of earmarks
to colleges and universities have spiraled out of control. In 1992,
209 colleges and universities were specifically named in one of the
13 appropriation bills as recipients of research or facilities funding.
The cost of these projects in 1992 was over $700 million, a 70-fold
increase since 1980. _

Just this week, the Chronicle of Higher Education published its
annual review of earmarks which shows an additional increase of
12 percent in 1993, yielding a total of nearly $800 million in aca-
demic earmarks. In short, despite the efforts of this Committee and
others, there is no evidence that the practice is abating.

Our purpose in holding this series of hearings is to shine a light
on the scientific and political problems associated with earmarks.
We recognize that there are legitimate problems and pressures
which underlie the recent proliferation of earmarks, but with a new
administration in place and with over 100 new Members of the
House, we want to seek and to develop more equitable solutions to
these underlying pressures. The solutions may involve enhance-
ment of existing programs, such as NSF’s Facilities Program or the
EPSCoR Program—the Experimental Program to Stimulate Com-
petitive Research—or they may involve totally new ideas, either
legislative cr programmatic.

Today’s hearing is intended to focus on the pressures which have
resulted in the proliferation of academic earmarks. We will soon
hold another hearing to hear from universities about earmarks that
they have recently received and from federal agencies about the im-
pact of earmarks on their scientific priorities. Ultimately, we hope
to use the hearing process both to step up the pressure to fight ear-

5
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marks in the upcoming appropriations cycle and to look for fair so-
lutions to the problem.

I abbreviated my statement somewhat, and I will ask unanimous
consent to include the full statement in the record, and, hearing no
objections, that will be the order.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Brown follows:]
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OPENING STATEMENT ON ACADEMIC EARMARKS
Chairman George E. Brown, Jr.
June 16, 1993

Today, we begin the first in a series of hearings on academic

earmarking -- or for the less squeamish -- the "science pork-barrel”.

Pork-barreling is of course an age-old politicai practice, and
one which may not be all that objectionable if practiced in
moderation, or for the right reasons. For example, President
Lyndon Johnson used a mixture of threats and pork in order to

secure the votes he needed to pass the 1964 Civil Rights Bill.

Today, throughout America, there are many worthwhile dams, roads




and hospitals which owe their very existence to a single YEA vote

on the Civil Rights Bill. This is pork for the greater good.

A recent NEWSWEEK article tells a classic pork-barrel story.
During World War II, Franklin Roosevelt summoned the
Congressional leadership for a top-secret meeting on the need for an
atomic bomb. All the Members voted to put aside petty concerns.
Then Tennessee Sen. Kenneth McKellar, Chairman of the
Appropriations Committee, spoke up: "Mr. President, I agree that
the future of our civilization may depend on the success of this

project. Where in Tennessee are we going to build it?" So Oak




Ridge Laboratory was created. Fifty years later, Oak Ridge

‘remains open, one of the crown jewels of our complex of national

laboratories.

Sometimes these stories are amusing, or have happy endings.

Unfortunately, at other'times, the pork turns rotten. It is my

opinion that academic earmarking has proliferated to the extent that

the pork has turned rotten.

There are two basic problems with academic earmarking as it
is practiced today. First of all, the amount and number of ¢armarks
to colleges and universities have spiralled out of control. In 1992,

209 colleges and universities were specifically named in one of the




13 appropriations bills as recipients of research or facilities funding.
Alphabetically the recipients ran from Alcorn State ($176,000 to
study small farm conservation practices) to Xavier University (a

share of $4 million from EPA to study chemical toxicity).

The cost of these projects in 1992 was over $700 million -- a

70-fold increase since 1980. Just this week, the Chronicle of

Highe; Education published its annual review of earmarks, which
shows an additional increase of 12 percent in 1993, yielding a total
of nearly $800 million in academic earmarks. In short, despite the
- efforts of this Committee and others, there is no evidence that the

practice is abating.




Secondly, in my view, academic earmarking as it is practiced
today violates basic tenets of fairness, in both the scientific and

political arenas. -

Scientifically, earmarking has reached the point where it is
distorting scientific and agency priorities and causing serious
inefficiencies in the use of scarce research dollars. It has reached
the point where no new Federal R&D program -- for example, the
President’s defense conversion program -- is safe from attack by

dubious, unreviewed proposals.

The political problem with earmarks is that they are typically

inserted in an appropriations bill or report with minimal discussion



or public record, thereby bypassing not only merit-review, but also

the hearings and authorization processes as well as full and open

Congressional debate. Earmarks are of course, allocated not on the
basis of need (as many would suggest), but in fact in direct
proportion to the influence of a few senior and influential Members
of Congress. Further as we learned last year, they tend to be
protected from attack by the rules of the House and the Senate. We
have tried to change these rules, but have only been marginally

effective in doing so.

Our purpose in holding this series of hearings is to shine a
light on the scientific and political problems associated with

earmarks. We recognize that there are legitimate problems and
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pressures which underlie the recent proliferation of earmarks. But
with a new Administration in place and with over a hundred new

Members of the House, we want to seek and to develop more

equitable solutions to these underlying pressures. The solutions may

involve enhancement of existing programs, such as NSF’s facilities
program or the EPSCoR (the Experimental Program to Stimulate
Competitive Research) program. Or they may involve totally new

ideas, either legislative or programmatic.

Today’s hearing is intended to focus on the pressures which
have resulted in the proliferation of academic earmarks. We will
soon hold another hearing to hear from universities about earmarks

that they have recently received and from Federal agencies about the
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impact of earmarks on their scientific priorities. Ultimately, we

hope to use the hearings process both to step up the pressure to fight
earmarks in the upcoming appropriations cycle and to look for fairer

solutions to the problems.
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INTRODUCTION OF SENATOR JEFFORDS

Jim Jeffords was a seven-term Member of the House (1975-1989).

Senator from Vermont since 1989

He has been active (but not overly successful) in fighting earmarks in the

Senate, particularly in the appropriations for EPA

This is an opportunity to compare our experiences in the two Houses on the
difficulty of fighting earmarks.
(Parenthetically, we also invited Sen. Nunn, Sen. Bingaman, and Sen.

Danforth, who have all been active in this area and were interested in

testifying. However, they all had schedule conflicts.)

17
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INTRODUCTION OF THE PANEL

This is a panel of two anti-porkers (Dr. Wyatt and Dr. Rosensweig) and one

pro-porker (Mr. Schlossberg).

We tried to balance the panel (2:2), but it -vas very cifficult to locate
lobbyists or spokesmen on behalf of pork, despite the large number of
practitioners (the list of lobbyists for universities and colleges takes up pages

in the lobbying registration directory).

For example, we invited Gerald Cassidy of Cassidy and Associates to appear
as a witness today. We invited Mr. Cassidy because his firm, according to
the Washington Post, has helped place language in appropriation bills that

earmarked more than $400 million to at least 38 clients.

Mr. Cassidy, however, declined the invitation.

10
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] We are pleased that Mr. Cassidy's original partner -- Mr. Schlossberg -- is

with us today. His testimony -- and the testimony of the other two

witnesses -- is excellent.

ERIC
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The CHAIRMAN. We had originally scheduled testimony from Sen-
ator Jeffords, who has been an active exponent of not earmarking
ia the Senate, but he is involved in a Floor matter this morning
in the Senate and will be unable to join us. However, we expect to
have a statement from him which we will insert in the record at
the appropriate time.

At this time, I would like to call up the panel of vitnesses that
we have scheduled for this morning to discuss the pros and cons
of earmarking, and that includes Dr. Robert Rosenzweig, Former
President of the Association of American Universities; Mr. Ken
Schlossberg, President of Ken Schlossberg Consultants; and Mr.
Joe Wyatt, Chancellor of Vanderbilt. All of these three  panelists
are extremely well informed about this issue, they have different
points of view, and we expect them to make a contribution to our
improved understanding of the dynamics of this process.

May I also say that% have a very bad voice this morning, as I
am sure you can tell, and I am not going to strain it too much by
talking any more than I have to. We expect other Members of the
Ciox(timéittee to join us as quickly as this vote on the Journal is con-
cluded. .

For those of you who don’t follow my erratic career, I announced
some time ago I would no longer vote on the Journal because it is
a total waste of time, and I'm saving the taxpayers oodles of money
by not wasting my time that way. However, all Members don’t
share my views, so some of them will be a little late getting here.

May we begin with Dr. Rosenzweig.

STATEMENTS OF DR. ROBERT M. ROSENZWEIG, FORMER
PRESIDENT, ASSOCIATION OF AMERICAN UNIVERSITIES,
PALO ALTO, CALIFORNIA; KEN SCHLOSSBERG, PRESIDENT,
KEN SCHLOSSBERG CONSULTANTS, WASHINGTON, D.C.; AND

JOE B. WYATT, CHANCELLOR, VANDERBILT UNIVERSITY,
NASHVILLE, TENNESSEE

Dr. RoSENZWEIG. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I was going to say
“Mr. Chairman and Members of the Committee,” but perhaps “Mr.
Chairman” would be sufficient under the circumstances.

I appreciate your invitation to discuss with you again this
issue—I would call it a problem rather than an issue—of the ear-
marking of scientific work. I say “again” because I had this oppor-
tunity once before in 1985, and while much has happened since
then, nothing that has happened suggests that my views on the
subject had any influence on the course of events.

The CHAIRMAN. Well, don’t feel bad. Mine haven’t either.

Dr. RosENzWEIG. Well, good. I'm in good company, and I know
that you share my view that they have gone—events have gone
steadily from bad to worse.

I want to commend you, though, and the Committee for address-
ing this 1problem and for doing it in a way that may shed light on
it as well as throw heat.

As I understand the purpose of this part of your inquiry, it is to
focus on the causes of the growth of scientific earmarking. I have
some thoughts on that subject, but before offering them it is only
fair to state my view of the practice itself. Analysis is rarely wholly
dispassionate or without interest, so it is important that those of

el
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us who enter the debate be clear and open about what their posi-
tions and their interests—that is, what they stand to gain and
what they stand to lose if their policy preferences prevail.

My own view, which I have expressed publicly many times over
the last decade, is that science funding through primarily political
processes and without regard to careful judgment of the scientific
merits of the work to be done is a pernicious practice, destructive
of high quality science, wasteful of the public’s money, and erosive
of public confidence in the integrity of universities and of the politi-
cal process.

Those who see the matter differently are prone to argue that
they would really prefer not to seek earmarks but they are forced
to do so because there are no regularly authorized and peer-re-
viewed facilities programs to which needful institutions can apply.
That strikes me as roughly akin to arguing that because the bank
won’t lend you money for the purpose for which you want it, you
are morally justified in robbing the bank.

Moreover, where it was once argued that earniarking was, after
all, only being done for facilities projects, it is now the case that
much earmarking is being done for scientific projects’ themselves—
that is, for the actual conduct of science rather than simply for the
building in which the science will take place, for which there are
many regularly authorized and peer reviewed programs.

A second line of argument holds that the whole allocation system
is rigged by an elite group of institutions to which outsiders can’t
gain admission. Therefore, the argument goes, even if there were
regular programs to which one might apply, it would be fru.tless
to do so. In that view, seeking earmarks is not merely justifiable
on pragmatic grounds but strikes a populist blow against monopo-
lists who control the market by excluding competitors.

Well, I have described these two justifications for earmarking in
language that is perhaps more colorful than their advocates would
use but not, I think, inaccurate. The first of the justifications falls
of its own weight, as I have suggested; the second needs to be ad-
dressed because it provides a good deal of the political fuel that
propels earmarking. It is an argument that I especially need to
bring before you because for 10 years ending this past March I was
the principal representative in Washington of the alleged monopo-
lists. And I should say, Mr. Chairman, that this morning I am tes-
tifying only for myself, neither for my former employers nor for any
institution or for anybody else but my own self.

But I do want to say that my defense against the oft repeated
allegation that my position on this issue and that of my former em-
ployer, AAU, was nothing more than another market controlling
strategy is that the whole notiva of a system that is controlled by
a few institutions that act to exclude others is false—verifiably, de-
monstrably, empirically false. The record is so clear that it is al-
most insulting to have to cite it to an informed audience.

At the end of World War II, to date roughly the time at which
significant federal support of university-based research began,
there may have been 20, perhaps a few more, serious research uni-
versities in the country. Most of those are still among the leadin
universities in the land—in fact, I dare say all of them are—ans
one would be hard put to it to argue that the nation would have

21
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bei;en better off if early policies had directed research funding else-
where.

But the contrast between then and now wkolly demolishes the
notion of some conspiracy of the rich and powerful. To list just
some of the universities that were not then among the elite but
now are among the world leaders in research makes the point well
enough: Stanford, UCLA, UC-San Diego, University of Arizona,
University of Florida, Washington University-St. Louis, Vanderbilt
University, University of Georgia, University of Massachusetts, on
and on. I stop at the risk of insulting some good friends, but the
list is long enough. Where once there was a score of leading univer-
sities, there are now casily more than 100 seriously engaged in re-
search and giraduate education at a high level and on a large scale,
all with major support from the Federal Government.

Our methoris of supporting research over these years have surely
not been flawless, but it is simply preposterous to argue that
among the flaws has been a drive to monopolize. I suppose I should
say that there is an alternative explanation, and that is that the
conspiracy was a conspiracy among incompetent monopolists, but if
that were true the argument falls in any case.

The causes of the growth of earmarking are, in fact, more serious
and more interesting than the juastifications of those who seek ear-
marks. If the practice is to be controlled or directed toward some
useful national purpose, it is important to understand what has
been animating those who engage in it in the universities and in
the Congress. Let me take a crack at explaining what has been
happenin%.

There has always been a certain amount of earmarking in
science and education funding, but until 1983 it was generally seen
as a marginal practice not engaged in by major institutions. That
changed in 1983 when Columbia University and Catholic Univer-
sity, both members of AAU, sought and won earmarks for science
facilities. Their stature conferred a kind of legitimacy on the act or
at least the cover respectability, and their very 'pub{ic success un-
doubtedly helped Mr. Schlossberg and his then partner, Mr.
Cassidy, who orchestrated the process for them, to recruit other cli-
ents who saw the prospect of getting some money.

But.even more importantly, it is no coincidence that the outbreak
and subsequent growth of scientific earmarking has tracked the
growing concern over the decline of the ability of American busi-
ness to compete at home and abroad and then with the general de-
cline of the American economy. It is now a cliche to say that the
future health of our economy rests importantly on the strength of
our science and technology and on our ability to use the fruits of
S&T for profitable ends.

But a consequence of that widely shared view is that univer-
sities, the site of most basic research and much advanced tech-
nology, are important players in the future of the American econ-
omy, and it is not a long leap from that conclusion to the further
conclusion that there is bound to be great economic value to having
in the neighborhood a university that is actively engaged in eco-
nomically productive work.

Well, for reasons that are beyond the scope of this inquiry, I be-
lieve that the connections I have just described are oversimplified
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and not nearly as direct or assured as many enthusiasts would
have them, but there is no denying the connection is believed to
exist, and if there is one thing ~bove all others that is certain in
our political system, it is that anything that is thought to have eco-
nomic value for constituencies will have political value for those
who represent thern, and there, Mr. Chairman, is the cause—is the
root cause of earmarking. It is in the political interests of Members
of Congress to help their constituencies, and it is in the institu-
tional interests of university presidents who wish to use the argu-
ment to find ways to help their Congressmen to help their constitu-
encies. No proposal I have seen for limiting earmarking addresses
the root cause, and so none seems to me to have much chance of
success.

Of one thing I am reasonably confident though. The answer to
the problem does not lie within the rules of the Congress. What has
been unleashed in the last decade into the middle of science policy
is one of the most powerful impulses of our entire political system,
namely that of constituency interest. The wonder is that for so long
science seemed to have been largely exempt from its operation. My
speculative explanation for that fact is that it is only relatively re-
cently that those Congressmen and Senators who created the sys-
tem passed from the scene and those who have succeeded them
have, understandably perhaps, a less proprietary feeling for the in-
stitutions and practices they inherited.

That is ulmost certainly too romantic, and it probably gives too
much credit to the older generation and too little to the present
one, but the fact remains that the Congress has shown little ability
or inclination to stop its appropriating committees from engaging
in earmarking in any area. Neither Gramm-Rudman nor the budg-
et summit made the slightest dent in the practice, and I see no rea-
son to believe that President Clinton’s budget package, whatever it
turns out to be, will have any greater effect.

Proposals to require authorizing of projects before they can be
appropriated, while well meaning, may only enlarge the number of
Members who have leverage on behalf of their constituencies and
would in any case be easy to overcome in the appropriations proc-
ess.

It pains me to say it, but the genie, I fear, is out of the bottle,
and it is notoriously hard to put it back. The only hope I see lies
in breaking the perceived connection between what goes on in uni-
versities and local economic prosperity. As I have suggested, that
connection has been greatly exaggerated. I believe that will eventu-
ally be seen and that the realization will cause considerable disillu-
sionment toward those who sold the public on the idea in the first
place.

Clearly, it would be best to get it right ourselves, and there are
those, like President Harold Shapiro of Princeton, among others,
who have argued forcefully that only bad policy can result from a
misunderstanding of what it is that universities really do and
where that fits into the process of economic growth. At best, I am
describing a long process, but it seems to me preferable to a con-
tinuing series of losing rear-guard actions that only serve to irri-
tate Members who have been told by university presidents and lob-
byists that they are, after all, only doing the Lord’s work.

DS
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Now I don’t want to be misunderstood. If I am pessimistic about
the possibility of dealing with the problem, it is not because I am
sanguine about the continuing mischief that the practice will
produce. I believe that we are cheating ourseives, and not just out
of some money but, more importantly, out of some part of the fu-
ture that high-quality science and technology can help to produce.
In intellectual work, there is no substitute for quality.

The earmarking process is indifferent to quality. That is not to
say that previous earmarks will not result in some good work being
done, it is simply to say that a process that does not even preten
to be based on an assessment of quality is less likely, on the aver-
age, to find it than is a system that has proven its ability to de-
liver. The representations of those seeking funding, no matter how
sincere they may be, are not a substitute for competition based on
scientific promise judged by people who are competent to do so.

Perhaps I am too pessimistic. I hope so, and, to tell you the
truth, I hope you think so. Anything that this Committee can do
to slow the spread of this erosive practice will count as a genuine
service to the public for which you will be rewarded with the en-
mity of your colleagues and, I hope, with the thanks of your coun-

try.
Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
[The prepared statement of Dr. Rosenzweig follows:]
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Mr. Chairman and Members of the Committee:

| appreciate your invitation to discuss with you again the issue--1 would say
the problem--of the earmarking of scientific work. The last time | had that
opportunity was in 1985. Much has happened since then, but nothing that has
happened suggests that my views on the subject had any influence on the course
of events, which--from my point of view—has steadily gone from bad to worse.

I want to commend the Chairman and the Committee for addressing this
problem, and for doing it in a way that may shed light as well as throw heat. As |
understand the purpose of this part of your inquiry, it is to focus on the causes of
the growth of scientific earmarking. | have some thoughts on that subject, but
before offering them, it is only fair to state my view of the practice itself. Analysis is
rarely wholly dispassionate or without interest, so it is important that those who
enter the debate be clear and open about their positions and their interests--
what they stand to gain and what they stand to lose if their policy preferences
prevail.

My own view, which | have expressed publicly many times over the last
decade, is that science funding through primarily political processes and without
regard to careful judgment of the scientific merits of the work to be done is a
pernicious practice, destructive of high-quality science, wastefu! of the public's
money, and erosive of public confidence in the integrity of universities and the
political process.

Those who see the matter differently are prone to argue that they would
really prefer not to seek earmarks, but they are forced to do so because there are
no regularly authorized and peer-reviewed facilities programs to which needful
institutions can apply. That strikes me as roughly akin to arguing that, because the
bank will not lend you money for the purpose for which you want it, you are
justified in robbing the bank. Moreover, v.here it was once argued that
earmarking was, after all, only being done for facilities projects, it is now the case
that much earmarking is being done for scientific projects, for which there are
many regularly authorized and peer-reviewed programs.

A second line of argument holds that the whole allocation system is rigged
by an elite group of institutions to which outsiders cannot gain admission.
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Therefore, it 1s argued, even if there were regular programs to which one might

apply. it would be fruitless to do so. In that view, seeking earmarks is not merely

justifiable on pragmatic grounds, but strikes a populist blow against monopolists

who control the market by excluding competitors. .

I have described these two justifications for earmarking in language that is
perhaps more colorful than their advocates would use, but not, 1 think,
inaccurate. The first of the justifications falls of its own weight. The second needs
to be addressed because it provides a good deal of the political fuel that propels
earmarking. It is an argument that |, especially, need to bring before you because,
for ten years ending this past March, | was the priccipal representative in
Washington of the alleged monopolists. My defense against the often-repeated
allegation that my position on this issue and that of my employer, The Association
of American Universities, was nothing more than another market-controlling
strategy is that the whole notion of a system that is controlled by a ‘ew institutions
that act to exclude others is false--verifiably, demonstrably, and empirically false.

The record is so clear that it is almost insulting to have to cite it to an
informed audience. At the end of WorldWar !, to date roughly the time at
which significant federal support of university-based research began, there may
have been twenty serious research universities in the country. Most of those are
stull among the leading universities in the land, and one would be hard put to it to
argue that the nation would have been better off if early policies had directed
research elsewhere. But the contrast between then and now wholly demolishes
the notion of some conspiracy of the rnch and powerful. To list just some of the
universities that were not then among the elite but are now among the world
ieaders in research makes the point well enough: Stanford, UCLA, U.C. San
Diego, University of Arizona, University of Florida, Washington University in St,
Louis, Vanderbilt University, University of Georgia, University of Massachusetts. | .
stop at the risk of insulting some good friends, but this list is long enough. Where
once there was a score of leading universities, there are now easily more than a
hundred seriously engaged in research and graduate education at a high leve! and »
on a large scale, all with major support from the federal government. Qur
methods of supporting research over these years have surely not been flawless,
but it 1s simply preposterous to argue that among their flaws has been a drive to
monopolize.
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The causes of the growth of earmarking are, in fact, more serious and more
interesting than the justifications of those who seek earmarks. If the practice is to
be controlled or directed toward some useful national purpose, it is important to
understand what has been animating those who engage in it, in the universities,
and in the Congress. Let me take a crack at explaining what has been happening.

There has always been a certain amount of earmarking in science and
education funding, but until 1983 it was generally seen as a marginal practice, not

engaged in by major institutions. That changed in 1983, when Columbia
University and Catholic University, both members of AAU, sought and won
earmarks for science facilities. Their stature conferred a k ! of legitimacy on the
act, or at least the cover of respectability, and their very pubtic success
undoubtedly helped Mr. Schiossberg and Mr. Cassidy, who orchestrated the
process for them, to recruit other clients who saw the prospect of getting some
money.

But even more importantly, it is no coincidence that the outbreak and
subsequent growth of scientific earmarking has tracked the growing concern over
the decline of the ability of American business to compete at home and abroad
and then with the general decline of the American economy. It is now a cliché
to say that the future health of our economy rests importantly on the strength of
our science and technology and on our ability to use the fruits of S&T for
profitable ends. A consequence of that widely shared view is that universities--the
site of most basic research and much advanced technology--are important players
in the future of the American economy. It is not a long leap from that conclusion
to the further conclusion that there is bound to be great economic value to
having in the neighborhood a university that is actively engaged in economically
productive work.

For reasons that are beyond the scope of this inquiry, | believe that the
connections | kave just described are oversimplified and not nearly as direct or
assured as many enthusiasts would have them. But there is no denying that the
connection is believed to exist, and if there is one thing above all others that is
certain in our political system, it is that anything that is though to have economic
value for constituencies will have political value for those who represent them.
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There, Mr. Chairman, is the root cause of earmarking: It is in the political
interests of Members of Congress to help their constituencies and it is in the
institutional interests of university presidents who wish to use the argument to find
ways to help their Congressmen to help their constituencies. No proposal I have
seen for limiting earmarking addresses the root cause, and so none seems to me
to have much chance of success.

Of one thing | am reasonably confident. The answer to the problem does
not lie within the rules of the Congress. What has been unleashed in the last
decade into the middle of science policy is one of the most powerful impulses of
our entire political system, namely that of constituency interest. The wonder is
that, for so long, science seemed to have been largely exempt from its operation.
My speculative explanation for that fact is that it is only relatively recently that
those €ongressmen and Senators who created the system passed from the scene,
and those who have succeeded them have understandably, perhaps, a less
proprietary feeling for the institutions and practices they inkerited. That is almost
certainly too romantic, and it probably gives too much credit to the older
generation and too little to the present. But the fact remains that the Congress
shows little ability or inclination to stop its appropriating committees from
engaging in earmarking in any area. Neither Gramm-Rudman nor the Budget
Summit made the slightest dent in the practice, and 1 see no reason to believe
that President Clinton's budget package, whatever it turns out to be, will have
any greater effect. Proposals to require authorizing of projects before they can be
appropriated, while well-meaning, may only enlarge the number of Members
who have leverage on behalf of their constituencies and would, in any case, be
easy to overcome in the appropriations process.

It pains me to say’it, but the genie, i fear, is out of the bottle, and it is
notoriously hard to put it back. The only hope 1 see lies in breaking the perceived
connection between what goes on in umversities and local economic prospenty.
As | have suggested, that connection has been greatly exaggerated. ! believe that
will eventually be seen, and the realization will cause considerable
disillusionment toward those who sold the public on the idea. Clearly, it would
be best to get it right ourselves, and there are those, like President Harold Shapiro
of Princeton, who have argued forcefully that only bad policy can result from a
misunderstanding of what it is that universities really do and where that fits into
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the process of economic growth. At best, t am describing a long process, but it
seems to me preferable to a continuing series of losing, rear-guard actions that
only serve to irritate Members who have been told by university presidents and
lobbyists that they are doing the Lord's work.

I do not want to be misunderstood. If | am pessimistic about the possibility
of dealing with the problem, it is not because | am sanguine about the continuing
mischief that the practice will produce. ! believe that we are cheating ourselves,
and not just out of some money, but more importantly out of some part of the
future that high-quality science and technology can help to produce. In
intellectual work there is no substitute for quality. The earmarking process is
indifferent to quality. That is not to say that previous earmarks will not result in
some good work being done; it is simply to say that a process that does not even
pretend to be based on an assessment of quality is less likely on the average to
find it than is a system that has proven its ability to deliver. The representations of
those seeking funding, no matter how sincere they may be, are not a substitute
for competition based on scientific promise judged By people who are
competent to do so.

Perhaps | am too pessimistic. | hope so, and | hope you think so. Anything

that this Committee can do to slow the spread of this erosive practice will count
as a genuine service to the public, for which you will be rewarded by the enmity
of your colleagues and the thanks of your country.




26

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you very much, Dr. Rosenzweig.

And now, to balance that statement, we will hear from Mr.
Schlossberg, who I think will help us to understand the merits of
earmarking.

Mr. Schlessberg.

Mr. SCHLOSSBERG. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

I hope the fact that I am in the center of the panel symbolizes
the fact that I have a centrist position on this issue.

I have a statement that I prepared for the committee, and I un-
derstand that will be made part of the record, so I will just try to
speak for a few minutes extemporaneously.

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection, the full text of your statement
will appear in the record, and you may elaborate, revise, alter, or
do anything else that you wish, as you see fit.

Mr. SCHLOSSBERG. Thank you.

As I said in my statement, I came to this business of earmarking
somewhat accidentally. In the early seventies, I was the Staff Di-
rector of the Senate Select Committee on Nutrition and Human
Needs Chaired by Senator McGovern. In that capacity, we initiated
through Congress dramatic reforms in the nation’s food assistance
programs, making the food stamp program the nation’s family feed-
ing program, doubling the size of the school lunch program, creat-
ing the WIC program, and exnanding the school breakfast program.

In the process of doing that—and this is a science issue—we dis-
covered that there was precious little scientific information avail-
able in the field of nutriticn and that nutrition was essentially a
stepchild of the federal science establishment. It was wanted nei-
ther by NIH nor by USDA except insofar as USDA was interested
in animal nutrition research for the most part.

When I started my consulting business, I was primarily working
in the area of food agriculture and nutrition, but a friend and col-
league, Dr. Jean Mayer, became the President of Tufts University,
and several years after I went into business he called me, and he
asked if there were funds available to create a Human Nutrition
Research Center at Tufts University. I said I really didn’t know but
I would go back and I would look into the situation and try to give
him some advice, which I did.

What I discovered at that time was that there was statutory au-
thority on the books to create a Human Nutrition Research Center
funded through the Department of Agriculture but that no such
center had been built for many years. As a result, we initiated a
process at that time, which I think led to much of what is taking
place today, to seek through Congress and earmarked appropria-
tion for a Center at Tufts University. Now in doing that, I think
we established a way of doing things that was more or less proce-
durally correct and acceptable to most people that were involved in
it.

First of all, we developed a very sound proposal for the project,
and, in doing that, we involved a broad segment of the scientific
community. We presented that proposal to the Department of Agri-
culture, and we presented it to Members of Congress both who rep-
resented Tufts and Massachusetts as well as other Members inter-
ested in nutrition. We then went through the hearings process and
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testified on the proposal. The proposal went through the sub-
committee, committee, and floor process and was finally funded.

In pursuing these steps, I felt at that time that we were follow-
ing the regular congressional process, that being that there was
statutory authority, that we presented it to the appropriate Mem-
bers of Congress and the agency, and that, after having been re-
viewed through all of those steps, the project was funded. That is
the basic process that I have tried to follow through all of the
projects that I have worked on.

This project at Tufts, by the way, was followed by additionally
earmarked human nutrition research projects at Baylor University
and one at the Western Human Nutrition Research Center in San
Francisco. ,

I think it is fair to say that without congressional earmarking
there would be no major human nutrition research activity in the
Federal Government and that without this—without the creation of
" what is the world’s leading human nutrition research establish-
ment now in the United States, that the Department of Agriculture
and the United States Government and the American people would
find it very difficult to get the guidance that they need in formulat-
ing policy regarding the government’s food assistance and general
nutrition activities.

So insofar as I can speak specifically about the merits of ear-
marking, I think that this probably represents an outstanding case
of congressional initiative following up on a congressional initiative
in the first place to create a Federal Food Assistance Program for
the Twentieth and Twenty-First Century.

Now, as I said, in the clients that I represented after Tufts, this
was a process that I tried to continue to follow: one, that there be
some statutory authority; two, that there be broad congressional
and agency involvement in reviewing the project; and that if the
project could go through all of those steps and be funded, then obvi-
ously the project stood the test of public scrutiny and was therefore
a justified project.

In my mind, Mr. Chairman, the main issue here—as I think Dr.
Rosenzweig has said, though he has a vastly different view of this
than I do—is quality, that we all want quality projects to come out
of whatever process we are pursuing and following here. I am not
an expert on peer review, and I have no criticisms to make of the
peer review process. I do think that the genius of the American
system of government and of the country is competition, as much
competition as it is possible to create in as many different forms
as possible. I do thi.nﬁ that the earmarking process is another form
of competition and, if it can be legitimately and properly controlled
and reviewed, that it can add to the Nation’s scientific effort rather
than detract from it.

Let me speak for a minute about the specific issues that the
Committee is trying to address. I can’t speak to the merits of every
project that has been earmarked, but I can tell you that in my case,
for the most part, universities have approached me because they
have, in one form or another, a desperate need for facilities to con-
duct science in. It is not necessarily a case where they are looking
to increase their science funding. In some cases it is simply a mat-
ter of maintaining it, of preserving it.

3<
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In one case, in the case of Columbia, which Dr. Rosenzweig men-
tioned, I think it is important to understand that Columbia Univer-
sity had a deferred maintenance backlog of something like $400 or
$500 million, just deferred maintenance—roofs, plumbing, elec-
tricity, electrical systems. They had a chemistry building that was
almost a century old, where people were in danger of either being
electrocuted or flooded. They had a situation where the entire
chemistry faculty was about to pick up and take itself some place
else. That was the need that drove Columbia University to come
to Congress for earmarked facilities.

Now there was another issue involved here. I don’t think, num-
ber one, there was any question whatsoever regarding the scientific
quality of the faculty of Columbia University in the c%emistry area.
Number two, as you may or may not know, the New York metro-
politan area—New York, New Jersey, Connecticut—are the center
of the pharmaceutical industry—one of the centers of the pharma-
ceutical industry in the country, and the pharmaceutical industry
is one of the country’s major sources of exports and major sources
of revenue.

So after reviewing the need for the building, after meeting with
the faculty, after being assured that this project had the support
of the faculty, the administration, the trustees, and the business
community, I felt there was ample reason to approach Congress for
an earmarked appropriation for this facility. I can’t say that I have
gone back there, I can’t say that I have evaluated the research that
is taking place, but I think the way to properly determine whether
or not earmarking is producing good science or bad science, and the
only way to do it, is to go out and look at each one of these projects
individually and try to determine on a comparative basis whether
or not we are making a good investment here.

On the issue of the haves versus the have-nots and the economic
development issue, I must say I agree with Dr. Rosenzweig. I don’t
think economic development, per se, is a good reason to invest in
a science facility anywhere in the country. I think quality should
be the issue. Quality always has been the issue in my mind. I hope
that if we were to go to look at every project that I have been in-
volved in, that we would find that it was a pretty good investment
for the country, and I think that is the main concern here.

So, in conclusion, let me say this. I think that there is a national
need here. The administrations, for whatever reason, have not pro-
posed to meet this need. The higher education community in Wash-
ington, for whatever reason, has not decided to meke facilities a
priority as opposed to other needs that they have. That, despite Dr.
Rosenzweig’s statement that there is no connection between univer-
sity research, technology, and economic dev-lopment, I doubt that
the current Administration would find that to be an agreeable
statement.

And, finally, I think I should state that I have a bias here, as
I tried to indicate from the beginning. I am a congressional person.
I worked in the Senate for five years. I was involved in changing
national policy regarding hunger and the American diet. It was all
done through Congress, by Congress, at the Congress’s initiative.
We created a tremendous human nutrition research establishment
that is the best in the world, all through Congress. So just based
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on my personal experience, I can’t say that earmarking is a bad
thing. I think if it is properly done and if it is properly reviewed
it can contribute to the Nation’s welfare.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Schlossberg follows:]
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Chairman Brown, Members of the Committee:

Thank you for the opportunity to appear before the
House Committee on Science, Space and Technology to discuss the
issue of academic earmarks. I hope that my personal experience in
this area will shed some light on how the practice of acadenmic
earmarks developed and assist the committee and the Congréss in
developing consensus guidelines for them.

Let me begin with a few remarks about myself. I came to
Washington thirty years ago as a graduate student in
international affairs, then worked for several years as an
investigative reporter, winning a Public Service Reporting Award
from the American Political Science Association. For several
years in the mid-1960s, I worked as an investigator in the Office
of Ecnomic Opportunity, conducting national evaluations of
programs as diverse as Job Corps, Vista, Community Action, Legal
Services and Head Start. These evaluations formed the basis for
ma jor changes and, I hope, improvements in these programs.

From 1969 through 1974, I served as the Staff Director
of Senate Select Committee on Nutrition and Human Needs, chaired
by Senator McGovern, and popularly known as the Senate Hunger

Committee. As the committee staff director, I organized

investigations into the commodity distribution program, food

stamp program and national school lunch program. As a result of

legislative initiatives proposed by the committee, the food stamp
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progam was made the nation’s primary family food assistance
program, the national school lunch program was doubled in size,
the school breakfast, WIC and elderly feeding programs were
created. 1 also organized the committee’s oversight of these
programs to insure that they were properly implemented by the
Administration of the time and the Department of Agriculture.

Wwhen 1 left the Senate in 1974 to start private
consulting, academic earmarks were the furthest thing from my -
previous experience and mind. Then in 1976, Dr. Jean Mayer, a
former advisor to the Select Committee and chairman of the 1969
White House Conference on Food, Nutrition and Health, became the
President of Tufts University.

He asked me to visit with him and, it turned out, he
had some ambitious plans, including creating a Human Nutrition
Research Center and a veterinary school for the New England
Region. He asked me if there were federal funds to support these
kinds of projects. I said I didn’t know but would look into and
report back.

1 discovered that there was - and wasn’t - federal
support for academic facilities projects. There was in the sense
that there were statutes on the books authorizing various
agencies to fund academic facilities. There wasn’t in the sense
that the appropriations committees, having appropriated hundreds
of millions for academic facilities, had concluded that the

demand had been met and other priorities were more important. I
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also discovered that some individual institutions, here and
there, had successfully sought funding - earmarks - for
facilities in the recent past.

Based on this information, President Mayer decided to

proceed with his initiatives. I was delighted to help him. Keep

in mind, I was representing one of the nation’s le.ding
scientists in his field of expertise at the time, = there was
statutory authority and recent precedent. 1In the process of
pursuing the first project, the Nutrition Center, we developed a
procedure that I have attempted to follow and, more or less, have
followed with almost all of my clients and projects since.

First, we developéd a sound proposal for the facility,
physically and programatically. Second, we consulted with members
of Congress and their staffs, as well as with Agency officials
and their staffs. Third, we participated in the committee hearing
process, testifying and responding to questions as they arose. We
operated in the open, subject to congressional, agency and public
scrutiny at almost every step along the way.

My attitude then and my attitude now about projects in
which I am involved is that if they can’t stand the light of day
then they shouldn’t be shopped around in the dark.

within a few years, we had achieved considerable
success for Tufts - funding for the Nutrition Center, Veterinary

School and a new building for the Fletcher School of Law and
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Diplomacy. Word began to spread and other universities began to
approach me. I was happy to talk to them and, if good projects
could be devaloped, represent them, following the same process I
had developed with Tufts.

In no case, Mr. Chairman, was there any project that
could even remotely be described as a boondoggle and, in nany
cases, the project was both vital to the the future of the
institution and served a real national purpose.

For instance, despite a great deal of evidence that diet

plays a crucial factor in maintaining health and preventing

disease, neither NIH nor the Department of Agriculture were
moving aggressively to expand research in this area. The Tufts
Nutrition Center on Aging was the first to be opened in more than
a decade. It was followed by the Baylor Nutrition Research Center
on Children. And that was followed by the Western Human Nutrition
Research <Center in San Francisco. The United States is now the
center of human nutrition research in the world and it was all

the result of congressional earmarks.

Additionally, many of the projects epitomized the
academic and scientific faciliites crisis that the nation is
facing. I mean by this Mr. Chairman, that the projects were
replacing facilities anywhere from fifty years to almost a
century old. That the research faculty was outstanding by

anybody’s estimation and, in one case, without the new facility
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would have left the university en masse. And th
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in the area or developing a new one.
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in no way consumed funds for other worthy science programs.

Frankly, Mr. Chairman, I wasn’t happy with either of

the probiems that I was facing. I doa‘t mean by this to in any
way criticize the appropriations process through which mnany
earmarks continue to be funded. I think the members of the
appropriations committee and the staff are doing the best they
can under difficult circumstances to meet a real national need.
But it is'a heavy burden for them to carry alone. I also think
they have been subjected to a great deal of unfair criticism in
terms of the merits of these projects and the effort they have
put into determiring those merits.

For myself, I decided that if statutory authority did
not exist for a project in which I was involved, then I would
seek an authorization for a project in conjunction with
approaching the appropriations committee to fund it.

on the competitive funding question, I seek to avoid
situations in which funding for a project in which I am involved
is taken out of funds for other research activities.

Having said that, Mr. Chairman, let me add that I think
the blanket indictment of congressional earmarking of academic
facilities as simply a “pork barrel" activity and a threat to
scientific research in America is wrong and represents, in ny
opinion, an unbalanced view of the na%“ion’s academic and

scientitic needs. I do not believe that évery dollar for research
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is sacred and every dollar for facilities profzne.

In fact, to some extent, I think the fight about this
issue is like a wolf caught in a trap, gnawing off its own leg to
solve its problem. The trap is a lousy budgetary situation. The
answer isn’‘t to gnaw off either the facilities or the research
funds. There should be funding for both.

I realize, Mr. Chairman, that the purpose of this
hearing and others to follow is to try and answer some basic
questions regarding academic earmarking - its motivations, impact
on the gquality of science and technology in the country,
relationship to the peer review system and alternatives to how it
is currently taking place. I will try and make some comments on
each of these issues to the best of my experience and ability.

The motivation is primarily need, sometimes desperate
need, which I believe has been well established by many studies.

By desperate, I mean the following. One of the nation’s
most prestigious marine biological laboratories had a turn of

the century - and I don’t meant the one coming up =~ ancient

fishing shack to maintain its marine animals before they go to

laboratories all over America. These marine animals, by the way,
have formed the basis for medical research that has produced
breakthrough discoveries in the cure and prevention of human
disease. This ancient facility has now been replaced by a state
of the art Marine Resources Center in which marine species can be

cultured genetically, dramatically enhancing their ability to be
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used for basic biomedical research.

Incidentally, in the case of this project and others
which I am involved, the proposal was widely reviewed
scientists outside of the institution itself, providing a form
quality control similiar to a peer review process.

I am in no position to judge the broad impact of

earmarking on the quality of the nation’s science. I 1like to

think the impact of my ptéjects has been positive. I am sure that

is true of many others. I don’t doubt that there are some real
doozies out there. But, over all, the record on facilities |is
probably as good as the record on anything else, meaning research
projects or highway demonstration programs. I don’t see or read
everything going on in this area but I haven’t come across any
facts contrary to that conclusion.

From the beginning of the controversy over earmarks, I
thought there were some sStrawmen being marched out onto the field
of battle by both sides.

Peer review, by the critics, is one of them. Proposals
for research facilities and research projects are not exactly the
same and have never been subjected to the same kind of reviews,
even when there was a large authorized and funded acadenmic
facilities program. So criticizing congressional earmarking for
not paralleling peer review as practiced by NIH, NSF and other

agencies is making a bad comparison. Furthermore, while I hear
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the’ argument that congressional earmarking will somehow undermine
traditional peer review of research proposals; I haven’t seen
that demonstrated to be true.

On the other side, the proponents of earmarking have
marched out the strawman of the have-nots versus the haves. The
argument is that earmarking serv/s the needs of the have-nots,
allowing them to become competitive with the haves for peer
reviewed funds. As you noted in your background documents, at
least fifty percent of earmarks have gone to haves and there is
no evidence as yet that the provision of facilities to the have~
nots has significantly increased their funding through the peer
review process.

I’'m not sure what these findings tell us. As I have
tried to indicate, I don’t think these are the real issues. Many
institutions that are seeking facilities aren’t looking to
increase their research funding, a difficult objective these days
of flat budgets. They are looking to maintain their funding.
Maintain their faculties. Stabilize their institutions. I think

the only way to evaluate the value of earmarked facilities is to

go out and look at them individually and evaluate the research

that is now taking place in them.

The real issue is quality control, whatever system is
being used to award facilities or research grants, and everybody
involved in the process believing that guality is being produced.

In conclusion, 1I’d 1like to say something about the
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relationship between Congresc and the Executive Branch, Mr.
Chairman, admitting, in effect, my own bias. As I said, I worked
in an Executive Branch agency for several years and then five
years in the Senate. I have a real bias in favor of Congress. The
committee for which I worked initiated and rammed through a
reluctant Executive Branch major changes in the nation’s food
assistance, health research and food labeling programs. Maybe I‘m
wrong, but in my time in Washington, as many initiatives to make
the government serve the American people better have come from
the Congress and marched down the Hili, as have come from the
other way around. Congress is the branch of the government
closest to the American people. It is the most open branch of the
government. It is the most flexible. By and large, it is not a
bureaucracy, though it is considerably larger and more
complicated a place than the one in which I worked.

For whatever reasons, the Executive Branch has not
chosen to address the dire need to replace and renovate outdated
academic and research facilities across America that are vital to

our educational and scientific/technological base. Congress is

responding to that need. I am sure that there are ways to improve

the product that is coming out of that response but, absent any
other initiative, I think the response should continue.
Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I would be happy to any

questions that the committee may have. I would also like to have
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included in the record as part of my testimony an article I wrote

for the Chronicle of Higher Education on the issue of earmarking.
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Acade:ﬁe Gets $763-Million in Year

From Congressional Pork Barrel

Despite deficit, lawmakers added 12% to funds meant for projects at specific colleges

By Colleen Cordes
and Katherine McCarron

WASHINGTON
ONGRESS FARMARKED a record-

‘ breuking $763-milinn for projects
nvolving specific colleges and uni-

versities in the 1992 fiscal year ’

The total was up nearly 12 per cent from
the previous record. which was setn fiseal
1992. according to an analysis of the feder-
al budget by The Chronn e

Earmarked awards ase those that Con-
gress directs agencies to nrake for specific
projects Iving pasticular i
amd that the Administration had antsnclud-
ed 1n 1< fiscal 1993 budget proposals  They
are not basedt an competitise reviews of
thews ments

Pahcy experts cile several reasons why

“taw makers filled up the pork batrel foraea-

deme elecnan year pohitics. Cungressian:
al enthusiasm for research and traiming
projects aimed .t presang ndusisial 18-
sues. and the lack v ather substanual
snurces af federt support (or renovating
academic facilitees

The priwth an earmirks flew 1n the face
ol tawmakers’ complaints about  ught
spending imits and theie siruggle 10 deal
with lhe federat deficit

The casmarks ranged widely The Uni-
sermy of Georgla recened $76,000 10
study nrban pests  The Liniversity of San
f rancinco recened $t S aullon fos a new
center far Pacific Rim studies And a con-
sty that inclides siv universities re-
senved $42-milhon for 4 new building for
wurh on the human diniensions of global
vhange

f.ery state recenved at least ane car-
mark 11 18 0ol possible to determine
evactly how much moeney was directed
1o cach, becanse some carmarks weie
shared by umsersities 1n mare than nne
slate

B assnming that easmarks were to be
shared equally bs the instiutions 1n-
volved. tlre mst money was earmarked (o
Pennsslvani —about $73-mithon  Round
ing oul the top five were Michigan. Musy-

fand, Wiscsnan. and New York. in that

ardes Universities 1n West Viginia, tradi-
Gonally one of the moxt successful states,
fared fess well this year. recerving eare
narks worth aboat $15-aullion.

SOME IXPERTS ARE DISTRESSED

A complete list of the carmarks. orga-
mzed by srate. begins on Page A22

The resihence of Congressional car-
marking lo date distresses some academic
experts *l am nat surprised that the tatal
keeps gmingup,”” sard Joseph P Martino. a
senior fesearch sceentist at the Umiversity
of Dayton. "“Once the pork barrelers see
they can get away wath i1, they will contin-
uetatry Thisis merely a symptoin of the
averall corruption of the Congressional ap-
propratiins process * Mr Martino 1s the
authos of Stience Funding Poltics and
Porkbarrel—which traces the hustory of
federal support for science

Others defend the practice. even though
they expect that fawmakers will find it
harder and harder to provide money for
earmarks 1n the futuce

"It 18 the clasac Amencan was.™ said
the Rev. Paul § Tiptan president of the
Association of Jesunt Colieges and Cnives
siies “lhe Congressman gnes to Con.
Reess 1o lielp hus dintoet ont The people
nside the Reltway Iike tn wniticize ftul
frankly . that 1s why these guvs and ladies
are elecied—t0 help 4 kocal unnersiy --
that 1s what they do Tam personaliy yuite
supportise of it ™

Earmarking. w hule sull on the sise. 13 non
prowmg as fust as i duf in fiscal 1991 anil
1992 This fund of directed spending went
up mure than 20 per centin 1991, and by 3y
pes centin 'Y

*IT'S GOING TO NOSEDIVE'

Many college labbyists beheve Ascal
1994 will be o el ongher year for ear-
Mmarhs, s1tng the warmngs they hase al-
ready recerved from Capiol Hill abont the
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squeeze on maney. Others agree

 Lihink at's gong 1o ncaedine draman-
<ally.” predicted Richard Munsan, execu.
tive disectar of the Northeast-Midwest
Congressiopal Caalitiun

Mr Munsun, an expert on the appropn-
alions process. pointed Lo two changes tlns
year. a new, much less sympathetic Jhair-
man of the House Appripriations Comeni -
tee und 4 Demncratic White House

The new chairman of the full commutree.
Rep Willam I Natcher. o Kentuchy
Democsat, has served for years 4y chair-
mar, of the speading subcommuttee for
educanon and health programs Ile has
fought carmarks 1n his subcamanttee’s
bills.

Now the word is out. Mr Munson saul.
that Ms Natcher “*has lad down the law. "
n terms of opposing earmarks that have
nat been approved by a Congressivnal au-
thonzing committee |

On the other hand. some of the miast
enthusiastic and puwerful earmarbers aie
nthe Scnate. And many earmarks dre add
ed when House and Senate niembers get
together to work ont differences between
theie versions of spending bills

Mr Munson sad powerful Democratic
fawmakers naw bave far less need 10 cas-
nark 15 the past, they cited thes distinst
of the Republican Adimaistrations” prror
ties as a major reasan for selecung their
wwn projects for support. he sad

Now. he sad. they have rure onh-
dence 1n their fellow Uemouiats 1n the
White House Morcover, thev can
mark in a different way.™ he sad

“Allthey have todn s get onthe phone ™
1o Demacratic Cabinet memnbers 1o exent
influenve over which university progects
are supparted. Mg Munsan added

hers said catmarking woulil slow be.
cause Cangress has createrl veveral new
competitive programs. strongly supportel
by the new Admanstranon  Thew are
el at the samie gual of stimnlating eco-

ear:




aomie development that has been the pur-
pose of many of the earmarks.

With money tighter than ever. at Jeast
two House spending subcommuttees have
annvunced that they will nnw reguire sup-
plicants sceking carmarks to file answers
10 2 sandard sel of questipas vy the com-
mitlee can evaluate the relative ments of
the proposaly

And Congress as « whole. 1nfused with
many aewaimers, s under pressure 1o
clumnate waste

Sull. no one evpects politicrans to stop
trytng 1 win money for the special proj-
ects of then constuents Studies show
that the [onger lawimakers verve in Wash.
ngun the muie they engage 0 pork bar-
celing. Mr Maruno added

I'he Hlouse Saence, Space. and Tech-
nulogy Committee intends to spothight the
wsue 1 a heaning this week Rep Geurge
E. Brown. Jr, the Cahfurma Democrat
who shaes the canumitize. this year sent
out ferters o uaversities asking fur detads
al 50 uf the carmarked projexts

The largest earinark this ycar—perhaps
the largest ever—s for the comortium on
ghibal change.

lorwer Rep Boh Frutler. a Miehigan
Bemocrat, calls hiniself the “fathze™ of the
projeet. the Consortwin for Inigraational
Eatth Science Information Network.
W hile chaifing the spending subconinutiee
for space programs. Mr Traxlzc saud, he
went to the University of Michigan and
SURE g that such o would
be “a grand opportumty™ and that Con-
gress could give it a jump-start. The umi-
scrsily and two others in Michigan signed
up

Mr Teader recently retired from Con-
gress. atter relping the consortium to ob-
tain about $73-aullicar 1n carmarks i fiscal
1993

Ihe consortium 15 expected to continue
to enpyy the fasor of Congress One of its
new members this year o the Umiversity uf
Mans land at College Park Sen. Baibaru A
AMikubki, o Marnyland Democrat, chairy
the spending commuttee tor the same pro-
grants in the Senate

Mr Vearler and other proponents of
Congressanal earmarhing aigue that pali
Ues inide agencies and wstde the Whine
Huouse ander Mresidents Reagan ami Besh
wete factors in determiming which univer
sitres recenved mones  Congressonal e
martking. My Trasler added. i~ an alterna
wve to the hidden decnma naking it
FOCS 0N 10 agencies

Mans earmarks ate alvo helden. howes
et e Congress sametinies i ludes
il a sague iclerence to specic pryeers

“Frankdy, that is why these guys and ladies

are sloctod—to heip a focal university. That is

what they do. | am personally quits supportive of it.”

House under Presidents Reagan and Bush
were factars n determimng which vaner
sties received mones Congressional ear-
markieg. Mr. Vravler sdded s an ahernas
tive tu the hidden deaision aahing that
8Os 0N 1 agenies

Many carmarks are also hidden, howes
er. wnce Congress sometimes nvludes
only asague reference to speciiic projects

SOME ACENCIYS RESIST

On the otker hand. the v ersinies may

not recene ull uf the eatmarked noney.
e agenyies somelities resest i 1ng

the awards if they are aut clearly erdered
10 do soand if the reciprents are not as tinal
ly named 1n the spend:ng tulls

The budget of the Department of De-
fense has becume an increasingly popular
vetnele for earmarks But the agency has
proven particularly recalcitrant v delayed
awarding muney for inany 1992 canmiarks.
as well as 1993 caninarks Vhe agency now
has decided 10 tinance fully mast of the
1992 projects, butis still review ing a lew ol
them |t has just begun the process of seck-
1ng formal proposals from seme nmvers
ties pamed for purk-bacrel maney 1n fisval
1993

Congress suputated that this latter group
of insiitutions must undergo u nient review
and aflow the Pentagon to deuide how
much of the waney set asids (v each of
them they should itually recenve

‘The fate of uther 1993 mulitary earmarks
for specific pmversinies 1 sull undecided
Officials on some canipuses say the delay s
have forvced them to lay ofT people. delay
construction prajects, of shut down opera
tons.

James 1) Savage. assistant prafessor of
goveenment at the University of V
sad the list o nmversiies that benefit
fram the practice ot carmarking detied the
old argunient about earnarky  helping ta
aght the balance il federal suppon be-
tween clite istiuimns and the “hase:
nats

Sad Mr Savage It s just being dis
bursed to eseryene nno-- auyone whoevan
get then lunds on a prege ol il ™ .

o0}
BEST COPY AVA:LABLE

How Earmarking Has Grown

$800
LL T 183

700 3004

100

01985 1969 1990 1991 1992 179 "
SOURCE: Crvonie reporbng
AL O ¥t it Y




CONRECTICYT

Unévorsity of Conmacticut,
from the Facrgy Depariment Ir the Ad
vanced Teohnulogics Inanate. ) 44%
010 b¢ shared wath 22 atbel un

sertics, fromibe Agocuiture epent
Men (07 urban gard=ning progrants.
$3 Smillion from the Defenve Depart-
me ot (o1 the ¢ 14 Giinding Mashine
$2 4K mullion fram the Cummerve De-
patiarent for anunderics rescarhoen
tee $1 4% mullion from Ihe Environmes

Protesinea Agenes resear,hand
den clopment aemiet on puliut
o, $ 19,000 from the Agr
patiment he lownd marhct.
entet

s Pl

DELNARE

Univeratty of Delaware. §° 0 26 frem
the Commerae (erartre
an o canopiarhn o

DASTMCT OF COLUMBIA
George Waehiaglan Unirarsity, $* »

stagten ] ern
and e doapnily

"
< |)A\llk o

Howsrd Unhrarshy, 53 4n 1 sun

el wab L rse R b

FLORIDA
Bam univentty 3
[ A

Eribey RIGa13 Reronaws

Flosda ALM USNersy 3.
f .
v i\

r\u»\aa imteastienatyaneos, ¢

Unhersit of Paday §

ban ;mmm‘m.um- 5000 000 from
the Energs Department fof 1escarchin
oty $2°% 0N0 fram the Agricullure
Depaniment foe the Biolechnotogy In
twie

Un! of Mol $2-nullion from
the Defense Depariment for “programs
of mapr umportans e 10 1he depatt:

da Inlcln.llmlul

Irom ke Teampotation De
afv planng and ¢

wn fenm ihe Delense e

e RLapar smpur

cu.-lkuuuunmmn st ll|||l N

“cuhn
G.orgh Instieute of Technology.
a1 be thared o uhthice
s lem he lkep,
nat fet
1y Rescarch Lonsa
o (he Natnad \ers
Cand Yrave AdTRTI A

RN ‘d\“l‘fJ b\a er leck
Unmarsity of Georgla. 31 <+

Ol
BEST COPY AVAILABLE

Iment

Peus §40 000 fenm e Agaigatinre e
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bun gardeming programa.$3 3it nullon
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conore. $Y 072 mullran from the Com-

metne Dep. Iment for an ondzrsea re

seatchenter. $1 7 million from the De

partment of [lealih and Human Services
ming medis alwificers, $1-mitlon

S Army for the Hawa

louness Des elapment C(nlﬂ

K\ oo fromthe Alll\llllul( l)tpnll
ment 1or pest control researd h for mincr
Lrops $1%4 0 trom the Agniculture
[epatiment €veary hun agin ullutal
dnetsihoation $190 000 fromthe Agn

Untvarsity ol 14aho, 345 (XK} fus be
LI with Washangten Stare L cont
fvandViegen Sate L aierats e
“he Agmiafture Dopartmcol (o) seacannh
0n aatct quably in-he Northwe t
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Winats Eantorn Community . $?
million to be shared with 11 sther col-
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department *
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Whared with i other culleges (rum the
Defense Depariment (o1 the Community
College Assctation fur Technolugs
Tramsfer

Lawis and Clark Community Colkega,
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leges frumine Defense Depanment fir
Idbe Community College Avsociation fut
Teshaulugy Transfer

orn . 33 4 miltion
10 he shared wut. 17 other unnersies
trnmihe Fnergs Depanment fur the
Midwent Plant Biatechnalogs € ansu
tum $$17 600 from the Agenoliure e
caniment for the Brotechnotugs Center

Unireralty of Chicago, 32 S-milliun 1
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fram ihe E nergy Deparimazar
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num 144 000] -mlm(.»mmgntlx

im "
offilinois, $1 <47 n
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Pardue L $1 887 mullus
hated with 22 ule nnerice. from
mcA i for urhan

Pam Bistechaciesy Cos  vem:32-
&-iokmu b lowa Stale

pacdeming m-g-..-m s: X malfeon ko he
shared with five uther uniscestiies from
he Energy Depatiment for the Midwest
Superconductivily Cumortoom. $2 8-

a tahe shated with Y oher um-
velulies {eom the Energy Uepartinent
(v the Midw ent Plant Hioleuhnutugy
Cunvornm 336 100 1y
the Ohio Stare Uninvers
enulture Department fir 1eseaichan
wintld foud vy atemy

Notre Dome. 3 X miliin

tohe shared wirh five ogher uns ersaes
(rom the Encrgy Depariment for the
Midw el Superconduetinty Convor
tlum

Eaaborn lywe Community Colioge Die-
Wiet, $2-million 10 be shared wib 1T oth.
er eolleges. fiom ihe Defense Depan.
menl far the Comeunily College Aseoci
anon for Teehnology Teansfer.$2-
mithon 1ob¢ shated wath Black Hawk

Uollege, Western Hhnon Unuved L the

m 1
meni fal ihe \Iuhnc Ill Manufaciunng
Technolegy Consorium

Indlan Hnte A
$400 O from (he Depuriment of Hous-
ing and Uiban Developmeni for an ceo-
nomic development projest

fows 3tate Untvorsity, 2 R.mll
he thased wuh fise othes umverss
{from mc Energs Depanment fur the
Midwe .

LI

udlkCllYo(CcduhMI.

$10-mill

aotcchaclogy comoﬂuwn RI }24 lvom
1he Commerce Departme
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Vadvamlly of Novtho lows., $750.000
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earch. dev: and olher pto~
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eai 10 conduct a ment ceview of the
cacmark and 4G awnrd as such of che
mllu-umudumh;pm
2rams 34 & deems appropnale: $700.000
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from ibe Encrgy Deparimeni fur 1he
Center for Enct,

. N
milhor (0 be shared with 22 other umi
seruties. from the Agrsculiuie Depant
meni fur urban-gardening progiams.

1

$190.000 fcom the Agncutiure Depari-
meat for revearch on aquaculture

Ageacy foi recy-
dn.auhlmwme Reduction Cen-

Shale Universily, 32 $.mullicn (o
beh\m-lll 17 othec

$3-mulln
ed woth the Cily of New Orl

1xvclopment 10 piovide job lmmnl
nd edun slian programs to revdents of
public housing

Lore, be bared arth 2 othes
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b, culiuie Depart-
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wultuie Department for the T ouod o
Agreeulture Policy tratitute 310000
liom the Age re Depariment fol re
earth on \idw eviera agricoliural prod
wts $URLERY (U he shared with eighy
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e

be shared with Oklshoma Sllle Univer-
sy, from e Agriculture Depariment
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Partaneat $or cesearch on waler conser-
vation.

m Nanwes, $500.000 (rum (he
Smalt Busiaess Administration for a
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sislamce faclity for business and mdu\
ry

ny (romihe A ] fn
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$3 083
mullion ta be shared with 22 olher uni
veesies. from the Agriculture Depant
ment for urban gardening programs.
$2% @0 from 1he Agriculture Depart.
menl ot research on biciechnol
ogy

ol Mastathmsoits ot Am-

$445 000 from the Small Business
Admunistration for 4 demonsitation
oject to help smalt buvinesses cumply
with the Clean Aur Act. $465.00 from
ihe Small Business Adminisirarion far
1he Center for Manufacturing Productis
ity. $261.000 (rom (he Agricoliote De
patiment fol reseatch vn sgricultucat
muansgement sy3tems

‘Wercoster Padytechalc institute.
$1 298-millan 10 b¢ shared with foor
other higher education nstilutians. tao
other institulrons_and thice companies
from ihe Commerce Depattment for o
2010l incubator facihily and scrence and
busincss center
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centes

Colloge, 8. million {iom the Na-
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1€ation foc buikiing equipping. and fuc.
neshing the sieme bearaing centet a6d
planctarum

Kastom Mishigen 0 3300 000
10 be shared with eight vihier uAD ersihies
4nda privale company. (fom Ibe Agn:
cullure Degeriment for lese srch on
crambe ond winlee capereed
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Unbeernity of o 31 el
leon {zom the Enviroameatal Proteciion
Agency for the Center for Mymﬂ Re-
warchand

the Agnuuliurc Departmeal fox rescarch
on using wood; $700.¢ ﬂfm‘lk Apn-

culture for

$361 000 avhcul.

from the National Aecomsutics and
Space Admasstration. $5-milhon from
the Delense Department. $4-milhion
from the Envicanmentat Protecton
Agency, and $2-mitlion ftom the White
e Office of Science and Techaology
2110 be shared with the five oth-
3 and Ihe povale research
make up the C

ture
and aquaculture Bacvesl

and markeling. $275 ero-\ll\c A.n-
culiure

for uwucl food

32 $.rullion 10

be shared with 17 other ubiversities.

(r0m 1he Encrgy Deparimen for the

Mxdwest Plaat Biotechnology Consor-

mnn.!m “ﬁmmm D(Nﬂlllll of
tha

1eralive Manee w {mh \um pe-
<13 $175,000 from I he De-

unouhu and Nvlwlga ncn-ui (m

partment for reses- £b on Delta rural
tevitahzatrion . $75,000 fcomihe Agncul-

nnud wilkike University of Alhnul
and the Umversity 13soun. from the

wre or hon agn-
by

for Inteenational Earth Scicnce Iaforma-
Don Neiwork for Uhe work of the consor-
e OF 1he wasa monty . $42-million 13
l«.w.u.um Saginaw. Mich Also foe
Mchegan. $2 Sauthon 1o be shared with
17 other universtues. from the Encrgy
(or Lhe Widw e31 Plasi Bio-

Colloge, 52-

fulhon 10 be shared wilh L1 viher eod-

Seges, from ihe Defeare Department for
1he Coummunity College Asroctation for
Technokgy Traniles

Josimen Community Colloge, 32-million
€0 be thared wilh L1 giher eollegey. from
Ihe Defense Department foc the Commu-
ety Cotlege Assocsation for Technology
Transfer
Uedvaralty, 362 mnllmn

technology Conso 11 ;m; $500.000 from
1he Defense Depac uat for “*programs.
of major IMpoctans * to the depart-
ment™, 3485.000 from e Encrgy De-
panimeal (or robotics cescarch

Miohigan S0ate
Gtom the Natwona)
Space Admnutration. 35- mnllwn (lon
the Defense Department. $4-millio
feom 1he Enviconmenial Pwlulno«
Agency . 32-milkon from ihe White
House Office of Science and Teshnology
Polny. all Ic bx sbaced wilh Ihe S other
uniservities and the privale research in
situte that make up the Consortium for
Intesnatsonal Escth Scrence Infurmation
Nelwort, for the wotk of th:

lechnicel
Colloges, 32 millon from the Federal
Aviabwn Admimitration foc the Mid-

huem for 3 ITaiming program for air-1¢af
conteollers

‘Soutirorast Shade Universlty, $235.000 10
be shured with the Univeruly of Minne-
sota (rom the Agnculture Depaniment
for the Youth a1-Risk Program

ASA money . $42-milhion 13

a Saginse, Mech  Atso for

€. 34 616-milhioa (rom the
Agnicuilure Depariment for the Food
Toucology Centec, 33 $57-million lo be
shared with 22 other

y 32 S-millwnto

be shared with 17 other vmversiies,

from ihe Encrgy Deparniment for the

Mudw evt Plani Bioleuhnology Cunsor-

1um, 32 eaulhon Ccom ihe Defease De

pmmcmroc “plugrams of major iImpor:
0.

1he Agliculture Depariment (or urbap-
programs, 32 $.anllon 1o be
17 olh«unmm 3. from

Plani Bolechnology Conmmum.
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pariment foc albeant
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3890000 l10m Ihe Agriculiure Depart-
meal for revearch on uning wood.
$331.000 (rom e Agncultuce Depan-
meal for subienigalion research,
$300.000 {rom the Depaniment of Hous
ngand Urban Development 1O continive
anutban €1tension program, $283.000
from the Agriculture Departmeat fof res
wearch on feutt with stomes. $189.000
from the Agncuitute Department for ce.
wearch oa beans and beets, $120.000
from the Agniculture Deparimen for re-
search on Lhe dispossl of ammal wasle,
$94.000 (rom the Agrculture Depari-
manl for research on apple qualily .

he

lute Depanmenl {orcecacchon uluy

fusanum
Soginaw Volley Snke Unbrarsity, $61.

mullion from the National A

(oc cerealch
on low-1aput agnculiure. $200.000 10 be
shased with North Dukola State Unnver
sty fromthe De

Undvarsily of $1-milbon
from the Navy fur the Nalional Cenler
fivr Phyvical Acoushics for equipment
and research and development.
$204.000. be yond 1€ scope of am exisl-
ing awacd. (com Lhe Agnculiure Depart-
ment for 1he Food Service Management
tnstitule. $86.000 from the Agriculture
Depastment for the Biological Technol-
ogy Center for Water and Wetlands Re-
sources

parimeni (of a rural poll-
c-cmmuule; $500.000 10 be shared with
t other wrivertilies and & par
(olllpny from he Agnculture Depact-
ment for research oacrambe and winter
rapestcd. $430.000 (rom the Commecue
Deparimert for a cegronal ehmate cen-
1e1:3110.000from the Agnculture De-
pariment for reseatch on non-food agri-
cultural products, $30.000 from the Agn-
culture Department for reveaich on nml
housing needs: $10,000 from
culture anﬂ'mll ro- tesealch un uu

3608, molobuh-ud wilh fve other
Crom the De

stems. $30.
rlom the Agnculiure Depamnenl fora

pactment fot resen (hon guayuic. s
Southwestesn shrub

Undvecsity of Misosart, 31 $57.qilhon
10 b¢ shared wilh 22 other univeryines,
feom ke Agriculture Depariment for ur-
han-gardening programs. 32 B-mllioa lv
be shared with five other universiites,
from ihe Encrgy Depariment for the
Medwest Supesconductivily Consor-
1um, 32 S.mullion tobe shared with A7
other unw ensitiey. from the Enc rgy De-
patiment for the Midwesi Pan
notogy Consomuam, $750.000 1o be
shacedw th fuwa State Univee (rom
the Agnculiure Department foc the Food
and Agaculiure Policy tnstitute.

2.000t0 be shared with the Universi-
ty of Arkanias and the U of Ne-

Universily of Nobrasha ot Unceln,
$400.000 from the National Aeronaulny
and Space Admunistrateon lo eapand the
Nasa Teacher Resource Center.

and Space Admunt

ence research and analy yis. 1

rom the Interior Department for Plane
River welland studiey

Ageney 101 lests on aif pol

$487.020 from ihe Commer (l)t pan-
ment (of ceseasch on simorpheric modi-
Fcalin, $200.000 (rom the Agliculluce
Department for researeh un waler con
servalion

brasha. feom the Agriculture Depart-
meat for » rural policees instelute,
$500,000 to be shared with eight othee
wmivernltes and a pravale company.
(rom the Agnculiure Depariment for ce-
seatch on crambe and wiater rapesecd:
S)" mnomu Mncullnn Depan-

for uwlnh onthe Red River Corndor,
$140.000 from the Agreculiuce Depart-
menl for swing rescarch. $89.0001-om
the Agnculiure Department for research
on wildnice

Undvarsily of Sebnt Thomas, 31 $-million
(rom the Defease Department for re-
scanh, development, and 6ihr plo:
grams Coagressnstructed 1h- depart-
€301 10 conduct ament review of the
earmark and to awanrd as much of the
amount 1hat wat sel anide for Ihe pto
grams 35 tl deems appropreale

and Space Admen n. 3§ mullion
{rom the Defenve Depuriment . $4.mil-
Ionfcom the Enviconmental Prol

Agency . and $2-millioa from the Whi
touse Office of Science and Technology
Pulicy all1o ¢ shared withihe five olh-
erumiversitics and the private rescarch
matituie (hat make up the Convoriiem
for Inteenatwnal Esrth Science Informa-
wn Nelwotk (ot The woik of the convor
twm Of the nasa money 1

{of a building 1n Saginaw . Mich

datiem, $2-millon 1o be shared with Mis.
wsypp Stale Umiversty, from the Aga-
culwre Depariment lor education va ru-
ralhealth and safely

Wiasissippi 0 $2:-mulhon
1o be shared wilh the Mississipp) Com
munity College Foundanon, from the
Agriculture Department for eaucation
va rural health and safety 3931 000 {rom
the Agnculiure Depariment fof an arjue-
culture cescarch center. $A97 45K [rom

menl soybeancysl
l\tmllode $348. Wlobe shated with
Teras A&M Unisemnly. from the Agn-
cullure Department for research on the
tepronalimplications of fasm pro-
am

Usiverslty of Missawrt at Columble,
$50,000 (rom the Ageiculture Depart-
ment for buwdiesel research

Washinghen Unbarslly, $? 5-enillion 10
e \hared with 17 other umvervihies.
from the Lacrgy Depariment foc the
Midwost Plant Biotechnulogy Consor
wm

Coflage of Minocel
Tochnelegy. 32 ¥-million
Envaunmental Prolection Agem y for
The Mine Wasie Pilnl Progiam
Wantone Stote 3914 000
fram the Ageiculivre Depariment for the
Bioscience Resezich Laboratory
$290,000 to be shaced with four uthee
umivernhics. from the Agrulivre De
partment fur teseatch on wheat divedse.
$250.000 1o be shared with Norih Dakota
State Univeraty . from the Agnicyliure
Depariment five saffiow er lesearch

Voges, 53 7.
the Limversity

seasch insnityle. (iom
partment for infrastruciure studies and
olhee cesearch and developmen relates
10 nuciear wasie, 816east $750.000 from
1he Encrgy Department fur the Mobiie
Samplig Platform operaicd by the En
vironmental Reseacch Center
Unbrarslly of Novade ot flens. 3} 7.mil-
tion 1o be shared with the Universny of
Nesadaat Las Vegas anda private re.
searchinsistyle, (rom ihe Energy De-
partment for ineastructure studes and
other revearch and dev clopmeni related
0 nuctear waste, 38 044 milivon (rom
the lnterwr Department (o

cutture Departme

and tiolugy. facility . 322

Commerce Depanimeni for almo\phcnc
cesearch

New Hompohire Colloge, $1-millicn
trom the Depatiment of Housing and Ur-
ban Developmenito Jevelop a lechnoly
oy centee 0n buniness snformation

University of How Hoampaics, 31 5-mil
twn from the Commerce Depastment for
cunstruchon of a manne brologil sr
ences buldding 350 X0 to be shared
with the Uniserails of Vermunt (rom
the Agnculiure Deparinent for tesear b
on foresity malhcng




ORI LR Of 2 manac brotogicsd wi-
ences bukding. $40.000 1o be shared
wilk I Univeruty of Vermoal. from
Ihe Agrulture Depactment for reseatels
oA foresiry markeling

Now. oYy 2.

49

Comall Nudwwally, 33 $57-million 1o bt
" from

he Agricubiure Dopartment foc urbea -
gardening programe: $735.008 from 1he

Minat Shuts Univarslly, §1.919-mll:0n
feom 1he forihe

-ﬂloonyucm $140.000 (rom (he
i for resenrch on

Ioman auirition: $575.008 From the Ag-
icultere

Institete for
man Research De

snd Rursd Hu-
velopment

$2 Sl

] hared with
Texss ARM Usiveristy, lu-IbcA.'i-
Mu&-y*y wnmﬁo-

ion from (he nmentat Protec
nan Agency fur animitralive on integeat-
d pollutwn prevenion, $ 360 000 fcum
1he Depariment of Housing amd Urban
Development 1o continue testing alford -
able hwuumhnﬂwm

the C
«ast cegimed climete conter: $375.000
from for the

lton to be shared with 17 other umivervi-
ties. (rom the Energy Departmcnt for the
Midwest Plant Bno(cholo.yCo«lol
rum; $700.000 (rom Lhe De-

u-umfuwuuwmu.
385 icubture Depart.

ment for research on wikte mold.
Oty Unbvarpity, $590.000 iz0m Ihe De-
fensc Department (or Uhe Conktion (or
(nternational Exvironmenial Research
ad Asvivance.
Nl’l‘“ 51‘0 Ml(om the
1and

partmeni (0f research on sllecastive
<rops. 3300, mfmmlk Agreulture

Caraell Research Greeabouse:: $210.008
hh“mhu&rumvemuﬂ
from the Agricolture e nt
1earch o boel-corcass c valvation sad

the Defeave De

«ombat ratwns. $3 $S7. mllho«ll)ht
shared with 22 oiher utvecst som
the Agricultute Departmeas for ueban-

on {rom Lhe
Trassporistion Dtpﬂlmu for the Na-
tioned Avie en-

weed con.
Ieod, $500 mtobe shared with cight
othet uaiveniies and a privale compa-
ay. from (ke Agricutiure Department for
research on crambe and wialer rape-
seed, $431.000 from the Aa-xulluu De-
parteneat (of the Secd R h and

wa.
1e¢ research, $237, M(mme Agneul-
ture Department for 1he Plaat Scence
Research Faceluy.

$331.000

Regulaiory Facity. $375.000

ter.
2

foc the Novth-
ern Crops Iu,t('ume- $330.000 from the

T 110n D foc the Na-
uonal Teaansat institute, $2 &23-mdon
from the Agriculture Department foc the
Plaat Broscieace Facilny. $1 249-anl
fram the Commerce Departmen for a1
;mdcnu rescarch ceater: $260.000
com 1

-
ﬁ:mw«ﬂ’wnnm Ur

n‘nalnml trade: $250,000 from the Ag-

from ihe Agriculture Depsriment for re-
$arch on expanded whest pasture,
$267.000 from the Agriculiure Depase.
ment for rﬂ;utho- preservation sad

nculture Dey

care dekivery ia New York,
PolySeshale Ynivarelly, $42-million

from the Nationsl Atronsuiscs £nd

Snoc $3-miltson fr

searchon cranberry
cate and brecding

$2-mul-

e Defense -mallion
lro- the Envwronmental Proteciion
Agency. and 52-milf1on from 1he White
House Office of Science and Technology
Mcy.allobnlmd withhe fve oth-

ing potatocs: $250 000 Lo be shared with
Moatans State Unvmny. from the Ag.
ncalture Department for saflower re-
1earch; WWJIQNMMI.I&
Umiversily of Minmescts. from the Agn-
culture Departmenl for research on the
R~d River Corndor; $200,000 (o be
shared with Soulh Dakota State Umiver-
sity. from (he AgricuRture Dn-ﬂ-m

-un‘utm make up the Consortivm
l’-hnnu Earth Scuence Iaforma.

Ton 10 be shared wath (hree o(huuwcr
silies. fromthe b

the work of the consor-
zm- Of (e masa moncy. $42-mithon 1+
M

11on Agency lor the Southwest E-moc
meata] Rerearch Cenler: $468.000 to be
shated with dve olther umnersues, from
the A;rxuuur: Departmeni for research

mmw.

ot
!lmmﬁmlumuhmm
mem for

the Agncul.
ture Department for research on inte-
grated prodechon sysiems: $100.000 (0
be shared with Kansas State Universrty .
(rom Lhe Agnculture Bepaniment for a
‘Great Plains agncultural polic y
center,

Univarsity of $)4%.000 from
1he Energy Departmeni to participate in
the Gypsy Fickd Proyect. $348.000 feom
the Energy Department fors sy on
the use of Irauefed natural gas 353

$75.000 from (he Agriculiute Depun
el (0T rE4earch On §rasshopper bro-
teol.

Pro.
tectron Ageacy fot & program on Aduron-

b,

Dokents, $2-million
Srom the Transporistion Depactment for
the Dutu« Lnrmho)«l.n -

1606 heany rueke

Ovagua Gratuste lnslfinte, $1 5.millivn
from m Navy for -cldu\llucll:h S|

$400,000 1 be shared with three otk

$2-mdlion
:::m D!M-euldkwun. |nd Ur.

universies and 3 aatsonsl taborarory,
from1| * forts

genclics
and water eesources., $400.000¢o be
shared wrih (he Untversuty of New Mes-
0. 1he 1tate highway department, snd
fromthe

enter.

forthe humuu foe Agricultvral Health
Science snd Rural Medicine: $1.6-md-

the National Cﬂuuo( Euelleoce (o(
Dusplay Te

com I
Ageacy for Ihe Enccgy and E
iR h Cealer todevel

$10-

-I-u from the Defense thﬂncnl loc
ms agor npoctance tothe

Teaasportation Department f0f & siudy

$200.000 from Ide Agrcultvre Deuﬂ
l‘nenl (or reuucho-m snskeweed;

Depert-
Ladid funumloﬂmﬁal ll’.ﬂ

from
\uuh on peactic eagintening for -u-
tode resistance; $150.000 (rom the Agn-
cultyre Department for reseacch on phy -
tophthora root rat

Univarslty of lew Sandes, $400.000 L0
be shared with New Meaxo Sme U-
wernly. the slate highway de|
and1wo national laboratores, lrwn lk fl
Transponanon Depariment (of o study
on regwnal 11 POrLton needs

$7 136
willion 10 be shared with (heee other uns-
it the of Com-

0g:£3 10 meatierc 8ad controd (031C meial
emissions, $123.000 from the Tramapoc.
1e11on Depariment 10 upgrade and ca-
p;l:dlht Laboratory omax-teafBic con-
tob.

ore
om slteraative cropping systems.
Slﬂ.ﬂhh shared wilh the Umiverss.
of Georgia snd 1he Upivensity of Tea-
mm.h—lk Agrcuiture Depan.
o for research o dogwood aatheac-

Ynbrovally of North Ctreling of Wiming-
n, $829. 144 from the Commetee De

Conlolys Calloge, $150.
Seall Busmest for the

er.

Center for Entreprencurship.
Coluwiie 1 $10-muihion (rom

the Enviconmental Protection Ageacy

for aresearchcenter on cnvi

health wiences

684 mullion
froen the Agrcohuce De De'nmncm focthe
Bowmaa-Gray Ceater.

$5.3-mettion

from the Defemse Department for re-
search, development. and other pro-
rams Congress ia: ed the depart-
meat o conduct n mentreview of The
earmark sad (0 award 33 much of the
Smount That was set aswde for the pro-
SEIMS B3 it decms APpRIOpNste

Modioni Cologe of Ohle, $1-milron
from (he Defease Departme sl for “pro-
mm_ghnhme 10 the deparnt-

ment.

State Uabrorally, $).557-mullon 1o
be Mmuukfuumlm
{rom the Agriculture Departacat for ue-
bea. peograms; $2.8-million to
e thared widl i it

ergy forthe Ambulnory Restarchand
Educatios Building
Oragon St Yudvarelly. 34 § mition
from the National Acronautics and
Space Admimstcation for computer act-
work walrastructure for sdvaacedtech
vearch and educaioon propects.

parimenl fus the Scafood Center. $1 8-
mulbon {rom the Commeree Depariment

Iy of Wabo and Washingiun State U
versity . (romihe Agneulivee Degart-
ment for researcn on water qualily in the
Notthwest. 3897 458 fur reseateh on uv-
1ng waod. $48) 000 (rom Ihe National
Actunaulies amd Space Adminntrauos
for Jislance learming #C1vIIcs 3L The
Manine Science Ceater $437.00010 be
Ahared with the University of Califorma
W Berdeley and Washingicn State Uni-
eeaty (rom the Agrecutiure Depaet-
ment for research on the Rurvuan whest
aphid. $340.000 1 be shared wuh the
Univeruty of Rhode [sland. from the
Agrwulture Department for rescarch on
Bvh marketing. 3327 cm(wm the Aln-

fvs
fromthe Energy De,.nnuloc the
Mdwest Comsor-

wihure for re-
search. nm lmnom me Agmulme

tium: 52 $-milli be shaced with 17
ather umversities, from the Energy De-
pactment for the Midwet Plaal Biotech-
y Conroriium: 3368.000 to be
shared with Purdue Universiy. (rom the
Agnculiute Department foe research on

5
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search, sm mhumlht Envmumnn
al Pruteenion Agency for Lhe Center for
the Analyuyof Eavicunmental Change.
250.000 ¢ 4 wuh fout other
crlies (1om ihe Agrculture De-
aariment for revearchun wheat discase.




3224 000 from 1he Agrcutiure Depar-
ment (or 1eseacch on am dicrastive la
Ihe berbuuse Draosed. 3187 00010 be
shared with 1he Upiversiy of 1dado sad
Washiagion State Ungversity. from (v
Agrculiure Depsriment for research on
aematl il $93.700 (rom the Commetce
Deparument (of research on saimonrd
evulogy. $83.000 from the Agticuliure
Depanimesd {or rescarch oa Eastern fil-
feni Dlight

PEINSYUNGA

Hakassann Undvesd. $10 million
ke Factgy Dep sment for the
wdatury Care am Teashing

s onter

Lachawenne humber Cotlage. §1 8-mul.
e 0 trvm the Depariment of Houseg

ad Uetan Development 10 extablish ihe
Notwinat Careet Prep and Dulance
Craming Ceater fue kow ancome and
abiie AousIRg FesRienty

ot Aloyhue , $2-melbon
ram (ke U S Aremy (of 4 nurving dem-
—wistrabon projeet

G shared with 22 ather umversy
Agrnuliure Depariment
A gatdeming programs $315.000
teo-m (bt Agircutiure Depariment fo re-
«archon improviag dairy management,
$2 011 Cun from the Agriculivre Depant-
ma M ot tescareh on controlled environ-
et prufuction ystems . $184 000 from
the Agrulture Del for eesearch
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Wl Eacellence The arcop

$247.000

ccated by 8 wndury of Ive U y
of Plisbusgh Trust

Universily 37 S-milionto
be thared with £ privale tastitute. (rom
the An Force {or the Nottheast Regonal
Cancef lnstntuie, 33 $-milion from
ihe Deferse Department for ptqnm
of major imporiance 10 1he depa
ment ©

$2milfion €

fromihe
Nursery Crep R NOY

focihe

mu 337 malon

Uteh, $10-mullaon {rom ihe
National Ac Atrouul-:un\l Space Admun-
he [

Unbveraity od
tobe sharsd with 12

versty 3nd 1 Usivernity of Georpa,
Grom the Agrculture Department for <e-

1he Deleare Depariment for “programs
of mayor imporiance 101he depart-
menl

Sryont Coliege, $2-million (rom the De-
{u\c Department for " programs of ma-
JOT IMPOTEance to Lhe 3epactme

Univerelly of Rivede bntand, 3431 000
fcom the Agnculture Department for
buikding consolrdation lor the Cosstal
tarnitute. $340.00010 be shared with Or-
egon S1ate Laivernity. fiom the Agiwcut-
ture Department lot feseaceh On fish
markeling

Clomosn 37 6-mitivato
be shared with three. o&hu URIVETTIINS.

Network
a8d Sceanbe Computation Center. $5.
mitlion from the Environmenta) Protec.
ton Ageacy for the same center. $2-mil-
tron to be shased with three olher univer-
sises, from the Esvisonmental
ﬁu«lm Agency (or1he Southwest

Univerelty

emer

000 from (s Depart
neat foc thie Brological and Eaviros-
ments) Research Complet: §485.000
(rom1be Energy Department (o robot-
s revearch.

Seyles College of Modielas, 331575
from the Commerce Department for re-
earch on shelifsh viruses.
u-m.u S.million from 1he

Eaviconmental Protection Apescy for
the Guif Coasl Hw: Substance
Research Cemer.

$5-mul-

482 mutlion from
Natonal Acroasulics and Space Admm-
istration. $5-mxihon fcom the Delense
Department, $-million from the Eavi-
roamenial Proreetion Agency. and 32-
miition (rom the White House Office of
Scicace and Techwology Policy. sl cobe
1hared with the Ave other grivecsities
and the pnivate research instiule that
make up the Cnasortiuen foc Internation:
al Earth Scrence Laformatioa Network.
fox the wock of the comsortrum Of ke
HasA moncy, $42-mithon 18 foc abuild-

partenent for the Brotech
tory: $250.00010 be shaced with four

Woa ta be shared with Stephen £ Austin
State Umiversity, {rom the Defense De-
pactment for the Texas Regional fnsir-
twie for Eaviroamental Studees.

m!. il Usivorelly, 35-
B¢ shared with the Sam Hous-

fromt
the National Texiste Center Unnum(y
ltul(ﬂl Colwﬂ-u..u 000 1
shared with North Carolma State Une
veruly nd 1he Unavermty of

lrom (the Agrculiure Department for e
wearch on HICTABLIVE CrOppIAg sysiems.,
3192.000 {rom the Agnculture Dtvm

w0 it safely $134 000 {rom the Agte:

valture Deparinent for Lhe cente: for an-

1t Realth and produc vty . $100.000

fhom the Agnculiure Department for re-
and

ment for h Ice
1} mlroolhc Agnculiuee Dtpm

ton State Univeruty , from the Defensc
Department for |1he Texas Reponal In.
\lmllt for Envirommental Sludees
Tonss ALM Univerally, 53 337-million
to hc shared with 22 othec umaversities.

fcom for ue-

lrom the
Dtpuunm for Tesearch on wheat dns-

Ut Velloy Community Cologe,
$500.000 from | he Transportation De-
partmen 10 de velop S urway-screace
curricutum.

VRN
Usbvandty of Vermont, $99,000 from the
' oaple re-

ban-gardening programs., $668.000 to be
whared with Ave oiher umiversitoes, (fum
the A.mulhm Depanment foc research

of alter-

catchen
Autural retources
Saint Pramtots Cotloga, 31-mullson (rom
ihe Defense Depastman (or & demon-
o giosram on phy3cian aVH3-
s 3300 000 (o be shared wiih Saiat
v mual College fromthe Small Bun-
ness Admimilislion 10 €stablish s Cen-
rer foe Global Compesitivensss
Baint josaph's 32 136-mil
Iren from Ive Agriculture Depariment
It 1ne Center for Food Market-
g
Saint Pinsnat Oollage, $300.000 (0 be
shared with Ssat Frances College, lrom
The Small Buniness Admanistration fo e
rabisk a Center for Glodel C

$473.915
trom the Commerce Department (or re-
warch On estluanne management

SOUTH BAMITA-
525

$603.000 lwn 1he Aprculiure Depart-
et for 1he Institute for Broscrences

x y: $325.000 10 be shared
wath Cormell University, from Ive
culture Depariment foc researchonlive-
siock and dairy y: $348.00010be
shared wilh 1he Univettiy of Missoun.

search; $50,000 1o be shared with the
Umvcm"den Hampihire. fromihe
Agne Department for vmmhoa
foresury Mﬂln $37.000from the
Dey the eeater for

feom the (ot tc-
. of

L1t Ll'mllum

[ $250.000 (com 1 he Agri-

emilicn to be shared wilh |7 other uni-
vernires. from the Energy Depaiment
Toe 1he Mudwest Plant

culture Department for wool research:
$210.000 to be 1hared wilh four other
from the

Coasartium, 3875.000 from the Agticul-
ture Depactment for the Nonheln Plum
Brosiress Laboratocy , $100 000

shared with North o-lou Stale Unuu

panimen foc betl-corcans

'lMIIIM
hon “inteltigent”” vemcles And
mnny yslems.
Unbrosslly of Viegiale, $40.000 (rom 1he
Commerce Depastment for s sty of

evaluation sad sdeatibealson: $75.000
feom the Agnculture Departmeat foc re-
searchon cgﬂoﬂmd exirschon and o1l

Yirgiuie Polytoshuis inetiivte snd Siste
Unbrorsity, suo mo{mm m Au'uulnm
ot I by

;uy fromide

nlm R}

sy

Sotes N $930.000 (rom tve
Small Busisess Adsunisication for 2

for ] Boweraseels

centec for
[or woinen

Univerelly of mu 3. -dhou
1rom ihe Defease

Lant Tonaassee Sinte Yalv sroly, $2 §-
mithon to bt \hl(d withone of ibe med-

drams of majer importance 1o m ‘(pm
. $134,000 {rom 18 Agnculture
Depariment for the College ochun-
aacy Medicine fof researeh on feeditoc
for dairy cows
Univasnlly 3¢ Pisbungh, §10-a01 1008
frgn 1he Navy for the Natiosel Cum of
Excelence for Metatworking
gy, 313 -nmrn-mu E] A:lylu
tha Natioasd Defenss Center for Envi-
ronmeatal Excelence; 33-muthos lrom
the U S Army for research st 1he Na-
uons) Defease Center lor Esvirosmen-

Veler-

ans Affases, lroul 1ha1 department for re-
locating Ihe udiver ity 's medical school
and reaovating butkdiags 2l the ovedical

center
Mohary Madioal Cooge, 34-milhoato
buhned with seven tutions.

1ramag vessel.

roteel
nology th 335,000 (rom the At
eulture Depariment fof reveareh on pro-
cerum rool diseste

be thaced with

(com the £avironmeatsl Prorection

Agency foc the Associstion of Misonly

Health Professsons Schools.
'-.l..m WW(ON

ersity,
$175.000 (rom (he Transpe “vion De
partment (or Jesign Ind Engincering
work for the sirway-science pro-
gam.

n nmoul Muy lro.ubt Au\cul

from
Agency {ol Ihe Assocution of Minonly
Heallh Profestions Schools.

Middie Touavares Siute Univerelly,
$354.000 from 1he Transpoctetion De-
pastment (ot consirucion for ihe mir-
wiy-1CMace program

Wﬂllll! for pleat .tnlm and walerre-

md'ﬂ Awetin, $4600.000
(rom 1he Enecgy Depariment (or cobol-
wsfesearch

Univarslly of Tomes ot @ Pone, $2-m1 (-

108 10 be phared with INree other univer-

sties. ffom the Eaviroesaentst Proree-
1o Ageacy (ot 1he Soulhwest Environ-
mental Retesreh Center

$13-
outlion to be shared with four othef nsu-
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The CHAIRMAN. Thank you very much, Mr. Schlossberg, and,
without objection, the article that you referred to in the Chronicle
of Higher Education will be included with your remarks.

You have given us a very judicious and well balanced defense of
earmarking, and we appreciate that very much.

We will go now to Mr. Wyatt.

I would give {ou a long and glowing introduction, but I'll insert
it in the record later, if it is okay with you. )

Mr. WYATT. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I would really appreciate
that, and after what I am about to say, it might be helptul to have
it in there.

1 have also submitted a written report and would like to have
that full report made a part of the record.

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection, the full content of your re-
marks and any additional material you might wish to insert will
be made a part of the record.

Mr. WYATT. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Let me say as well how much I appreciate your relentless pursuit
of sound principle in the allocation of this country’s scarce re-
sources for science research and research facilities. I know you
have served with distinction in this Congress for about 30 years.
1 have been associated with your service here for 20, and there is
no one that has done more for the science and technology research
than you have. I might add that, on this issue, I know that you
have a lot of support on the notion of curbing earmarking from
many other Members of Congress with whom I have worked, so I
am encouraged.

I am Chancellor of Vanderbilt University. I am here today in
support of our Nation’s investment in scientific research. I am the
CEO of an American Research University, and I want to tell you
that I believe the United States is yielding control of its research
budget to special interests bit by bit, piece by piece, but now very
substantiveli.

1 would like to take a few minutes to put this crisis in a context
that I think everyone will recognize and in plain talk. I have
brought a chart I think that will demonstrate more than words the
speed with which this crisis has intensified. There it is, right over
there.

[The chart follows:]
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Mr. WyaTr. It starts in 1980, goes to 1992. It is a bit out of date
now because there is an even taller bar that should be appended
to the right edge for '93 that would go up to $763 million, but I
think even from that chart you can see the speed with which this
earmarking phenomenon is accelerating. It has grown in the last
12 years from $10 million to, now, $763 million. It is widespread,
it is growing rapidly, in virtually all of the Appropriations Commit-
tees.

This chart clearly shows that the problem of earmarking didn'’t
exist in any substantive measure a dozen years ago, and I leave it
to your imagination to extend that chart out to the right. If we con-
tinue the pace at which this is going, we are going to be clearing
billions of dollars in a very short time at that rate, and I, for one,
don't see anything that can check it based on what I now know.

Let me ask a question of everyone here. How long would you
want to be running a business with a trend line showing that criti-
cally important funds are being spent in ways unrelated to the gen-
eral business plan? And how many times would you want to show
a chart like this tc your shareholders and tell them that more and
more money is being spent without any reference to the business
plan authorized by the management of the company, and that the
company, almost in bankruptcy, is borrowing most of the money to
spend this way? I don't think that would be a story that would
please many of the shareholders of a business, and I don’t think
it should please the citizens of this country.

We are talking here about our country’s future. Our national in-
terests are linked directly to scientific advancement in defense, in
agriculture, in commerce, Our competitive standing relative to the
industrial nations depends on continuing, in some cases recovering,
the scientifie leadership America has exercised throughout the
post-Waorld War 11 era.

No one seriously questions whether scientific research is in the
national interest. The issue is what process leads to the best sci-
entific research. What this chart shows is that we have a growing
process in which the country’s re -earch agenda is being determined
not by the hest science but by o o best lobbying thal moneyv can
buy.

The purpose of this hearing, a. T understand it, is to examine the
relative merits of allocating federal funds for seientific research by
the process of merit review or, alternatively, by congressional ear-
marking. As you know by now, I am an advocate of merit review
because it represents a rational, efficient, and responsible way, con-
sistent with the Congress’s obligation to the citizen sharcholders
you represent, (o spend publie funds in accordance with a fully de-
bated and rational national plan.

Let me explain, because T think it is important, what I mean by
the best sceience. 1 do not mean only that rescarch conducted by a
clique of sclf-selecting elites, Important research has been done and
continues to .be done in every State in the country in private as
well as State universities. Nor do T mean by best that which is
most readily transferable to commerce and regarded most favorably
by business. Nor do I mean what appears to the layperson as most
intelligible and best in a common sense understanding,

99
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Some of the most important research breakthroughs have come
from projects that would have seemed candidates for the former
Senator Proxmire’s Golden Fleece Award. In fact, the initial re-
search conducted by Vanderbilt’s Dr. Stanley Cohen on why mice
are born with their eyes closed might have been dismissed by some
as silly. Thirty years later, he was awarded the Nobel Prize be-
cause from that simple research idea came Dr. Cohen’s discovery
of the epidermal growth factor and his subsequent findings on the
growth of cancer cells.

By best, I am referring to that science which is judged best b
scientists in their respective fields, applying the standards devel-
oped within their disciplines. That was the premise of our nation’s
first science policy upon which the competitive funding programs of
NSF and NIH and other agencies were established. The premise is
still sound. To find out what science is best, we have to ask the
scientists.

Last fall, a number of studies were released by both Government
and private organizations on the state of the Nation’s scientific and
technological research. Among these were reports by the Carnegie
Commission, the President’s Council of Advisors for Science, and
the National Science Foundation. In addition to calling for a com-
prehensive review of the country’s research policy, these studies
also call for greater accountability measures to be placed on re-
search. They pointed out that research needs to be held account-
able in many ways and that this accountability should be achieved
through the merit review process.

Scientists and their projects can be held accountable to the Na-
tion’s needs. Those projeéts and facilities which are more Iikely to
further national interest compared to other projects and facilities

. deserve greater encouragement because of their linkage with a na-
tional priority. Those needs and interests should be determined by
a comprehensive review of national science policy.

Earmarking, on the other hand, subverts the goals set by policy
through haphazard spending, the effect of which is also to bloat
agency budgets. As an example, consider the Fiscal Year 1989
Budget for the Department of Agriculture. The President’s budget
request for the Department’s science and education agencies con-
tained just one buﬁding request totaling $11 million. By the time
the budget emerged from the appropriations process, it contained
31 earmarked building projects totaling $28.3 million. To no one’s
surprise, the location of the earmarked facilities corresponded
strongly to the States represented by Members of the Agricultural
A;:gopriations Committee.

you know, I am sure, agricultural research is an area in
which congressional earmarking has been the norm, not the excep-
tion. How has the United States done in maintaining its competi-
tive ﬁ)osition in agriculture? In a 1989 study released by the Na-
tional Research Council, it is stated that—and I quote—“United
States global competitiveness in agricultural commodities and food
groducts has eroded because of increased cost of production at
ome and heightened competition from foreign producers in the
marketplace.”

This study, which is entitled “Investing in Research,” suggests

that a connection can be made between the growth in academic
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earmarks and the decline of America’s competitive standing in agri-

culture. The report persuasively makes the case that competitive

merit review should be the means of allocating agricultural re-

search funds, and I would urge this Committee to consider that re-

gort and also to consider whether the same judgment should not
e made with respect to competitiveness in other industries.

Let me emphasize that earmarking is not simgly a benign in-
crease in research expenditures as some would have us believe.
The Treasury is not over there printing special money to be spent
for this. Earmarking is diverting public funds from authorized re-
search programs within agency budgets. According to an OSTP re-
port, $600 million of authorized projects were squeezed out in fiscal
year 1993 on account of earmarks.

In effect, earmarks take funds away from projects that have been
requested by an agency of Government held responsible to act in
the public interest, projects that have been approved by the author-
izing committees of the Congress, and they have put those funds
in the hands of special interests with no accountability. At a time
when we need to be holding more of our research expenditures ac-
countable to national priorities, earmarkers are overruling alloca-
tion decisions that have been made on the basis of national policy
and priority.

at we need is a rational national plan to invest in research
funding. If we need to distribute funds more equitably among geo-
graphical regions, let’s consider expanding sheltered competitions
or funds so that merit review is not sacrificed in the effort to in-
volve developing institutions in research (f)rojects. The CRS data in-
dicate—that data actually was used to develop this chart and has
been available now for a number of years through the courtesy of
this Committee—that data indicates that earmarking does not dis-
tribute funds equitably.

The big winners in the scramble for earmarks are many of the
same institutions and the same States who already receive the
bulk of federal funds through merit review, and if we need to get
science to the marketplace more quickly, as I believe we do, let’s
encourage joint Proposals from academic and industrial groups to
compete for funds based on rational judgment of quality and take
account of that need in a new national science policy, and the new
policy should not abandon the research enterprise that brought us
to world leadership in science.

I should add at this point, at Vanderbilt University we have not
and do not pursue earmarks; we do not plan to accept any ear-
marks. We also believe that it is time to rethink tge Nation’s
science policy and make some informed public choices about how
research can best serve this country’s needs in defense, in medi-
cine, in industry, and economic competitiveness. Let this new policy
be the guide for our research funding. Let’s hold scientists account-
able to it through the merit review system.

Finally, I ask you to look at the defenders of earmarks, with all
due respect, including those who are testifying before this Commit-
tee now and in the future. If you notice, the ones who are satisfied

+ and calling for more are the ones who already have vested interests

in maintaining the earmark system. What other response would we
expect from them?
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I believe the country deserves something better from this hear-
ing. The country deserves to hear a debate on the Nation’s interest
in research, not after-the-fact defenses for earmarks or rationaliza-
tions of particular universities’ lobbying fees. It is an understand-
able consequence that when resources are scarce and funds avail-
able only from Congress that institutions would appeal directly to
Congress. There are always more research proposals than can be
funded, and we need more research facilities than can be afforded.
It is also understandable that elected representatives spend funds
in ways that will aid their districts. But the Nation’s needs are ne-
glected when each institution pursues its own self-interest to the
extreme.

COne of the biggest dangers of earmarking is that on a large
enough scale—and I believe the chart shows that we have reached
that scale already—earmarking effectively thwarts zny effort to es-
tablish national priorities as part of a national policy on research
and technology. To the extent that institutions are able to acquire
their research funds through lobbying Congress directly, they have
very little incentive to contribute to a discussion of what a national
science policy would require of our researchers.

Not only is earmarking not accountable to national needs, but re-
search performed with earmarked funds is not readily reviewable
by any performance assessment criteria. On the other hand, with
an agency-administered competition for funds, there is in place a
scientific basis on which to oversee and to report to the country,
;hr?iugh the Congress, on what is being accomplished with the

unds.

When lobbyists secure research funds directly from Congress,
these oversight mechanisms are bypassed, nobody has the respon-
sibility of taking a second look at how the earmarked funds are
used, and no assessment procedure can operate to report on the re-
sults. In other words, there is no accountability, none, zero.

When I look at this chart and compare it to the rate of growth
in research funding over the same years for NSF, NIH, and any of
our other agencies responsible for managing the Nation's research
investments, I ask myself whether the rules of the game haven’t
already changed. If this trend continues, it is clear that the rules
have changed and that the new rules are that lobbyists, not sci-
entists, are the primary judges of America’s research investment.

Ask yourselves what message earmarking sends to today’s stu-
dents and future researchers. Funding research through earmarks
says that success in science is measured by how much influence
one can buy and which lobbyists one can hire. We are undermining
the very standards of academic excellence we are working as a na-
tion to improve in our schools. Is this the way we want to say to
our graduate students who do their dissertation research on these
projects that we reward good research, that it doesn’t matter how
good their ideas or how diligent their work, that it only matters
whetlﬁ%r their university is paying the right iobbyist $50,000 every
month?

Shall we give our graduate students a higher grade if they can
figure out why paying a lobbyist causes elected officials to award
a university research money without reliance on scientific judg-
ment at all? I think not. This is clearly the wrong message. Exces-
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sive influence is not a measure of success anywhere but among lob-
byists. If we are to salvage the future of American science and edu-
cation, we need to start sending a different message.about how suc-
cess in research is measured.

Not all earmarks of research funds come as the result of the
work of hired lobbyists, I know that, and I expect that the efforts
of hired lobbyists to obtain earmarks are not always successful. I
am sure that in some cases institutions themselves initiate discus-
sions with lobbyists about earmarks and in other cases lobbyists
themselves develop an interest from institutions about the avail-
ability of earmarks.

I don’t in any sense represent myself as knowing just how the
lobbying process works for earmarks because I have never em-
ployed a lobbyist for that purpese. In preparing for this hearing,
however, I have discovered some facts that I simply want to put
before you without trying to draw any conclusion. You may draw
your own conclusion.

Gerald Cassidy was scheduled to testify later in this hearing, and
his firm is prominent and active with colleges and universities re-
ceiving earmarks. According to the CRS data and published lists of
Cassidy clients, those clients received over $100 million in aca-
demic earmarks in fiscal year 1992. That was one-seventh of the
total reported by CRS for that year.

To put that amount in the context that I discussed earlier, let me
point out that the amount earmarked for Cassidy clients alone was
more than six times the amount that Congress authorized and ap-
propriated for the NSF Competitive Facilities Program for that
year, and, according to an analysis of fiscal year 1993, academic
earmarks appearing in the Chronicle of Higher Education this
week, Cassidy clients received over $170 million, more than a fifth
of ’_‘;1};)% gotal earmarks reported and a 70 percent increase from 1992
to .

It has been reported in the Washington Post that fees charged
by the Cassidy firm to its clients range from $10,000 to $50,000 a
month, and, according to reports filed with the Federal Election
Commission, individuals associated with the Cassidy firm in 1989
and 1990 contributed over $270,000 in kind or cash to candidates
for congressional offices, and with further research I believe that
total might be found to be significantly larger.

Let me conclude with a key question. Do you want the Nation’s
research agenda to be determined by the best scientists or the most
skillful lobbyists? To me and, I believe, to the other shareholders
you represent, the answer is clear. To judge which science is best,
we need to apply the standards which have been developed within
the various fields of science by their practitioners, we need to have
full discussion in the appropriate agencies and in the Congress to
measure the research by virtue of our national priorities and our
national plan. This is what we do when our research funds are dis-
persed through the competitive merit review system. It is not what
1s done when our funds are spent in response to lobbyists skillfully
manipulating for earmarks.
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I believe we owe it to our children, to the young men and women
who are working to become tomorrow’s researchers, we owe it to
the country, and we owe it to ourselves to do better than this.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. .

[The prepared statement of Mr. Wyatt follows:]
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PREPARED STATEMENT
JOE B. WYATT
CHANCELLOR Of VANDERBILT UNIVERSITY
COMMITTEE ON SCIENCE, SPACE, AND TECHNOLOGY
JUNE 16, 1993

Mr. chairman, Members of the Committee:

My name is Joe Wyatt, and I am Chancellor of Vanderbilt
University. I am here today in support of our nation’s investment
in scientific research, and I greatly appreciate the opportunity

this hearing presents.

As the CEO of an American research university I want to tell
you that the United States is yielding control of its research
budget to special interests, and that we have a crisis. I want to

take a few minutes to try to put this crisis in a context that

everyone will recognize.

Scientific research is a service that the Administration and
congress purchase on behalf of the country. In managing the
nation’s expenditures Congress is like a business. And I know that
you understand the fiduciary responsibility business executives
bear toward the shareholders, the owners, who in this case are the

American people, present and future.

I have brought a chart that will demonstrate more vividly than
words the speed with which the crisis has intensified. Here is

what the chart shows.
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Funding for research projects and facilities purchased not by
merit review guided by national priorities, but through
Congressional earmarks in the appropriatione process, has grown in

the last 12 years from $10 million to $707 million.!

This chart shows that the problem of earmarking did not exist
a dozen years ago. -1 leave to your imagination the size and shape
of the chart that will be needed in just a few years if the

earmarking trend is left unchecked.

How long would you want to be running a busiress with a trend
line showing that critically important funds are being spent in
ways unrelated to any business plan? And how many times would you
want to show a chart like this to your shareholders and tell them
that more and more money is being spent without any reference to

the business plan authorized by the management of the company?

I understand, though probably not as well as you do, that
elected representatives have obligations to their constituents and
responsibilities to their districts. Appropriations are one means
of fulfilling those obligations. In any business many factors
influence purchasing decisions, including considerations like those

that lead to congressional earmarks. The difference, however, is

B

! Trends in the Distribution Apparent _Academic Earmarks in the F
Govern s FY 1992 Appropriations Bills, Prepared for the House Committee on
Science, Space, and Technology by the Congressional Research Service, The Library of
Congress (September, 1992).
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that when it comes to research we are talking about the resource on

which the economic competitiveness of the United States rests.

Scientific research is an investment in our nation’s future ability

to compete.

It is one thing to wuse the apprepriations process for
political purposes to build infrastructure by bringing public
funding to bear in local communities with new bridges, highways and
other improvements. In the best of all worlds, this might not be
the ideal way to allocate funding, but it does not lead to a crisis
of the sort we have in scientific research. The problem is not
that earmark projects bring no benefit to institutions. I
certainly hope that the University of Alaska benefitted from a $25
million supercomputer earmarked in 1991, that Wheeling College
benefitted from the $6 million “"classroom of the Future"
appropriated in 1992, that Loma Linda University benefitted from
the $5 million for Defense Department research appropriations in FY
1993 and Gonzaga University from its $15 million for Defense
Department research appropriations in FY 1993. The problem is that
the nation is yielding the allocation of already limited research
funds -- arguably our most important policy decision influencing
the future -- to a process very skillfully and very prosperously

practiced, if not invented, by well-connected lobbyists and those

that they represent.

Since the early 1980s federal research dollars have
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increasingly been appropriated not on tne basis of who can best do
the needed research, but as a result of which institution can buy

the most political influence in Congress.

You Will be hearing from others today about some of the
circumstances motivating colleges and universities to hire
lobbyists to obtain research funds. Those institutions no doubt
believe they are justified in seeking earmarks, but the fact of the
matter is that earmarking subverts the national interest in the

responsible funding of scientific research.

National interests are linked to scientific advancement in

many ways. In defense, in agriculture, in commerce, our

competitive standing relative to the other industrial nations
depends on continuing, and in some cases recovering, the scientific
leadership America has exercised throughout the post-World war II
era. No one dispdkes whether scientific research is in the
national interest. The issue is what process leads to the hest
scientific research. what this chart shows is that we have a
growing process in which the country’s research agenda is being
determined not by the best science, but by the best lobbying that

money can buy.

The purpose of this hearing is to examine the relative merits
of allocating federal funds for scientific research by the process

of merit review and, alternatively, by the process of Congressional
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earmarking. As you know by now, I am an unapologetic advocate of
merit review because it represents a rational, efficient and
responsible way, consistent with your obligation to the citizen

"shareholdexrs" you represent, to spend public research funds.

Let me explain at the outset what I mean by the "best"
science. I do not mean only that research conducted by a clique of
self-selecting elites. Important research has been done, and
continues to be done, in every state in the country, in private as
well as state universities. Nor do I mean by “best" that which is
most readily transferrable to commerce and regarded most favorably
by business. Nor do I mean what appears to the layperson as most

intelligible and “"best" in a common sense understanding. Some of

the most importanﬁ research breakthroughs have come from projects

that would have seemed candidates for the former Senator Proxmire’s
Golden Fleece award. The initial research conducted by
vanderbilt’s Dr. Stanley Cohen on why mice are born with their eyes
closed might have been dismissed by some as silly. The truth is
that from that simple research idea came Dr. Cohen’s Nobel Prize-
winning discovery of the epidermal growth factor and his subsequent

research on the growth of cancer cells.

Rather, by "hest" I am refe.ring to that science which is

judged best by scientists in their respective fields applying the
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standards developed within their disciplines. This was the premise
of our nation’s first science policy upon which the competitive
funding programs of NSF and NIH and other agencies were
established. The premise is still sound: to find out what science

is best, we have to ask the scientists.
Merit Review

Unlike earmarking, merit review is a rational way to fund
research. We can give a reason for why one project is preferred
over another, and we can account for our choices through the
judgment of scientists applying their professional standards.
Research funded through the merit review system can be held
accountable both to the standards of science and to the nation’s

needs.

Last fall a number of studies were released by both government
and private organizations on the state of the nation’s scientific
and technological research. Among these were reports by the
Carnegie Commission, the President’s Council of Advisors for
Science, and the NSF. 1In addition to calling for a comprehensive
review of the country’s research policy, these studies also called
for greater accountability measures to be placed on research. They

pointed out that research needs to be held accountable in many

ways, and that this accountability should be achieved through the

merit review process.
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Scientists and their projects can be held accountable to the
nation’s needs. Those projects and facilities which are more
likely to further national interests compared to other projects and
facilities deserve greater encouragement because of their linkage
with a national priority. Those needs and interests should be
determined by a comprehensive review of national science

policy.

Earmarking, on the other hand, subverts the goals set by

policy through haphazard spending, the effect of which is also to

bloat agency budgets. As an example, consider the FY 1989 budget

for the Department of Agriculture. The President’s budget request
for the Department’s science and education agencies contained just
one building request totalling $11 million. By the time the budget
emerged from the appropriations process it contained 31 earmarked
building projects totalling $28.3 million. To no one’s surprise,
the location of the earmarked facilities corresponded strongly to
the states represented by members of the agricultural

appropriations subcommittees.

As you know, I am sure, agriculture research is an area in
which Congressional earmarking has been the norm, not the
exception. How has the United States done in maintaining its

competitive position in agriculture?

In a 1989 study released by the National Research Council, it
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is stated that:
U.S. global competitiveness in agricultural
commodities and food products has eroded because of
increagsed <costs of production at home and
heightened competition from foreign producers in
the marketplace.?

The study, which is entitled Investing in Research, suggests
that a connection can be made between the growth in academic
earmarks and the decline of America’s competitive standing in
agriculture. The report persuasively makes the case that
competitive merit review should be the means of allocating
agricultural research funds. I urge this Committee to consider

that report and also to consider whether the same judgment should

not be made with respect to competitiveness in other industries.

Let me emphasize that earmarking is not simply a benign
increase in research expenditures, as some would have us believe.
Earmarking is diverting public funds from authorized research
programs within agency budgets. According to an OSTP report, $600
million of authorized projects were squeezed out in FY 1993 on

account of earmarks.?

Earmarkers, in effect, take funds away from
projects that have been requested by an agency of government held
responsible to act in the public interest, projects that have been

approved by the authorizing committees of the Congress, and put

*Investing in Rescarch ,National Research Council, (Nationa! Academy Press, 1989) p.1.

4 i Office of Science and

Technology Policy (January, 1993).
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those funds in the hands of special interests. At a time when we
need to be holding more of our research expenditures accountable to
national priorities, earmarkers are overruling allocation decisions

that have been made on the basis of national policy and priority.

Research must be accountable to the taxpayers. when the

nation’s indebtedness is at a record level, every dollar spent

needs to be evaluated more closely. Research funds, as investments
in the nation’s future, need to be justified as well in terms of
meeting national interests and scientific standards. We do not

need a chart that looks like this.

Research can be held accountable through the kind of planning
and oversight built into our current merit review system of
research grants. But we should recognize that the current system
can be made more effective. I would like to see a comprehensive
reconsideration of the nation’s research needs along the lines
taken in 1945 by Vannevar Bush when his committee presented to
President Truman the report, Science: The Endless Frontjer, which
has guided our country’s research policy for the last 48 years.
The outcome of such a review should be a renewed vision 'of what the
country’s needs and interests require from scientific research. It
should tell us how to make individual researchers more accountable
for the funds they receive for their projects. It should tell us
how the needs of American industry can be addressed with programs

to get our science to the marketplace more quickly.
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Measures such as these fit naturally within a system of merit
review. Those best qualified to assess the merit of a scientific
project are the professional scientists. They are also best
qualified to apply performance assessment standards and measures of

professional integrity.

Unfortunately, at a time when we need greater accounta®™ility,
the practice of earmarks make it too easy for a growing number of

researchers to escape accountability altogether.

Response to Criticisms

Ccritics of the merit review system have pointed to
circumstances they believe justify circumventing the merit-review
system. They cite the scarcity of resources available in the merit
review system, especially for facility renewal. They point to the
need for distributing funding equitably among institutions and
geographical regions. The lobbyists for earmarked funds claim that
these factors justify appealing directly to Congress for research

funds:

These are not indications that the merit review system is
faulty, but rather signs that we face other problems. The
advocates for earmarks have not shown us that the answe: is to

akandon the merit review system which has made American research

10
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the world’s envy, and we have no reason to believe that doing so

will solve these problems.

we can and should address these problems while still getting
the best research from our scientists. We do need to address the
lack of funds for facility renewal, but what we need is a rational
plan to increase funding. If we need to distribute funds more
equitably among geographical regions, let’s consider expanding
sheltered competitions for funds so that merit review is not
sacrificed in the effort to involve developing institutions in
research projects. The CRS data indlcate, by the way, that
earmarking does not distribute funds equitably. The big winners in
the scramble for earmarks are many of the same schools who already
receive other federal funds through merit review. If we need to
get science to the marketplace more quickly let’s encourage joint
proposals from academic and industrial groups to compete for funds
based on rational judgment of quality and take account of that need

in a new national science policy.

These problems are separate from the issue of whether we need
the best science. They will not be solved by abandoning the
research enterprise that brought us to world leadership in science.
At vVanderbilt University we do not pursue or accept earmarked
funds. We also believe that it is time to rethink the nation’s
science policy, and make some informed public choices about how

research can best serve the country’s needs in defense, in

11
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medicine, in industry, and economic competitiveness. Let this new
policy be the guide for our research funding. Let’s hold

scientists accountable to it through the merit review system.

Finally, look at the defenders of earmarks, including those
who are testifying before this Committee. The ones who are
satisfied and calling for more are the ones who already have vested
interests in maintaining the earmark system. W®What other response
would we expect from them? The country deserves something better
from this hearing. The country deserves to hear a debate on the
nation’s interest in research, not rationalizations of particular

universities’ lobbying fees.
Trends in Earmarking

In September this Committee released two reports prepared by
the Congressional Research Service that document the trend by
Congress over the last 13 years to fund more and more research

through academic earmarks. The chart tells the story.

By the mid-1980s the practice of designating site~specific
appropriations for research projects and facilities outside the
merit review process had become well established. The annual
amount of earmarked dollars grew at a rapid rate and by 1989
members of the academic community joined with concerned members of

the Senate and House to try to reverse the trend. They had some

12
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success. In 1990 the numbers fell slightly.

By 1991 escalations began anew. Academic earmarks grew from
$270 million in FY 1990 to $493 million in FY 1991, an increase of
over 82% in a single year. FY 1992 has seen a continuing steep
rise with a record-setting total of $707 million, or a 30%

increase.

A trend which began in facilities funding now encompasses

research project funding as well.

Appropriations for Agriculture, Defense, and Energy contain
the biggest earmarks and their numbers, in both dollar amounts and
nuﬁber of earmarks, follow a steady upward trend. In 1992 Defense
had 36 apparent earmarks totalling more than $169 million,
Agriculture had 271 totalling over $146 million, and Energy and

Water had 44 earrmarks for almost $135 million.

Other subcommittees, as well, are increasingly participating
in earmarking. These include cCommerce, which jump.d from $15
million in FY 1992 to $60 million from FY 91-92, V.A., HUD, and
Independent Agencies which jumped from $18 million to $151 million

and Transportation moving from $3.8 million to $27 million.

These numbers come from the excellent analyses of earmarks

prepared by the Congressional Research Service. It is absolutely

13
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essential to public discussion of this issue that the CRS continue
to publish their reports and analyses. From what I understand,
however, there have been efforts within Congress to hide the flow
of earmarked funds. Professor James Savage of the University of
virginia, who has worked closely with CRS, reports that some
Members have pressured the CRS into terminating further analyses of
earmark distributions by state and institution. Moreover, these

same Members have ordered CRS to no longer use the term "earmark,"

but instead to call them "direct appropriations.”

I know that you will be considering ways to curb academic
earmarks, and I recognize the difficulty of developing rules that
do not at the same time affect well established practices in areas
other than academic earmarks. But one thing is clear, and that is
that public disclosure of earmarks cannot hurt. By trying to
discourage it those engaged in earmarking suggest that it may be an

impediment or embarrassment to them.

It is an understandéble consequence that when resources are
scarce and funds available only from Congress that institutions
would appeal directly to Congress. Clearly, there are more
research proposals than can be funded, and we need more research
facilities than can be afforded. It is also understandable that
elected representatives spend funds in ways that will clearly aid

their Aistricts.
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But the nation’s needs are neglected when each institution

pursues its own needs. One of the biggest dangers of earmarking is
that on a large enough scale -~ and the chart shows tha€ we have
reached that scale already -~ earmarking effectively thwarts any
effort to establish national priorities as part of a national
policy on research and technology. To the extent that instituticns
are able to acquire their research funds through lobbying Congress
directly, they have no incentive to contribute to a discussion of

what a national science policy would require of our researchers.

Not only is earmarking not accountable to national needs, but
research performed with earmarked funds is not readily reviewable
by any per formance assessment criteria. On the other hand with an
agency-administered competition for funds, there is in place a
scientific basis on which to oversee and to report to the country
through congress on what is being accomplished with the funds.
When lobbyists secure research funds directly from Congress, these
oversight mechanisms are bypassed. Nobody has the responsibility
of taking a second 1ook at how the earmarked funds are used and no
assegssment procedures can operate to report on the resul“s. In

other words, there is po accountability. None. Zero.

I am not going to argue that all the projects funded through
earmarks lack any merit at all. Nor can I in good faith say that
all projects funded through merit review produce significant

results. But I can say that the competitive process of merit
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review gives us the most justifiable way to explain how our
research money is spent. It provides the best hope that we are
getting the best science. We do not ever know exactly where

science will lead us, but thus far it has led us very well.

when I look at this chart, and compare it to the rate of
growth in research facility funding for NSF or NIH or any of the
other agencies responsible for managing the nation’s research
investments, I ask myself whether the rules of the game haven’t
already changed. If this trend continues, it’s clear that the
rules have changed. That lobbyists are now the primary judges of
America’s research investments on the basis of the fees they are

paid.

Finally, ask yourselves what message earmarking sends to
today’s graduate students and future researchers. By funding
research through earmarks we are letting them know that success in
science is measured by how much influence one can buy and which
lobbyists one can hire. BY doing so we are undermining the
standards of academic excellence. Is this the way we want to say
to our graduate students, who do their dissertation Fesearch on
these projects, that we reward good research? That it doesn’t

matter how good their ideas or how diligent their work? That it

only matters whether their university is paying the right lobbyist

$50,000 every month?
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Shall we give our graduate students a higher grade if they can
figure out why paying a lobbyist causes elected officials to award
their university research money without reliance on scientific

judgement at all?

Of course not.

This is the wrong message. Excessive influence is not a

measure of success anywhere but among lobbyists. If we are to

salvage the future of American science and education we need to

start sending a different message about how success in research is

measured.
The Role of Lobbyists

Not all earmarks of research funds come as the result of the
work of hired lobbyists, and I expect that the efforts of hired
lobbyists to obtain earmarks are not always successful. &and, I am
sure that in some cases institutions themselves initiate
discussions with lobbyists about earmarks, while in other cases
client development activities lead to representations about the
potential availability of earmarks. I don’t in any sense represent
myself as Knowing just how the lobbying process works for earmarks,

because I have never employed a lobbyist for that purpose.

In preparing for this hearing, however, I have discovered some

17
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facts that I simply want to put before you without trying to draw

any conclusion. You may draw your own conclusion.

Gerald Cassidy was scheduled to testify later in this hearing,
and his firm is prominent and active with colleges and universities
receiving earmarks. According to CRS data, and published lists of
Cassidy clients, those clients received over $100 million in
apparent academic earmarks in FY 1992.' That was one-seventh of
the total reported by CRS for that year. To put that .azmount in the
context that I discussed earlier, let me point out that the amount
earmarked for Cassidy clients alone was more than six times the
amount that Congress authorized and appropriated for the NSF
competitive facilities program for that year. According to an
analysis of FY 1993 academic earmarks in The Chronicle of Higher
Education, Cassidy clients received over $170 million more than a
fifth of the total earmarks reported, and a 70 percent increase

from 1992 to 1993.°

::}\
It has been reported/in The Washington Post that fees charged

by the Cassidy firm to its clients range from $10,000 to $50,000

*Source: Washington Representatives 1991, Columbia Books, Inc., The Distribution of
Apparent Academic Earmarks in the Federal Government ‘s FY 1992 Appropriations _Bill,
Prepared for the House Committee on Science, Space, and Technology by the Congressional
Research Service, The Library of Congress (September, 1992). Table 3 "Apparent FY 1992
Academic Earmarks, Ranked by University or Coliege. *

S Source: Washington Representatives 1992, Columbia Books, Inc.; The Chronicle of
Higher Education , June 16, 1993, pp. A22-A26.
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per month.*

According to reports filed with the Federal Election
Commission, individuals associated with the Cassidy firm in 1989
and 1990 contributed over $270,000, in kind or cash, to candidates
for Congressional office, and with further research the total might

be found to be significantiy larger.’

conglusion

Let me conclude with the key guestion. Do you want the
nation’s research agenda to be determined by the best scientists or
by the most skillful lobbyists? To me, and I believe to the other
"shareholders® you represent, I think the answer is clear.

And to judge which science is best, we need to apply the standards
which have been developed within the various fields of science by
their practitioners. This is what we do when our research funds
are disbursed through the competitive merit review system. It is
not what is done when our funds are spent in response to lobbyists
asking for earmarks. We owe it to our children, to the young ﬁen

and women who are working to become tomorrow’s researchers. We owe

it to the country, and to ourselves, to do better than this.
4

¢ "How One Lobby Discovered Budgetary Gold, *The Washington Post Nationa] Weekly

Edition , June 26 - July 2, 1989, pp. 12-13.

?Source: Sunshine Press computer analysis of campaign finance disclosures filed with
the Federal Election Commission covering the period January 1, 1989 through December
31, 1991 by federal candidates, PACS, and party committees.
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be happy to respond to your questions or

Thank you. 1 will

comments.
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The CHAIRMAN. Thank you very much, Mr. Wyatt. I hope Mr.
Cassidy will appreciate all that free publicity you are giving him.

Mr. WYATT. I am sure he will.

The CHAIRMAN. I am going to recognize Members for questions
in the order in which they appeared, and I am going to minimize
my own questioning at this point.

Mr. Bartlett, you are number one.

Mr. BARTLETT. Thank you very much.

I am junior enough that I still need to go for Journal votes, and
so I missed your opening remarks, Mr. Chairman, but I have read
them, and I will tell you that I thoroughly agree with them.

I guess one is supposed to ask questions as if he were acquiring
information to make up his mind. It is very difficult for me to do
that here because I will tell you that I come from a background
that gives me a bias here. I am very privileged to have been able
to spend a fair part of my life in basic research where I have sev-
eral scores of articles in the basic scientific literature. I then moved
to the R&D area, where I was privileged to be able to be productive
and end up with 20 patents. So I have some background in this
area. As a result of this background and a number of years spent
there, I can tell you that I am firmly opposed to earmarking in aca-
demia.

You know, I guess that you could go to the county landfill and
find a good lunch one day, and that to me is very equivalent to say-
ing that that is where you need to go for lunch every day, and I
think that is pretty much the equivalent of saying that earmarking
is okay because we find one or two projects which were earmarked
and didn’t turn out to be abysmal failures. This is just flat out the
wrong way to go, and I hope that the Congress, in its wisdom, de-
cides that it needs to stop this destructive practice.

I would just like to ask the panel, what do you think were the
initial and the continuing motivations for academic earmarking?

Dr. ROSENZWEIG. Money. Money to do things that people genu-
inely want to do because they think they are good things to do and
because they think, from the institutional point of view in some
cases, they are important for the institution’s reputation and pro-
gram, from the point of view of the Members of Congress involved
because it enhances their ability to provide benefits for their con-
stituents and therefore enhances their political viability.

I don’t think that the individual motivations are very com-
plicated really, but I have never viewed this as a moral issue. Peo-
ple who engage in earmarking afe not committing a sin, they are
committing bad public policy. Those are different things and ought
to be approachedp differently.

Ken Schlossberg—I think we could be friends if we knew one an-
other better; we certainly have a good relationship on the limited
basis on which we have had it so far. But I just think he is doing
the wrong thing. I think what he is dving is destructive to the Na-
tion’s interest.

Mr. SCHLOSSBERG. I am not sure what I should say after that,
but, Mr. Bartlett, there is some history here. I am not sure you are

fully familiar with the history, so let me just try and make a few
remarks about that.
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Th=re was a very large Federal Higher Education Facilities Con-
struction Program in the 1960’s that was run primarily through
Health and Education, I believe. This was a program, as I under-
stand it, that was run almost entirely on a first come/first served
basis. That is, whichever institution applied for funds, so long as
they could demonstrate that they were an accredited institution
and that they were not going to construct an amusement park with
the funds but indeed were going to construct a facility for higher
education, academic, or science facility, that they would, in some
fashion, over time receive funds. It was a very different process
than the peer review process for research grants, as I understand
it.

At some time in the late sixties or early seventies, the Appropria-
tions Committees, looking at how much they had appropriated for
facilities—and at that time it added up to hundreds of millions of
dollars—and 1 don’t know whether or not the demand was falling
off or exactly what the situation was, but, whatever occurred, the
Appropriations Committees decided they would cease af)propriating
a large amount of monies for facilities. %‘here were still statutes on
the books to appropriate those funds. They stopped appropriating
funds for facilities.

Now, as we all know, between the 1960’s and the 1990’s the
country has changed enormously. The pace of science has changed
enormously. Many of the facilities that were built even under that
program are now obsolete in terms of doing modern science for
many reasons. Many institutions never applied back in the sixties.
So what we have, as I think everybody agrees, is an academic, sci-
entific, facilities situation that is truly serious. That is, we have fa-
cilities all over the country, some of them at the most prestigious
institutions and some of them at the least prestigious institutions,
that simply are not fit to do the work that needs to be done today.

So those institutions, looking around at the alternatives that
they now have to either build facilities or replace or renovate facili-
ties, see Congress as an alternative, and they are coming to Con-
gress to do that.

Mr. Wyatt mentioned the Cassidy firm. I think to be perfectly
open and on the table here, people should understand that I was
the founder of that firm and sold it in 1984 because I did have
fiome éiifferences over the way academic earmarking should be

one. So.

Mr. WyYATT. Mr. Bartlett, I appreciate your background. You cer-
tainly speak as a person who has excelled in the merit review sys-
tem. You know the value of competitive proposals. You also know
the value in the minds of students that come along knowing that
the best science—they can have the faith that the best science will
in the end win, and we are undermining that. '

I am old enough to remember, Mr. Schlossberg, the program in
the fifties and sixties. I was in industry in the fifties, but I came
back to university in the sixties, and those programs, as I recall,
were competitive programs. Some of them were regional in nature,
so that it was defined as, “We want a center for"—computer centers
in a region, or whatever else was going on. But they were, in fact,

competitive, and competitive proposals were evaluated in the mer-
its.

&6
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And let me mention one other thing that was referred to in Mr.
Schlossberg’s testimony about deferred maintenance; at Columbia
was his specific instance. Deferred maintenance has been and is a
problem in universities. Yale University announced a billion-dollar
problem in deferred maintenance a year or two ago. My view of
that is, that is an institutional responsibility, that in fact it is not
appropriate for an institution to come to Congress and ask to be
bailed out of a situation by the Congress that was created by the
institution.

I was at Harvard before I went to Vanderbiit—a huge deferred
maintenance problem. Harvard started working on that in the
early seventies. They are still working on it, and they are working
it down. They are financing it with internal funds, the way things

are financed generally at a university.

Vanderbilt, when I went there, had a problem of about $200 mil-
lion. We have worked that down now, over 10 years, to under $50
million, and we have a plan to get out of it. It is a serious problem,
tut I don’t think it is fair to circumvent a competitive process for
research facilities and say that it is the Congress’s responsibility to
bail out *hose institutions that hire themselves lobbyists to get
money to do so.

And finally, let me say one other thing. At the beginning, this
earmarking problem was predominantly a facilities problem, but if
you look at the last two or three years of earmarking, you will see
that it is going more and more, dramatically more, for research, not
for facilities, but for research programs, and that is indeed, to me,
very, very alarming,

The CHAIRMAN. Mr. Bartlett, I am going to try and limit the ini-
tial round to five minutes each in order that each Member may
have an opportunity, and I am going to recognize Mr. Volkmer
next, but may I just say a word before.

I want to urge all the Members to keep in mind that this is not
a simple problem, and I think all of the speakers have indicated
the nuances of it. We are talking abou.t earmarking or pork barrel
science as if there were some clearly defined entity out there that
we could attack, and that is not the case. I think you would find
that there may be such a thing as good earmarks and bad ear-
marks. There are earmarks for facilities; there are earmarks, as
Mr. Wyatt has said, that include both the facilities and programs—
that include both the facilities and research programs, sometimes
in the same earmark, and we need to carefully distinguish amongst
the various different things and the various different remedies for
correcting whatever the discrepancies or difficulties may be.

So I am urging Members to use this hearing process as a way
of better understanding the entire picture so that we may be able
to fabricate reasonable solutions for the entire picture.

Mr. Volkmer.

Mr. VOLKMER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

I first wish we could find a different word to use, since it has a
somewhat bad connotation, than “pork barrel.” I have a lot of pork
producers in my district, and they think pork is great, and I do too,
but I don’t necessarily agree that this type thing, whatever it is,
is so great.

87,
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But I, too, agree with the Chairman, there is not a simple an-
swer, and, Mr. Schlossberg, 1 agree with you that undoubtedly
through time some of the projects that were started or facilities
built with earmarked funds probably have done some great good
and have done some things, but so have the other projects that
were constructed or projects started with research funds that were
competitive.

Mr. Schlossberg, you have been involved in this for some time.
Now you recognize, do you not—at least I do—that there undoubt-
edly somewhere in all these projects that were started or facilities
built, or we started—like Mr. Wyatt said, we are now starting re-
search projects in the legislative process, but not all of those have

been meritorious to the extent that they are something that the

Nation really needed. Do you agree or disagree with that?

Mr. SCHLOSSBERG. Just on the face of it, I would say that is prob-
ably true.

Mr. VOLKMER. And I come down to, in what methodology that we
use in the process are we more apt to use the funds that we have,
that are limited, in the best possible way? And I keep coming back
to, the competitive position is the best. That is where I keep com-
ing back.

Mr. SCHLOSSBERG. Mr. Volkmer, President Wyatt said that he
wasn’t entirely familiar with how lobbyists work.

Mr. VOLKMER. I think some of us are.

Mr. SCHLOSSBERG. Yes—or how even maybe the congressional
process works, and he focused on agriculture in particular. I think
I can tell him a few things about agriculture that might change his
mind about the way some of these projects come about in terms of
the kind of review they get.

First of all, by no means are all the projects funded in the Agri-
culture Committee members’ projects. I happen to have a project
there myself, and the Member who represents that institution is
not a member of either Agriculture or Appropriations for that mat-
ter. So by no means are they all members’ projects.

Secondly, almost all the projects in agriculture are started under
what is called the feasibility study process, meaning that they are
given a very small amount of money, through the Department of
Agriculture, to conduct a feasibility study, and that feasibility
study is conducted by the Department’s scientists with outside sci-
entists on what is called a site review committee. They go down to
the institution, they visit the institution, they study the project,
and they make a report back to the committee.

So this is by no means a lobbyist initiated effort that somehow
ends up in a bill and nobody knows about it and the Department
never reviews it, it is quite the opposite, and there is a year that
takes place between the time that the project is initiated, reviewed
by the Department, and the committee’s action on the project to ac-
tually fund it or not fund it, and there are projects that are not
funded as a result of this feasibility process.

So at least through that process and through that committee it
is wide open, it is reviewed thoroughly on a scientific basis by the
agency before it is brought back for funding and befere it is
brought to the rest of the House.

&8
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Mr. VOLKMER. And there are projects that were started back in
the eighties because a Congressman felt that there was a need for
them and the administration at that time wouldn’t go along with
it.

Mr. SCHLOSSBERG. Yes. I am not quite—

Mr. VOLKMER. I can tell you one we have got right at the Univer-
sity of Missouri.

Mr. SCHLOSSBERG. Yes.

Mr. VOLKMER. We still have it solely because of—and I am on the
Agriculture Committee, and it is the Food and Agriculture Policy
Research Institute, and the Reagan and Bush administrations both
tried to kill it because they didn’t like competition with USDA as

DeINng anie D nempe O he Aprmen 3 re
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formation on what changes in programs would do to the farmers’
income and agriculture. :

Mr. SCHLOSSBERG. Yes, sir.

Mr. VOLKMER. And, Mr. Wyatt, that Institute has done a tremen-
dous service to agriculture, as far as I am concerned, because we
used to get distorted facts from USDA over here, and we had no
other way except through them to get an objective viewpoint. We
just used it on reconciliation. I and members of the committee just
used it on what the reconciliation process—the spending cuts we
made in agriculture, what they were going to do to the farmer out
there. Do you understand?

Mr. WYATT. I understand. I grew up on a farm and have one
now.

Let me just say, my point is this. We have scarce funds in this
country. We are teetering on the brink of real financial collapse,
and we have to be very careful about how we spend our money. We
have agencies of Government that are charged with the responsibil-
ity for managing research funds. Agriculture is one, Defense is one,
there are many, they are well defined. It is their responsibility to
pick and choose those things that conform to the priorities that
they have determined and then go justify them to Congress. There
are authorizing committees, like this one, that hear these things
out, and they are certainly free and do alter the plans that the De-
p}a:rtments bring forth, and there are disagreements, there are
changes.

My point is that in the last moment in the example I gave, after
the agency has had its say, the authorizing committee has had its
say, and without any competitive review, in the example I gave,
the budget was altered and increased by two and a half times, from
$11 to $28 million on facilities. Furthermore the thing that is really
disturbing to me is that in this system we now have, where there
is a shortage of funds and will be for the foreseeable future, every
time that is done, we squeeze out something that has been through
the competitive process, the agency, the authorizing committees,
and I think that is simply not right. That is not a good plan, it sim-
ply will not work well fgr this country, and we have to stop it.

Mr. VOLKMER. Thank you. My time has expired.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you, Mr. Volkmer.

Mr. Fawell is next. Mr. Fawell is a leader in the Pork Busters
Coalition here in Congress.

¥9
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Mr. FAWELL. So what I have heard here is music to my ears, I
must confess.

I also want to take this time to commend Chairman Brown. He
is, though not highly publicized, I am proud to say he is a member
of the pork busters group, and certainly his leadership as a chair-
ran of a very important committee in this Congress is of immense
significance, that for him to take a stand like this and to objec-
tively pursue the questions of earmarks, I can’t say enough of my
personal appreciation, and I think many Members of Congress ob-
viously share that. : .

I had a beautiful opening statement, Mr. Chairman, which I am
not allowed—I wasn’t here to be able to express it, but I would like
to have unanimous consent to have it—

The CHAIRMAN. 1 insist that you putiti <
Without objection, it will be put in the record.

Mr. FAWELL. I thank you. :

What we are saying, it seems to me, is that we must have the
peer review, I think especially in science where so many are like
myself. I am an escapee from the liberal arts. I enjoy being on this
Science Committee, but I must confess that many times I have dif-
ficulty in fully comprehending even those matters which come to
the Energy Subcommittee where I am now the Ranking Repub-
lican, but certainly the Committee as a Whole, as they come for-
ward with matters, it is extremely for, I think, the average Member
of Congress to really be sure that the very best science is objec-
tively being presented, and we in the pork buster movement, which
has approximately 70 Members, a bipartisan group—we, in fact,
have a seven-step test as we review appropriations—and we usu-
ally don’t have the time to do it sufficiently until after the ending
of a fiscal year—to determine whether or not there may be what
we call procedural pork. That—actually, the pork wasn’t even our
word, but we try to determine, did it go through the process? If it
goes through the process, a full hearing, if there is peer review and
analysis, then we do not raise objections to it and ask .for the re-
peal of that legislation.

I think one of the best examples I could think of is last year
when Chairman Brown took to the Floor in a tremendous debate
to object to $100 million of science research that was added in con-
ference committee by a number of people in the Senate, and, with
the help of others, that particular $100 million was knocked out.

We all felt very good about that, but near the closing days of the
Congress is miraculously reappeared in the Department of Defense
appropriation, and that $100 million is teing spent today, and it
is truly doing harm, I think, to other science research projects
which have gone through many years of science review and peer re-
view, and so it—undoubtedly I think the time has come that Con-
gress take this very, very seriously. .

The only question I have—I just so completely agree, Mr. Wyatt,
with your statement; I think, Dr. Rosenzweig, with your statement
too. I wasn’t here when you testified, but I do plan to read your
testimony. I think the two of you are in accord.

Just one comment otherwise. It has always seemed to me in re-
gard to Federal funds for construction of facilities at higher edu-
cation institutions for science research purposes that it is odd that
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we should reimburse for depreciation of buildings. You talked about
deferred maintenance, and it has always seemed to me that if you
make a grant to someone—if I make a $500,000 grant to my alma
mater and then they come back to me and say, “Gee, we thank you
very much, but we do need to have another $40,000 to cover depre-
ciation,” it makes no sense, but we are doing that.

As best I understand right now, with all of the R&D money that
we do pay out to various institutions, they may utilize a certain
portion for depreciation factors that, in effect, they just hold it out,
and I don't think anybody checks to see thet they are putting it
into a fund that will be used for maintenance or anything of that
sort. So that is something I think that hopefully this Committee
can reevaluate,

—But,—agam,—l—simpl-y—want—bo—say—that—anythmg that we can do
to be able to augment scientific knowledge and review for our au-
thorizing committees I am 100 percent for.

Well, I won’t go any further than that. I just appreciate the testi-
mony very, very much and appreciate the opfportunity indeed to
bring this out in a Congress which finds itself so tragically short
of money that we end up having to borrow from our children and
grandchildren every year $300 or $400 billion; and indeed even the
new five-year plan—and I don't say this in disrespect to the plan—
anticipates that there will be $1.8 trillion of new debt. So we are
in tough circumstances, and we ou%‘ht to spend our science research
money for only those projects which have gone through double and

triple review and then keep drawing upon the expertise of science

in regard to accountability.

I thank all of you for testifying.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you, Mr. Fawell.

On the Democratic side, Mr. Johnson is next.

Mr. JOHNSON OF GEORGIA. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

I want to direct this question to Dr. Rosenzweig and Mr. Wyatt.

If you take the pork barrel aspect out of the ecarmarking, there
is some reflection of congressional policy on these science issues. I
want to ask three questions, and the first one is: What role do you
think, if any, Congress has in setting science policy and priorities?
Secondly, what factors should be used in these peer review proc-
esses for competitive awarding of these grants? And then thirdly,
I think one of the reasons for the earmarks is to assure some re.
gional spreading out of the grants.

Would you think it would be a good idea to have sort of an
interregional competition for some ofg the grants? Should that be a
factor that is played out?

Dr. ROSENZWEIG. Let me take a crack at those first, Mr. Johnson.

With respect to your first question: What role does Congress
have in setting priorities? This is the public’s money that we are
talking about, and in the system that we operate the public’s
money is dispensed by the public’s representatives. I have no prob-
lem with that at all. I believe in that system, and I think on the
whole it works well, although it has some characteristics that are
from time to time dysfunctional, and I think this is one of them.

Certainly with respect to broad policy, with respect to legislation,
with respect to matters that come bef}(’)re this Committee like the
kind of emphasis that is given to projects like the Space Station or




the SSC or what the distribution of effort ought to be generally
within the National Science Foundation, those are not really appro-
priate matters for congressional disposition in conjunction with ad-
ministration proposals, but they are essential matters for congres-
sional disposition.

What is inappropriate, I think, is congressional intervention at
the next level, which is: Where actually will that work be done?
Having decided what needs to be done, in what general areas it
ought to be, who ought to do it, and there I think there is no sub-
stitute for the judgments of those who are qualified to judge, and
whatever else Members of Cor(ljgress may be able to do individually
and whatever else it is that Congress can do institutionally, I do
not put high on that list their ability to make scientific judgments.

No disrespect meant; it is the fact as I see it.

What factors ought to be taken into account in peer review? Cer-
tainly previous performance, scientific promise, the perceived qual-
ity of the research design, tlie perceived importance of the subject
to be investigated. All of those are primary considerations. Having
gone through that screen, agencies can and do make later judg-
ments i{rom among those that are judged at the top of the list sci-
entifically about regional distributions, about economic—potential
economic contributions. I think those are appropriate secondary
considerations. The primary considerations ought to be scientific in
character.

So far as regional spread is concerned, my sense is that that is
happening naturally. I see in the South, for example, the rise of
significant institutions—significant research institutions that were
not there, at least didn’t have that stature, 25, 30 years ago. In al-
most all cases, the initial basis for that development is local, not
federal. That is, it is a combination of local determination to build
universities, public and private, of good management of those insti-
tutions, cf sound economic judgment on the part of those who are
running them about where the future opportunities lie, and it 1s
really only after all of that infrastructure, if you will, is in place
that federal funding is useful.

You cannot build a university with federal funding; you simply
can’t do it. If you could, the U.S. Military Academy would be the
best scientific institution in the United States. It just doesn’t hap-
pen that way. So I think regional distribution is important. I think
it happens naturally as the economies of the regions change over
time and develop over time. I think it is not inappropriate to take
that into account at some stage of the decision-making process, and
it may be that in some programs a system of regional competitions
would make some sense. I have never seen one worked out that I
thought was workable, but I don’t say it is inconceivable.

Mr. WYATT. Mr. Chairman, could I take a minute to answer the
same question?

The CHAIRMAN. Go ahead.

Mr. WYATT. The role of Congress in setting policies and priorities
is one that is very, very important, and, in fact, I appeared before
this Committee and this Chairman in the seventies on an issue
that was proposed by an administration—that is, to set up regional
supercomputer centers to serve researchers in all fields of research.
That was a controversial proposal. It was made by the administra-
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tion, the National Science Foundation, after peer evaluation, but
this Committee then actually had hearings, called in experts, lis-
tened to all sides of the issue, and carefully decided on doing it and
altered the specific proposal constructively in the process.

That does not happen when we get these earmarks at the last
minute in appropriations. So what 1 am saying is that with ear-
marking we don'’t get the appropriate role for the Congress, which
is an important role.

The peer review—I don’t have anything to add to what Dr.
Rosenzweig has said.

The regional focus—earmarking is not providing—what the data
shows is that the pattern of earmarks has not helped the have-not

States, it has helped the States that already-get-the-most-money:
It is fairly straightforward, and it happens frequently that regional
competitions are set up for centers. We did that in the
supercomputer initiative. We deliberately needed these centers lo-
cated regionally around the country, and so we set up six, as I re-
call, competitions in six regions on a merit basis and received many
proposals, and that worked out very well. So it is something that
we know how to do, and it works well.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you, Mr. Johnson.

Next is Mr. Rohrabacher.

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and I appreciate
your leadership in this Committee. In many, many ways 1 appre-
ciate your leadership. This, in particular, I appreciate your leader-
ship, because I know it is something you feel strongly about.

Our current system seems to be ineffective, unaccountable, and
in some ways incomprehensible, and I know we have a budget p:oc-
ess that just doesn't work. Nobody knows how it works. Half oi the
Members around here don’t know how the budget process works.
And I have two basic questions for each of you.

The Chairman and I are both involved with a move, an attempt
to reform the appropriations process which would try to take it
from a dual process into a singular process, where today you have
appropriations and authorization, and take that down into one ac-
tual process where the geople who are going through the hearings,
the authorizers, also have the appropriations powers in their
hands. That is one reform that has been proposed of the process.

Another reform that has been proposed, for example, is the line
iStem veto, which might be given to the President of the United

tates.

So what I would like is your comments on these two approaches
to solving the groblem that you are talking about, and first of all
a possible fundamental reform of the budget process itself, and,
number two, the line item veto, and each of you could probably give
me your answer on that.

Dr. ROSENZWEIG. Well, I'll start, Mr. Rohrabacher.

My own view of the line item veto is that its effect is greatly ex-
aggerated. It would not have the benefits that its advocates assert
for it, and it probably wouldn’t do the damage that its opponents
fear from it. It would provide, at best, another point of negotiation
in the process between the executive and the legislature, and my
sense is that the changes that it would produce would be marginal
at best and probably not worth the fight that everybody is going
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through either to get it or to prevent it, expect for whatever politi-
cal benefits there are in making that fight on both sides.

So far as the fundamental reform of the appropriations process
is concerned, let me try to speak as a political scientist, which I
used to be in my earlier days. I don’t see it happening. I have seen
over the years lots of tension and back and forth between the au-
thorizing committees and the appropriating committees. The intro-
duction of the Budget Committees is a complication in the process.
But I see primarily a struggle over turf and power within the insti-
tution rather than a serious effort to look at what is required in
this Nation in order to budget and appropriate within the con- -
straints that our political system imposes.

———SoT-am—askeptic-about-fundamental-reform;-Mr. Rohrabacher

Mr. ROHRABACHER. It sounds like you have got a lot of ideas
about what is wrong but not necessarily—what is your idea about
ngat is going to correct the patterns that you are complaining
about?

Dr. ROSENZWEIG. Well, as I suggested in my testimony, I don’t
think that the prospects for change are very good. I think what we
are witnessing is one of the characteristics of a_political system
that served us very well for more than 200 years. Constituency rep-
resentation, the single-member district system, the distribution of
powers, the separation of powers, the weakness of the party system
within the Congress, all of those reflect what is one of the fun-
damental values that I am sure you share with so many other peo-
ple in this country and throughout our history, and that is a basic
distrust of concentrations of power. It is very hard to produce dis-
cipline in this political system, and, that being the case, the incen-
tives work in the other direction, they work in the direction of con-
stituency interests and Member interests in their constituencies. I
think that is very hard to fight against.

Mr. ROHRABACHER. I understand your skepticism. I don’t share
your pessimism, however.

Dr. ROSENZWEIG. Well, good. I'm glad you don’t.

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Thank you.

And the other two gentlemen might want to—

Mr. SCHLOSSBERG. Mr. Rohrabacher, I really have enough trou-
ble just trying to figure out what to do about earmarking in my
own business without fixing the congressional process. I do think
that the authorization and appropriations process have worked
very well for a long period of time. They give you two sets of re-
views on whatever you are doing, and in that sense I think it is
very valuable.

I think if you concentrate the power in one place, once again you
may find that you have created a problem that you didn’t antici-
pate in the first place.

So I don't think the country’s problems are really process prob-
lems, I think they are historical problems, and I don’t think they
can be fixed by fixing the process.

Mr. WYATT. Let me have a quick answer, if I could, Mr. Chair-
man.

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection, the gentleman’s time will be
extended for another minute in order to hear from Mr. Wyatt.

Mr. WYATT. Good. I will only take a minute.
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I support revision of the authorization and appropriations proc-
ess. It seems to me that what is happening now is that the author-
izing committees are being almost totally circumvented by the ap-
propriations process. There is no open public discussion and debate
of the sort I described earlier as general practice in the authorizing
committees in the appropriations committees, and we can see the
evidence from the d%ta that, in fact, the authorizing committees
are being bypassed. We need some reform there. Whether it is a
single process or a process that requires the groups coming back
together after each have operated, I don’t know, but it seems to me
that there has to be some reconciliation in the public arena on

_ these disagreements.

T also would support the line item veto for the same reason. 1
think that the chief executive officer of the country needs to be put
on the spot of acting on some of these issues very deliberately. I
think the politics will take care of itself, but it seems to me that
is what a chief executive officer is supposed to do.

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Thank you very much.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you very much, Mr. Rohrabacher.

Mr. Geren is next.

Mr. GEREN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

I want to also say I commend you for this undertaking. I think
this not just a science froblem with the Congress but it is an insti-
tutional problem, and I think the whole Congress could learn from
your leadership on this effort.

I do have—obviously, the primary goal of our research funds has
to be just promoting good quality research. Just to follow up a little
on Mr. Johnson’s question—I assume his question; I heard the an-
swer; I didn’t get to hear his question—I am concerned about the
regional disparities. I am not sure what you do about that.

I certainly don’t think that you should compromise the quality of
the science in the interest of addressing the regional disparities,
but there are institutions around this country that are trying to get
up into the first rank and have a difficult time achieving that with-
out having not only the funds but just the opportunity to partici-
pate in some of these projects that help make their mark and help
them elevate their standing in the peer review process, and I'm not
sure how you can deal with that without compromising the science.

And I guess I don’t have a question really, Mr. Chairman, other
than just to exFress some concern about the regional impact, but
most importantly I think that this is an effort that needs to go for-
ward and we need to make sure that we spend our money where
we are, as a country, going to get the best results, and thank you
for your work in this area.

Thank you.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you very much, Mr. Geren.

I think you are aware of the fact that this Committee has shared
{our concern about regional impacts and distribntion and would
ike to make sure that that problem is adequately resolved.

Mrs. Morella is next in line.

Mrs. MORELLA. Thank you very much.

I think most of the questions have been asked, but I was looking
again at the GAO report. Of the 37 academic institutions that have
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received $20 million or more in earmarks during that 12-year pe-
riod where $2.5 billion have gone to just that kind of earmarking,
nine have improved their Federal research rank. Since the first
years, these earmarks total $1 million or more, eight have experi-
enced a drop in their ranking; one institution experienced no
change; and the remaining 19 institutions do not provide a basis
for comparison.

I am sorry—it is a CRS report, not a GAO report.

I guess what I am wondering is, do you have any confirmation
that the monies that have been put into earmarking for these uni-
versities have reaped significant henefits in terms of global com-
petitiveness? Do we have any tangible measurement other than a

building or we are starting a new department?And 1 -guess; - Mr:———

Schlossberg, you are probably the one who would most be equipped
to answer that.

Incidentally, Boston University is my alma mater. I notice that
is high on the list, Tufts, et cetera, et cetera.

Mr. SCHLOSSBERG. Yes, Mrs. Morella. As I mentioned I think be-
fore you arrived, Dr. Rosenzweig referred to a project at Columbia
University, and I said that in that case there seemed to be a clear
relationship between the chemistry department for which this facil-
ity at Columbia was basically earmarked, between that chemistry
department and the complex of the American Pharmaceutical In-
dustry concentrated in the New York metropolitan, New Jersey,
and Connecticut area.

The pharmaceutical industry is one of our greatest assets at the
moment in terms of exports and revenues, and I think any look at
that project would show that it really does play an important part
in keeping that industry competitive by the research that is being
done by that chemistry department in that facility.

There is another instance in which I have been involved recently,
and that is the area of marine biotechnology. Marine biotechnology
is a baby, growing industry in which other countries are investing
literally billions of dollars; Japanese, Europeans are investing large
amounts on that. We are way behind the curve on that.

One of our leading marine biology institutions, perhaps the lead-
ing one in the world, is in Woods Hole, Massachusetts, and one
critical facility at that institution is what is bi sically a holding fa-
cility where they bring in species that they are going to do research
on and send it all around the world. At this leading institution, this
facility was a 100-year-old ancient fishing shack, and they were
just desperate to get a modern facility not only to hold species but
to do the kind of genetic breeding of species that is now done with
mice, for instance, that can really bring us forward rapidly in the
marine biotechnology industry. Now that is another earmarked
project that I would be happy to have anybody in the world look
at and see whether or not that is a good investment.

Mrs. MORELLA. I wonder if the other two panelists would like to
offer any comments about the fact that, yes, you can find benefit
from any money that is put into any project but that it is not really
the best expenditure of money, let alone the fact that it is gnawing
at the budget deficit.
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Mr. WYATT. I think the CRS data that you cited is the best data
we have, and that is that essentially that $2.5 billion didn’t change
the standing of those institutions that received it that much.

I would go further and say that we could take $2.5 billion and
make it a competitive process for institutions to come to the appro-
priate agencies through the Congress in a format of competition
and virtually guarantee that we could improve the scientific stand-
ing of even more than the 18 institutions that are cited in the CRS
study. This is #mply—this shows that earmarking is not the way
to do it, in my view.

Mrs. MORELLA. Would you agree, Dr. Rosenzwzig?

Dr. ROSENZWEIG. Yes, I do, Mrs. Morella. I don’t know of any evi-
dence that suggests a connection between the earmarked funding
and scientific progress or increased national competitiveness. The
assertions about that are always made in advance of the earmark,
and the evidence for it afterwards is hard to come by.

I think the Columbia case which Ken Schlossberg mentioned is
an interesting and revealing one in one respect because nobody
doubts, I certainly don’t doubt, that Columbia had and has a distin-
guished chemistry department and that an investment in a chem-
istry building at Columbia would have been justified under any
competitive program had one existed.

The fact is that the reason Columbia needed the money at that
time for a chemistry building is that generations of academic lead-
ership at Columbia—institutional leagership at Columbia had sim-
ply failed to understand the intellectual importance of science and
technology in a modern university and they had failed to take ad-
vantage of opportunities that other institutions had taken advan-
tage of in earlier years when funds were available.

I don't think it is the role of the taxpayer or the taxpayer’s rep-
resentative to bail institutions out of their own errors even though
the result of that might be in individual cases a good project or
some benefit that otherwise wouldn’t have been achieved.

Mrs. MORELLA. I know that you don’t want to get involved in the
congressional process, but one of the steps that could be taken
would be that the authorizing committee does the appropriating
also on a competitive basis. It might just be one step closer toward
closer scrutiny, and I think our chairman and ranking member
mi'%ht well agree.

hank you. I yield back.

The CHAIRMAN. I might just comment that there are other steps
that we could take. We understand in this committee the great
backlog of unmet needs for research facilities around the country,
and we have categorized that as being in the $5 to $10 billion level
and have repeatedly suggested that we need a program to fund this
at some reasonable level.

One solution would be for us to pursue that more vigorously and
see if we couldn’t convince our colleagues that this is the proper
way to ‘ﬁo for the Congress as a whole.

Mr. Walker.

Mr. WALKER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Wyatt, I'm sorry I wasn’t here for your testimony, but I am
told by staff that there was a piece of your testimony here that
probably needs to be elaborated on a little bit, beginning on page
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13, where you talked about the excellent analysis of earmarks pre-
pared by the Congressional Research Service.

You go on to say hat you understand, there have
been efforts within the Congress to hide the flow of earmarked
funds; that Professor Savage of the University of Virginia, who has
closely worked with the CRS, reports that some Members have
pressured CRS into terminating further analysis of earmark dis-
tributions by State institutions; moreover, these same Members
have ordered CRS to no longer use the term “earmark” but to in-
;tead call them direct appropriations. We love euphemisms around

ere.

Could you elaborate a little vit more on that? I think some of us
would find that to be a disturbing trend if, in fact, the research
work going on in this area is now being jeopardized by Members
who are so far into pork barrel that they are even concerned about
the terminology used for it.

Mr. WyATT. Well, this is the information that we received
through Professor Savage, who has worked more on this issue than
anyone I know. It is a vital source of information.

In fact, when I started looking at this problem again back in—
there was a little dip there in 1989 and 1990, during which time
I worked extensively on it, along with the chairman and other
Members of Congress, and I suppose we can say that we had a lit-
tle effect, but it didn’t last for very long because it shot up after-
ward, and the only way we are able to track what actually hap-
pened, that really provides the material that leads to what con-
stitutes these earmarks, is this CRS study, and it is true that it
is difficult to define a singular form of earmark—that has already
been described—but we can go through that information that the
CRS provides and develop definitions and categorizations, and I
think that is absolutely the key to understanding and solving this
problem.

So I view with great alarm certainly an attempt to prevent CRS
from developing and making public this data. That can’t be in the
Nation’s interest.

As far as terminology, I think it is sort of amusing that earmark
has been substituted for pork and now a new substitution is being
proposed. The important thing is that we have that information
and it is publicly available for analysis.

Mr. WALKER. And it seems to me it is very important to this com-
mittee as well, and so I would hope maybe our committee might
put some additional pressure on CRS to continue the work and con-
tinue it in a verbal form that we all understand what is going on.

Mr. WyATT. I certainly hope so.

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Schlossberg, the project at Columbia that you
were referring to here a few minutes ago, was that the vitrification
project?

Mr. SCHLOSSBERG. I'm sorry, sir?

Mr. WALKER. Was that the glassification process?

Mr. SCHLOSSBERG. That wasn’t Columbia, that was Catholic Uni-
versity. I'm sorry. There were two projects. One was at Columbia,
one at Catholic University, and the vitreous glass project was at
Catholic University.
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Mr. WALKER. Okay. Well, there was one at Columbia too that I
remember well, and T was just going to ask you whether you were
involved with it, because I remembered well that we approved the
project through a direct appropriation only to find out the next
year that they didn’t have any building for it, and so then they
came back to Congress wanting the money to build the building so
that they could do the earmaried project, and I would su gest to
you that that is the kind of thing that becomes a little harcgi for us
to gather.

Mr. SCHLOSSBE®G. That was not my project.

Mr. WALKER. kay, fine.

Were you involved—and I have forgotten the nature of the
project, but there was one at Indiana University here—

Mr. SCELOSSBERG. Not my project.

Mr. WALKER. Not your project.

How about Merrywood?

Mr. SCHLOSSBERG. Not my project.

Mr. WALKER. Not your project, okay. Well, that is helpful.

The CHAIRMAN. Mr. Schlossberg only has good projects.

Mr. WALKER. I see. Well, he says in his statement there, I notice,
that he has a way of doin evaluation on these.

Maybe we ought to taie your methodology for evaluation and
give it to the Appropriations Committee. I mean it might be helpful
if they would have some system of evaluation. Anyhow, it seems to
be whoever has the clout at the moment, whoever will tell them
that they will vote for their bills all the way through, gets the
projects, kind of regardless cf the merits of them.

Mr. SCHLOSSBERG. As I explained before, some subcommittees
have different wa

partment; it couldn’t be reviewed more by God.
The CHAIRMAN. Would the gentleman yield to me?
Mr. WALKER. I would be happy to yield to the chairman.
The CHAIRMAN. There

rough a review process. You could

up to a half-million dollars for the feasibility study,

and then if the total cost exceeded $10 million it had to be author.

ized and then appropriated. This is the process we recommend for

all programs, but even with this legislative framework we get into

some anomalies in the Agriculture Appropriations Subcommittees.

am going to look very carefully at what they do this year, but I
have seen in the past that projects that have

pported b
subcommittee that hadn't gone through this process.

Now they would be subject to a point of order probably, except
that nobody raised it or they got a rule that protected them against
points of order. So those things can still happen.

Mr. SCHLOSSBERG. Yes, sir.
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Mr. WALKER. Let me just raise one other point here, and I know
my time is just about up, but the Chronicle of Higher Education
article that was included in our packet here today indicates that
the single largest earmark, the largest ever up until at least the
time of the article, is the Consortium for International Earth
Science Information Network, that we call CIESIN here, and one
of the worrisome aspects of that one is, that appears to be one
where there is even now a new idea as to how academic pork gets
distributed, because what you do in this particular case is, you
form this consortium, and then, as it turns out, our investigation
over the last couple of weeks indicates that every member of the
board of directors ended up getting a project out of the CIESIN ap-
propriation, so that now what you have done is, you have formed
a consortium, put government money into it, you have got this
operational entity out there, and then all the members of the board
of directors come in and take a dip out of it, so that there is not
even a congressional review process. The only review of it is the re-
view for forming the agency in the first place. It gets a huge sum
of money, and then they are responsible for apportioning the
money, and the money happens to go to all the members who are
on the board, and I've got to tell you, that one is kind of a worri-
some new aspect of this, and I wonder whether any of you would
comment on whether or not that is a pattern that disturbs you.

Mr. WYATT. It certainly disturbs me, because it is just earmark-
ing on a much larger scale, and I am not familiar with this one be-
cause it is relatively new, but some of the others that are similar,
they even go through the motions of describing this process by
which they carve up the earmark as a competitive process, which
of course is a farce.

Mr. WALKER. Thank you.

Dr. ROSENZWEIG. I agree, Mr. Walker. I hope you can persuade
some of your colleagues that it is a bad idea also.

Mr. WALKER. Okay.

Mr. Schlossberg?

Mr. SCHLOSSBERG. I am not familiar with that, Mr. Walker.

Mr. WALKER. Okay.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you, Mr. Walker.

Mr. Royce.

Mr. ROYCE. Yes.

Chancellor Wyatt, I think I have learned something here today
that I had not realized, and I know this process does not go on at
your university, but the thought that a significant portion of a
budget could go in commissions to pay for lobbying activity in es-
sence, and looking at the apparent academic earmarks, that chart
that you provided—that has been provided that seems to indicate
close to $700 million a year now—I wonder, dv you have a feeling
for how much in funds spent out of university budgets in the Unit-
ed States today go toward this process of f;:laying for commissions
or lobbying activity in order to get at these funds.

Mr. WYATT. Unfortunately, I do not. That information is not pub-
licly available. We tried to get it, and we simply aren’t able to get
it.
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Mr. ROYCE. Would you suggest that perhaps we put in legislation
some requirement that if funds are, in fact, earmarked that there
somewhere in the university’s records be a compilation of what was
paid in order to lobby for those funds?

Mr. WYATT. I think that would be a good idea. I think we need
to have some way of getting at—if this process is going to be al-
lowed to continue, it is involving public funds in the end, and we
need to be able to understand it.

Mr. ROYCE. I think we should close down or reform the process
in the ways that you have suggested. If we do not, at the very
minimal, this Congress should do, it should be to collect that data
in the hopes that that then forces us to reform the process.

The CHAIRMAN. Mr. Schlossberg wanted to comment on that
question.

Mr. SCHLOSSBERG. Right.

Mr. Royce, I just want to make sure there is no misconception
about either the question or the answer. It is illegal to pay—to use
the funds for the project to pay the lobbyist; that is number one.

Mr. ROYCE. Right. The funds come out of the university’s budget,
correct?

Mr. SCHLOSSBERG. So the funds have to come from some place
else in the university. They do not come out of the project, per se.

Mr. ROYCE. No. I understand they do not come out of the project.

Mr. SCHLOSSBERG. Secondly, there are all kinds of reporting re-
quirements now. They by no means cover the waterfront in terms
of what is actually being paid to do the lobbying, but you can go
to the current registration reporting data and find out in some
fashion what is being paid for these projects.

Dr. ROSENZWEIG. Mr. Royce, there is something about this sub-
ject that has puzzled me ever since I first became aware of it, and
that is why any university would pay a lobbyist to do this. From
the lobbyist’s point of view—no disrespect to Mr. Schlossberg who
is very good at what he does—it is like shooting fish in a barrel.
I mean the lobbyist is going up and helping Members of Congress
do what they want to do for constituents to do what they want to
do.

Now I am sure it is more complicated than that as you work
these things through and find the right pockets of money and so
on, but for an institution to be willing to pay $40,000 or $50,000
a month for a couple of years in order to do what, if they went into
their Member’s office and said, “Hey, I've got this problem; can you
help me solve it?” would probably get it solved for nothing. It just
puzzles me. I don’t understand why people are persuaded that that
is a worthwhile expenditure of their funds.

Mr. SCHLOSSBERG. Well, why does the AAU exist?

Dr. ROSENZWEIG. We have lots of reasons.

The CHAIRMAN. I was going to ask that question myself earlier.

“Lobbying” is sometimes used in a pejorative way, and I don’t
think that it normally should be. There are good lobbyists and
there are bad lobbyists, of course.

Go anrzad, Mr. Royce.

Mr. RoYCE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I think that concludes my
questions, unless there is anything that the witnesses would like
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:9 add in terms of suggestions for reforming this process at this
ime.

Mr. SCHLOSSBERG. 1 have suggestions in my statement, Mr.
Royce, if you haven’t seen them, and they are that there should be
statutor% authority for projects; they should be thoroughly re-
viewed by the a%ency and Members of Congress; they should go
through the regular committee review process; and if they can pass
all «f those reviews in the open, under the best scrutiny that you
can give them, then they are probably oretty good projects. Com-
petition is not a bad thing. There are some questions about how the
rest of the system works. So I am for them, and I think if they are
done properly they should continue.

Mr. ROYCE. But if we do away with earmarking, then we will
have the closest thing to peer competition, if I understand it.

Mr. SCHLOSSBERG. Well, if you create a program, and that is the
big if. There is none, there hasn’t been any, and there doesn’t seem
to be a prospect immediately of there being one.

Mr. Royce. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

The CHATRMAN. Thank you, Mr. Royce.

Mr. Klein.

Mr. KLEIN. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.

First of all, at the risk of being redundant, I do want to commend
very enthusiastically the chairman for the leadership in—

The CHAIRMAN. It is never redundant to praise the Chairman.

Mr. KLEIN. Well, I knew I was only taking a very small risk, Mr.
Chairman. I am just delighted.

And my reaction to the whole subject of earmarking, if you will,
or, to be more blunt, the pork barrel approach, is that so often we
find in both Houses that those who are the most outspoken oppo-
nents of, quote, pork barrel in the generic and general sense are
the ones who are most vigorous in securing for their own constitu-
encies the funds for their particular pet projects, and I think if we
are going to have a policy of meritocracy—and I strongly support
the meritocracy, particularly in the science area—I think it is abso-
lutely essential tﬁat we pursue that meritocracy even-handedly and
not do so in a general way and then find that, when it comes to
the project that is close to home, we abandon the policy and fight
for our own home turf. You can’t have it both ways. :

First of all, I want to commend the panel for the very, very help-
ful recommendations, and I think they are good recommendations.
I would hope that we could take those recommendations and incor-
porate them into some appropriate standards. The earmarking by
approprations committees, I think, is a very, very poor away of
going about spending funds for scientific research.

I do have some questions, first of all about whether, if we leave
to the scientific community the task—or to agencies, the task of de-
termining which projects are to be the recipients of our funds, do
we run the risk that there may be, quote, politics that may come
to play in those processes as well? and I would like your comments
on that subject.

Dr. ROSENZWEIG. 1 think, Mr. Klein, that in some respect Con-
gress takes a bad rap on this, because what it does is more public
than what happens in the administration, and as the processes are
more visible, at least the end results of the processes are more visi-
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ble, and that it certainly has not been unknown for presidents to
use public works projects, including, I am sure, science projects, for
political or partisan advantage.

There is something like executive pork, and it needs to be guard-
ed against as jealously as congressional pork needs to be guarded
against, in my view, and the way to do that in both cases is
through vigilant protection of the merit review processes-that exist
in the agencies that are primarily responsible for distributing fed-
eral science funds. I don’t think it is any better if it comes from
the executive branch than if it comes from the Congress.

Mr. KLEIN. Mr. Schlossberg?

Mr. Wyatt?

Mr. SCHLOSSBERG. I agree with Dr. Rosenzweig.

Mr. WYATT. I think that you have a process here now that has
worked, in the past 20 years that I know of, very well in this Com-
mittee, that the administration sends over its budget recommenda-
tions and you all vet them. You have witnesses here on the science,
the quality of the science, the quality of the projects.

The problem is, that is all being circumvented, and I think that
is the issue. The politics of the situation, in my view, and the sys-
tem that is set up in the administration’s requests and the author-
izing committees is a very healthy process that worked and worked
very well. What has happened in the last few years is a serious
problem that needs to be corrected, and that is circumventing the
process that existed and worked for a number of years.

Mr. KLEIN. Mr. Wyatt, you state that, “Unlike earmarking, merit
review is a rational way to fund research.” In concept, I totally
agree with that and I applaud it, but I have heard the criticism
that merit review is an old boys’ network that doesn’t welcome in-
novative, high quality research from those who are not members of
the network. How do you answer that criticism?

Mr. WYATT. | have heard that a lot, and that particular assertion
has been studied a great deal, and I think it is found generally to
be untrue, unsupportable. I know when I hear it—when I heard it
most was when I was testifying before an appropriation committee,
and one or another Member would allege that their scientists were
as good as those elsewhere and it was just their responsibility to
help them out when, in fact, they had an equal shot, just like ev-
eryone else, at the merit review process.

So I don'’t believe it is supportable based on the 20 years or more
worth of studies of the question that I have seen.

Mr. KLEIN. Thank you.

Mr. Chairman, there is something I want to discuss with you, a
projec§7 in my district. Do you think it would be appropriate to do
it now?

[Laughter.]

Thank you very, very much.

The CHAIRMAN. Actually, this Committee has been for a long
time concerned about regional distribution of research funding and
has helped to put in place programs such as the EPSCoR program
which are aimed at achieving at that. Unfortunately, that program
is not adequately funded, and we have encouraged federal agencies
to focus on programs which they have under their jurisdiction to
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help achieve better regional balance in the distribution of research
funding also.

Gentlemen, this concludes our hearing this morning. I want to
express my great appreciation to you for your helping us get start-
ed on this analysis. We plan to hold two more hearings, the next
one hearing directly from universities about the value of earmarks
that they have recently received, and I am sure we will find that
many of these earmarks were used to fund very important and val-
uable programs. We want to understand the full background of
these programs however, and then we will have a third hearing on
the impact on federal agencies.

Now let me cite an example of what I mean here. A few years
ago there were headline stories in the Washington Post about the
decaying facility at Beltsville for agricultural research, with pic-
tures showing inadequate maintenance and a lot of thi~gs of that
sort. At the same time, in the Ag. appropriation bill there was ex-
tensive money going to earmark projects that were supported by
various Members. The facilities upgrade at Beltsville was obviously
something that the administration wanted, should have had, but
wasn’t getting because the facilities money was going to the ear-
marked projects.

1 think we need to understand in more detail these possible
kinds of impacts also, and we will devote part of one of our hear-
ings to that.

And with that, again, let me thank fyou and hope that none of
you get hurt too much as a result of your appearing here this
morning, and the hearing will be adjourned.

[Whereupon, at 12:08 p.m., the Committee was adjourned.]




ACADEMIC EARMARKS—PART 11

WEDNESDAY, SEPTEMBER 15, 1993

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
COMMITTEE ON SCIENCE, SPACE, AND TECHNOLOGY,
Washington, D.C.

The Committee met, gursuant to call, at 9:40 a.m., in Room 2318
Rayburn House Office Building, Hon. George E. Brown, Jr. [Chair-
man of the Committee] presiding.

The CHAIRMAN. The Committee will come to order.

Without objection, permission is granted for coverage of this
hearing by video, audio, print or other media. I don’t say we en-
courage it, but we do approve of it.

I want to welcome everyone to the second in the Committee’s se-
ries of hearings on the practice of academic earmarking. The first
hearing, held in June with witnesses from the academic and lobby-
ing communities, focused on the pressures that have resulted in
the proliferation of earmarking in recent years.

Today, we will center on the results of the earmarking process.
By results, I mean both the benefits of earmarked funds to a uni-
versity or local region, and they are frequently very substantial,
and the ways in which earmarking affects national scientific and
technological priority-setting, which is not always so beneficial.

In this hearing we will hear testimony about earmarked projects
at three universities and from three federal agencies. In addition,
we have written testimony from two additional universities that
had prepared such testimony for our earlier postponed hearings.

The foundation for today’s hearings is the responses the commit-
tee received from 50 universities contacted earlier this year regard-
ing fiscal year 1993 earmarks. These responses and interviews with
agencies formed the basis of an interim report which was released
in August on academic earmarking. Copies of that report are avail-
able to any who are interested. Although many of the responses in-
dicated that some high quality work is being performed with ear-
marked funds, it is still my belief that congressional favoritism is
no substitute for merit review of individual projects.

And I should interject at this point that this hearing is not in-
tended to point the finger at any university or to claim that they
are committing a sin of some kind. The focus is on the process by
which this is being—+hesz earmarks are being made, and the focus
or the criticism, if any, is on the congressional activities and proc-
esses themselves.

One of the more surprising things I learned from these responses
is that there is a very broad definition of peer review among insti-

tutions of higher education—in fact, one university said it was not
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familiar with the term. I also learned that the majority of our re-
spondents don’t know the difference, or at least clearly don’t under-
stand the difference between authorizing and ap ropriating legisla-
tion. Perhaps that's a reflection of the true lack of importance of
authorizing committees. :

I want to make it clear that while I am not opposed to the goals
of many earmarked projects, I do oppose two troubling aspects of
this problem. First, with the Congress itself, I question the irregu-
lar and closed process by which funds are awarded to specific insti-
tutions. This is a process that excludes 95 percent of the Members
from their rights embedded in the Constitution actually to shape
i)udget priorities and participate in the allocation of taxpayers’ dol-
ars.

Secondly, I am deeply concerned with the effect that earmarking
has on the United States’ scientific and technological infrastructure
and how it affects national priority-setting.

Earmarking circumvents the system we have in place which allo-
cates funds based on national needs and competitive merit review.
Earmarking places the priority-setting and tlge funding process in
the hands of a very few individual institutions with powerful con-
gressional allies or lobbyists. As a result of this combination of spe-
cial interests, earmarking projects often steer agencies, Federal
agencies away from their stated mission. For example, earmarks
have caused the Department of Energy to spend $171.8 million of
its scarce research capital in building medical research centers
cince fiscal year 1990. NASA has been put in the business of build-
ing high-tech education facilities, and ordered the Environmental
Protection Agency to build facilities to house computers. None of
these roles are central to the missions of these agencies. Not only
do earmarks take agencies far afield from areas of expertise, but
with tight-budget agencies they must reorder research priorities to
fund earmarked projects, paying for earmarks out of the hide of re-
quested agency research projects.

I should indicate also that in addition to circumventing the nor-
mal processes of the Congress this earmarking process totally
evades the responsibility of the executive branch to set priorities
and to review projects through the normal budgetary process. This
Committee understands the tremendous funding pressures our uni-
versities are under to upgrade research facilities and to fund re-
search projects. Increased competition for scarce federal research
dollars is inevitable. However, earmarking serves only to widen the
gulf between the haves and the have-nots, Of the 3601 institutions
of higher education in the United States today, only 170 schools,
less than 5 percent, shared in the $708 million of earmarked funds
in 1992. In 1993, slightly more than 6 percent of U.S. academic in-
stitutions shared $763 million. Earmarking is not the answer to
the problem.

We have, incidentally, dis layed a chart which was created, I
think, by the Chronicle of igher Education, demonstrating the
growth in ecarmarking over the last several years, but it does not
include the 1993 figures, which are the largest. They are larger
than the '92 figures.

I believe that the Committee’s work and findings on earmarking
have had some impact. For example, some of our colleagues on the
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Appropriations Committee stated that they will not include aca-
demic earmarks in their fiscal year 1994 legislation or report lan-
guage, and I want to especially commend our colleague Mr. Carr,
chairman of one of the appropriations subcommittees who has
taken a very strong stand and who has given us a letter indicating
his desire to end one of the programs that was most abused, the
Airway Sciences program, and I believe with his strong cooperation
we will be able to achieve that. I want to thank him for that, and
his letter will be put in the record.

For example, or perhaps more significant is the fact that the Na-
tional Science Foundation’s research facilities program has been
recommended for funding of $150 million by the Senate Appropria-
tions Subcommittee, headed by Chairperson Mikulski, just within
the last few days. The cumulative total of this facilities funding

rogram for 6 previous years—cumulative for 6 years—was only

935 million dollar. Senator Mikulski has indicated that will go to
$150 million next year, and if she is able, $200 million the follow-
ing year, and this will have a very beneficial effect on the general
situation. We will continue to follow closely the appropriations leg-
islation and report language as it comes out of committee and con-
ference, although it appears that earmarking is decreasing and we
are moving in the right direction.

Some of this change may be due to our efforts to reform the rules
of the House late last year. Some may be due to changes in the
leadership of the Appropriations Committee or to hearings like this
which expose a practice which fundamentally cannot hope to sur-
vive in the sunshine. But considerable resistance to our efforts re-
mains, and more needs to be done. I would suggest that federal
agencies must say “no” to earmarks that are specified in report lan-
guage accompanying appropriations legislation. And specifically, I
intend to work with the Administration on developing an executive
order to support agencies in refusing to obligate funds earmarked
in report language.

In closing, I would like to state that I remain committed to limit-
ing the practice of earmarks and that I believe my efforts have not
fallen on deaf ears. I regret that I have used a personal term here
so often. Actually, what I am doing is on behalf of this Committee.
I believe that it enjoys the wholehearted support of the Committee.
I know that on the floor of the House, as affirmed by votes taken
wherever the opportunity arose, the House itself rejects this prac-
tice by overwhelming margins. However, I also realize that I have
placed a task before the authorizing committee to move legislation
promptly and effectively and to work in a cooperative fashion with
the Appropriation Committees to ensure adequate funding for au-
thorized programs to address the concerns of our colleagues on the
Appropriation Committee. The Congress, the Administration, and
our academic community must work together to develop a national
framework to ease the pressure on our research community while
serving the national interest.

Now, I am pleased to recognize our distinguished Ranking Re-
publican member, Mr. Walker of Pennsylvania, for his opening
statement.

Mr. WALKER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
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And I am pleased to join with you this morning at this hearing
on an issue which has been very important to both of us. Often the
practice of earmarking funds without appropriate congressional au-
thorization and peer review is bemoaned by Members of Congress,
the press and the scientific community. But I am not aware that
a series of hearings such as this one in this Committee that we are
sponsoring has been held before.

These hearings are an opportunity for the Science Committee to
build a written record on the growing practice of earmarking fed-
eral funds for academic projects. And I just want to add there a
note of personal congratulations to you, Mr. Chairman. You are in
fact leading the effort, and I think that it is the right thing to do,
but it’s also a tribute to your leadership because there is no doubt
that this is something that’s far more difficult for you to do as
Chairman of this Committee than it is for some of us on the Minor-
ity side or even more junior members on the Majority side who
don’t face nearly the kind of pressures in this kind of investigation
that you face. And I cengratulate you for it, and I am honored to
be a part of the process.

I've examined both the answers submitted to the Chairman’s pre-
liminary questions and the written testimony submitted by the wit-
nesses, and I must say that on paper at least many of the projects
that are being handled by these institutions look quite impressive.
The statements, however, do not address several issues which I be-
lieve go directly to the heart of the debate over the wisdom of fund-
ing science projects in this manner.

In all likelihood, the projects described by today’s witnesses are
good programs and the facilities being constructed with federal
funds will be used to conduct sound research. I have very serious
concerns, however, about the public policy implications of continu-
ing to fund federal scientific research in this haphazard manner,
and I will be interested to hear from the panel their reasons for
seeking earmarks that resulted in the projects that are being
brought to us.

We have, for instance, among the four rather typical cases before
us today a biomedical facility funded with Department of Energy
funds and a facility funded with EPA dollars which only promises
that there may be some environmental related research among the
other things being done with the money.

We hear repeatedly that federal research and development is un-
derfunded. If this is the case, then it makes little sense to reallo-
cate scarce research dollars to construction projects simply by vir-
tue of being located in a powerful Member of Congress’s district.

Up until 10 or 15 years ago this practice as pertains to academic
research was virtually unheard of. Now it’s becoming common prac-
tice to fund projects this way regardless of the connection to the
unlucky agency’s mission.

The Congressional Research Service report prepared for this
Committee indicates that the number of academic projects that
were funded through earmarks grew from 7 in 1980 to 499 in 1992,
which in my view is a very unhealthy trend.

As I said earlier, the universities represented here today are
probably doing very good work, and if these projects are very meri-
torious, then the question is why do their backers seem to shy
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away from the very process which rewards excellence. I hope the
witnesses before us today will answer that kind of question. I ex-
pect that we will hear that the peer review process simply did not
recognize the worth of their proposals and they were forced to seek
other sources of funding. The problem is then when you politicize
those funding sources you in fact get into a process that takes away
from projects that the peer review process did say were excellent.

Chairman Brown and I have both been involved in crafting legis-
lative solutions to the problem of academic earmarking. Other
members share our concern. Earmarking is an insidious practice
which I admit may yet defeat our best eiforts to halt it. My hope
is that the academic community will see the harm that politicizing
research in this way will cause and begin to take steps on their
own to impose rigorous standards to police themselves.

Again, I look forward to this morning’s discussion and I thank
you, Mr. Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you, Me. Walker.

I would be happy to recognize other members for brief opening
statements if they wish.

Mr. CALVERT. Mr. Chairman, I would like to hear the witnesses
as ci\llickly as possible, so I will pass.

The CHAIRMAN. That’s very statesmanlike of you.

Mr. MINGE. Mr. Chairman, I'll pass also. Thank you.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Grams follows:]




ROD GRAMS 713 Lanbartete Bumsms
O DTt Mwatora . Wetamuron 08 10819 1304
COMMITTEE ON BANKING, ] fon 1y 1
FINANCE AND URBAN AFFARS DISTRICT OFFICE

1043 Licons Svaas ewin
tases wmaan)
Arnarting

CoMMITTES o sCihce Congress of the WMnited States

SPACE. AHD TECHNOLOGY

Suomrts Bouse of Representatives
R it dranoe ashington, BE 20515-2306

STATEMENT OF THE HONORABLE ROD GRAMS

COMMITTEE ON SCIENCE, SPACE & TRCHNOLOGY HEARING ON ACADEMIC ZARMARKS

Mr. Chairman, I want to commend you for holding this second
hearing today regarding academic earmarks. I am very concerned
over the growing portion of research funding which is being
earmarked rather than being awarded through a merit review
process.

Since joining this Committee, I have held the view that
scientific research goale must be established by this Committee -
- a0t the appropriators. If we continue to allow earmarked
regsearch funding to go unchecked, we are effectively turning over
our policy making authority to the Appropriations Committee or
senior members who are more influential.

As a freshman member who does pnot serve on the Appropriations
Committee, I can tell you that I was not elected with funding
earmarks in mind. My constituents elected me because they were
tired of the *buginess-as-usual® mentality here in Washington.
They expect me to do the job they sent me to do. Part of that
job includes ensuring that we reduce unecesgsary spending and that
the taxpayers get the best research for their tax dollars.

I am not inferring that the research being conducted through
academic earmarks is somehow sublevel. In fact, many of the
academic institutions that have received line-item funding have
developed world-class research facilities and produced

scientific breakthroughs an areas ranging from medical science to
high-energy physics. My concern is that in earmarking academic
research, we are encouraging educational and research
institutions to circumvents the legitimate review process.

¥r. Chairman, I look forward to reviewing the testimony of our
distinguished witness panels today. I am also interested in
working with you and the distinguished gentleman from
Pennsylvania, the Ranking Minority of the Committee, in working
to alleviate the growing concerns over this igsue.

Thank you.
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The CHAIRMAN. All right. Without objection, the full record of
correspondence dealing with this subject with the institutions in-
volveg and this morning’s testimony will be made a part of the
record.

At the present time we will ask the members of panel one to
come to the table. That includes Dr. Charles McCallum, President
of the University of Alabama at Birmingham; Dr. David Gute, In-
terim Director of the Center for Environmental Management, ac-
companied by Dr. Melvin Bernstein, Vice President for Arts,
Sciences and Technology, from Tufts; Dr. William A. Polf, Deputy
Vice President for Health Sciences at Columbia University. And we
have the written testimony, which will be made a part of the
record, from Dr. Harvill C. Eaton, Vice Chancellor, Office of Re-
search and Economic Development at Louisiana State University.
And I might point out that Dr. Eaton—Mr. Eaton has also indi-
cated that they will be pleased to appear at a future meeting, and
we will try and arrange such a meeting at their convenience.

I would also like to welcome to the table our distinguished col-
league, Mr. Bachus from Alabama (Spencer T. Bachus, III). And I
am going to ask Mr. Bachus if he’d be kind enough to introduce Dr.
McCallum and say a few nice words about Alabama.

Mr, Bactue. Thank you, Chairman Brown.

It’s a real honor for us to appear before the Committee, and we
appreciate the opportunity of being here.

I wanted to introduce, first of all, Dr. Charles McCallum, who is
the President of the University of Alabama at Birmingham, where
the Medical College of Alabama is located.

Dr. McCallum is a native of Massachusetts. He studied at Dart-
mouth, Wesleyan, holds a degree from Tufts and also from the Uni-
versity of Alabama. He served as president, former president of the
American Association of Dental Schools, the American Association
of Oral and Maxillofacial Surgeons. He’s also served—is Chairman
of the Board of Commissioners of the Accreditation of Health Care
Organizations. So I think he’s well-qualified to testify to you on the
matters before this committee. He is an advocate of peer review.

I will tell you something about the University of Alabama-Bir-
mingham. Last year the U.S. News and World Report rated the
University of Alabama-Birmingham as the number one up-and-
coming medical school in the country. It is one of the two diabetic
hospitals in the world which holds the distinction of being a dia-
betic hospital, of having a full service diabetic hospital. It . 1so per-
formgd more kidney transplants than any other hospital in the
world.

Among those, to my knowledge, that have been treated there in
the past 5 or 6 years are heads of state from foreign countries,
members of the royal family of Saudi Arabia, professional golfers,
professional athletes, and many actors and people that if I called
their name you would know them.

I also welcome the opportunity of being able to testify to you over
the value of the new Biomedical Center. Its potential is enormous

and the benefits will not only impact Alabama but the United
States.
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I appreciate you fiving me the opportunity to introduce Dr.
McCallum and to tell you briefly of the important role that the
University of Alabama in Birmingham plays.

Thank you very much.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you, Mr. Bachus, and I want to extend to
you an invitation to join with the Members of the Committee, make
sure that we treat Dr. McCallum with the proper respect.

Mr. BACHUS. Thank you. ’

The CHAIRMAN. Dr. McCallum, I want you to be aware of how
much good publicity you can get by appearing before an authoriz-
ing committee.

{Laughter].

Dr. McCALLUM. I look to be—I hope I'll be there frequently, Mr.
Chairman. I would like to thank Congressman Bachus for his—

Mr. BAcHUS. Could I say one other thing which—sometimes in
a resume you do not really get a feel for a person. Mr. McCallum
is known nationally as not only the president of the University of
Alabama-Birmingham, but one of the few presidents that actively
teaches courses and also treats patients, as well as serves as the
head executive of the university. And he has a patient load there
where many people who are indigent are treated at the University
of Alabama-Birmingham, and he participates in that outreach also.
So I want to commend him for that.

The CHAIRMAN. Yes. We would like to also commend you, and we

want to indicate to you, you shouldn’t be hiding your light under
the bushel here.

STATEMENTS OF CHARLES McCALLUM, D.M.D., M.D., PRESI-
DENT, UNIVERSITY OF ALABAMA-BIRMINGHAM, BIR-
MINGHAM, ALABAMA; DAVID GUTE, Ph.D., INTERIM DIREC-
TOR OF THE CENTER FOR ENVIRONMENTAL MANAGEMENT,
ACCOMPANIED BY MELVIN BERNSTEIN, Ph.D., VICE PRESI-
DENT FOR ARTS SCIENCES AND TECHNOLOGY, TUFTS UNI-
VERSITY, MEDFORD, MASSACHUSETTS; WILLIAM A. POLF,
Ph.D.,, DEPUTY VICE PRESIDENT FOR HEALTH SCIENCES,
COLUMBIA UNIVERSITY--CITY OF NEW YORK, NEW YORK,
CITY

Dr. McCALLUM. Thank you, Congressman Bachus, for your very,
very kind remarks. And, Mr. Chairman, my statement this morn-
ing will very briefly summarize some of the significant points that
1 have submitted to you and the Committee on September 3.

At this time I would like to ask that the submission be made a
part of the record of this hearing.

The CHAIRMAN. It will be made a part of the record.

Dr. McCaLLUM. I also want to thank you for inviting me to be
part of this panel this morning, and I would like to commend you
and your committee for your work and your interest in the whole
area of peer review and grants.

At the outset, Mr. Chairman, we sought federal participation in
a new biomedical research building in order to assure that our bio-
medical research programs could respond to national initiatives
and permit our faculty to continue to contribute to the growing
body of knowledge which provides citizens of our country with a
high standard of quality health care. At UAB we are very proud
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of the ability of our faculty to compete successfully for research
support and of their contributions to the extension of knowledge
using the financial assistance provided not only by the Federal
Government, but many other private and other agencies. We are
anxious and determined to maintain, and, in fact, improve our com-
petitive capacity. Among universities we rank third in the South-
east among all universities receiving federal research and develop-
ment funds. We rank 19th nationally and are 16th among all state
universities in the United States.

Our Department of Microbiology, which will occupy much of the
space in the biomedical research building ranks grst among all
such departments in the United States, and we as an institution
rank 18th in the United States among institutions receiving peer
reviewed NIH research grants.

The presence of a nationally competitive biomedical research ca-
pacity at UAB has had a profound effect on the economy of the Bir-
mingham area, and Alabama as a whole. The university has be-
come the city’s largest employer with an annual operating budget
of over $882 million and an annual payroll of over $380 million,
and we employ almost 16,000 individuals.

We have led Birmingham’s transition from a steel town to an
economy with a balance of health care, biomedical research and
biotechnology, engineering, communications, financial services, and
manufacturing. Most importantly, however, research at UAB has
had a profound effect on the quality of health care available not
only to Alabamians, but also to those who come to us from other
States for care. Further, the contributions of our researchers have
enhanced our understanding of basic cellular biology and gene
functions. It is not, therefore, surprising that all members of our
congressional delegation have been strong supporters of UAB and
its Medical Center. There’s a longstanding tradition in the delega-
tion of working together on matters of major importance to Ala-
bama and particularly in areas where we can truly make a na-
tional contribution. This tradition continues today under the lead-
ership of the Dean of the Delegation, Congressman Tom Bevill. All
of our Members, such as Congressman Bachus who has joined me
here this morning, and Congressmen Browder and Cramer, who
serve with you on this Committee, know the importance of main-
taining the quality of UAB’s and our Nation’s biomedical research
ﬁrtigrams. We are most grateful for all of their efforts on our be-

alf.

It was the rapid growth in recent years of our extramural fund-
ing awarded on the basis of peer review, and the success of our pro-
grams that has generated the need for additional research space
and led us to develop plans for an additional biomedical research
facility. Unfortunately, the State of Alabama has not been in a po-
sition during this period to provide any facilities’ funding. As a re-
sult, we have raised most of our money for construction, including
those needed to maintain our research infrastructure at a competi-
tive level from our reserves, from private money or by borrowing
money. From these sources we provided slightly less than one-half
of the cost of the new Biomedical Research Building.

During the past 6 years the University of Alabama at Bir-
mingham has invested $208 million in facilities, with $168 million

110




110

of that beirg spent in the Medical Center. We think that the fed-
eral participation in the biomedical research building will prove to
be an excellent investment. We will complete it in January at a
cost of $164 per square foot. I believe you will find that comparable
lab space at many other universities would cost much more,

Also, research and the Biomedical Research Building will be cost
effective. Our average total cost per grant is over $26,000 less than
the cost of grants tgoing to the 10 universities with the most Na-
tional Institutes of Health support. Finally, our audited indirect
cost rate is comparatively low, 42 percent.

As a relatively young institution in a State with limited re-
sources and significant numbers of students and graduates from
disadvantaged families, we are able to raise from private resources
only a tiny fraction of the amounts coming to the most leading re-
search universities such as Johns Hopkins and Harvard. These in-
stitutions are able to attract over $100 million or more each year,
mount capital drives of a billion dollars or more and often have
multi-billion dollar endowments. We do not have that capability.

We believe that there are significant opportunities for our re-
search grograms to respond to the Energy Department’s scientific
research priorities. Secretary O’'Leary participated in the dedication
of our facility, and at her suggestion we will meet soon with the
new Director of the Office of Energy Research to discuss how we

can best respond to relevant Department of Energy research pro-
grams. Our written submission provides additional details on these
prospects as well as several brief observations about the subject of

the he-rings.
This concludes my statement, Mr. Chairman, and I am ready to

answer any questions that you or your colleagues might have.
Thank you.

[The prepared statement of Dr. McCallum follows:)




PAFullToxt Provided by ERIC

111

Statement of Dr. Charles A McCallun D.M.D, M.D.
President of
The University of Alshama st Birmingham
Before The Committee on Sciemce, Space and Technology
U.S. House of Representatives
September 15, 1993

Mr. Chairman, I am Charles McCallum, President of the University of Alabama at
Birmingham (UAB). My statement this morning will very briefly summarize some of the more
significant points contained in the materials submitted to the Committee on September 3rd. At
this time, [ would like to ask that this submission be made part of the record of this hearing.

At the outset, Mr. Chairman, we sought federal participation in a new Biomedical
Research Building (BRB) in order to assure the ability of our biomedical research programs to
respond to national initiatives and, particularly, our ability to contribute to the growing body of
knowledge which provides citizens of our country with a high standard of health care. At UAB,
we are very proud of our success in competing for research support and the accompliskments
of our faculty using the financial assistance provided by the federal government and others. We
are anxious and determined to maintain and, in fact, improve our competitive capacity. Among
universities, we currently rank 29th overall in the receipt of federal research and development
support and 3rd in the Southeast. In biomedical research, we rank 18th in the U.S. among
institutions receiving NIH supper* and our Department of Microbiology, which will occupy
much of the new facility, ranks tirst among all such departments.

The presence of a nationally competitive biomedical research capacity at UAB has had
a profound effect on the economy of the Birmingham area and Alabama as a whole. The quality

of this research has contributed greatly to the development of outstanding clinical programs at
the UAB Hospital. UAB has become the city's largest employer, with an annual operating
budget of over $882 million, an annual payroll of about $380.5 million and almost 16,000
employees. We have led Birmingham's transition from a *steel town" to an economy with a
balance of health care, biomedical research and biotechoology, engineering, communications,
financial services, and manufacturing.

Most impeitantly, however, resezrch at UAB has had a profound effect on the quality
of health care ava:able to Alabama residents, as well as those who travel to our State for the
care we can provide. Further, technology and techniques discovered and refined at UAB and
students trained at UAB play an important role in the delivery of health care throughout the U.S.

It is not, therefore, surprising that il the members of our Congressional delegation have
been strong supporters of UAB and its Medical Center. There is a long-standing tradition in the
delegation of putting aside political differences and coming together on matters of major
importance to Alabama, particularly in areas where we can truly make a national contribution.
This tradition continues today under the leadership of the Dean of the delegation, Congressman
Tom Bevill. All of our members, including those most recently elected, such as Congressman
Bacchus, who has joined me here this morning, and Congressman Browder and Congressman
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Cramer, who serve with you on this Comnmittee, knov the importance of maintaining the quality
of UAB’s and our nation’s biomedical research programs. We are most grateful for all of their
efforts on our behalf.

It was the rapid growth in recent years of our extramural funding and the success of our
programs that generated the need for additional research space and led us to develop plans for
this new facility. Unfortunately, the State of Alabama has not been in a position during this
period to provide any facilities funding. As a result, we have raised most of our monies for
construction, including those needed to maintain our research infrastructure at a competitive
level, from our reserves or by borrowing the money. From these sources we provided slightly
less than one half of the financing of the BRB.

We think that the federal participation in the BRB will prove to be an excellent
investment. We will complete it next January at a cost of $164 per square foot. I believe you
will find that comparable lab space at many other universities would cost $250 per square foot
or more. Also, research in the BRB will be cost effective. Our average total (direct plus
indirect charges) cost per grant from NIH is over $26,000 less than the cost of grants going to
the ten universities with the most NIH support. Finally, our indirect cost rate, 42% is
comparatively low, as are the components related to administrative and facilities charges.

Private sources accounted for only $500,000 of the $36 million BRB facility. As a
relativcly young institution in a state with limited resources and significant numbers of students
and graduates from disadvantaged families, we are able to raise from private sources only a tiny
fraction of the amounts coming to most leading research universities, such as Harvard, Johos
Hopkins and Stanford in your own state, Mr. Chairman. These institutions are able to attract
$100 million or more each year, mount capital drive. of up to $1 billion and often have multi-
billion doltar endowments. The federal tax code heavily subsidizes this support, as it should

because it reduces the burden on government; however, these tax expenditures are not subject
to an authorization process or scicntific peer review.

The Committee asked a number of questions concerning our relationship with the DOE,
and I arm pleased to say that our Facilities Management staff has developed a close and most
cooperative working relationship with the Department's Chicago Operations Office. There have
been no problems of which T am aware, and I believe that the DOE staff would agree that this
is a truly outstanding facility. At the outset, most of the extramural funding for the operation
of research programs in the facility will come from NIH. However, we believe that there are
significant opportunities for these research programs to respond to the programs of the DOE
Office of Energy Research. The Secretary of Energy participated in th. dedication of our
facility and, at her suggestion, we plan in the near future to meet with the Director of the Office
of Energy Research to discuss how we can best respond to relevant DOE research programs.
Our written submission provided additional details op these prospects but, I will only mention
one, as an example.
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The availability of new laboratory space assisted UAB in recruiting a world-class
molecular geneticist, accordingly, the Department of Biochemistry changed its name to
"Biochemistry and Molecular Genetics®. The new Biomedical Research Building will include
the laboratory of two senior professors and three recently recruited assistant professors. Some
of the research topics that wil! be of primary concern to these scientists include the following:

elucidating the role of DNaA structure in the regulation of gene expression,
focusing on the physical and biochemical basis for the interaction of repressor
enzymes that underwind DNA with specific regulatory sequences. These studies
are particularly relevant to chromosome rearrangements or damage that might be
induced by electromagnetic radiation.

Molecular mechanisms regulating the transcription of RNA’s by RNA polymerase
11 and the biochemical roles of transcription factors that regu'ate the expression
of these essential genes.

Studies of genetic recombination and the various genetic and environmental
factors that influence the process, including incident electromagnetic radiation.

Overall, the Department has taken the first step in building a strong basic genetics
program at UAB and the state-of-the-art space and equipment in the Biomedical Research
Building played a key role in allowing us to attract outstanding young faculty. Ultimately, the
strength we build in basic genetics will provide the foundation for a program that will bridge
basic science to both the human genome project and the current progress in human gene therapy.

Finally, Mr. Chairman, I will conclude by making a few brief observations abu.t the
subject of the hearing:

We do not see the problem with the Appropriations Committee directing some
support to specific projects involving the development of research infrastructure
or the condust of applied research relevant to particular state or regional
economic interests, particularly when the research is also a national priority as
identified in federal legislation.

Requiring a complete authorization process and an attendant peer review process
for these kinds of projects would likely work to the advantage of well-established
research institutions, particularly those in wealthier states, and could result in an
increased concentration of federal research support rather than creating a broader
distribution of institutions capable of contributing to the national interest. It
would also prevent institutions from taking good, but limited, ideas directly to the
Congress and having them considered in an expeditious fashion.
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In this regard, we would also respectfully suggest that the Committee's complaint
about "double-dipping” is somewhat off the mark. The distribution of earmarks
is quite different from the overall distribution of federal research support, not the
reverse, but different. One reason for this is that not all institutions, including
many of the wealthier institutions, seek such support.

There are some measures which could be taken to irprove the quality of these
projects. Requiring recipients to put up significant matching funds from their
own resources would ensure an institution's commitment to such ventures.
Further, we, for one, would welcome a system of accountability, examining and
reporting to someone about the use of this facility.

This concludes my statement, Mr. Chairman, and I would now be happy to answer any
questions that you or your colleagues may have.
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CHARLES A. McCALLUM, D.M.D., M.D.
PRESIDENT OF THE UNIVERSITY OF ALABAMA AT BIRMINGHAM

Charles A. McCallum, D.M.D., M.D,, received his dental degree from Tufts University
Dental College, Boston, Massachusetts, in 1951 and earned his medical degree from the
Medical College of Alabama in 1957. Dr. McCallum, an oral and maxillofacial surgeon,
served as vice president for health affairs and director of the Medical Center at The
University of Alabama at Birmingham from 1977 until April 2, 1987, when he was named
President of the University of Alabama at Birmingham. He will relinquish his duties as
president on Octcber 1, 1993. Dr. McCallum is also professor of dentistry in the
department of oral and maxillofacial surgery at the University of Aibama School of
Pentistry and professor of surgery in the division of oral and mutlofacial surgery,
department of surgery, at the University of Alabama School of Medicine, Birmingham. He
served as Dean of the University of Alabama School of Dentistry from 1962-1977.

Dr. McCallum is a former president of the American Association of Dental Schools, the
American Board of Oral and Maxillofacial Surgery, the Southeastern Society of Oral and
Maxillofacial Surgeons, and the American Association of Oral and Maxillofacial Surgeons.
He has served on the National Advisory Dental Research Council of the National Institute
of Dental Research and on the American Dental Asscciation’s Council on Dental Education
and Commission on Accreditation. He has also served as a member of the Board of
Directors and Executive Committee of the Council on Postsecondary Accreditation. He is
a member of the Institute of Medicine of the Nationa! Academy of Sciences and is a past
Chairman of the Board of Directors of the Association of Academic Health Centers. He
served as a Commissioner of the Joint Commission of Accreditation of Healthcare
Organizations from 1979-1991 and served as Chairman of the Board of Commissioners from
1986 through 1988. :

Although he has extensive commitments to administration, he still participates actively in
teaching and patient care activities.
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The CHAIRMAN. Thank you very much, Dr. McCallum.

Our procedure will be to hear from each of the witnesses first
and then we'll question you as a group.

Our next witness will be Dr. David Gute, who is Interim Director
of the Center for Environmental Management, accompanied by Dr.

Melvitr% Bernstein, Vice President for Arts Sciences and Technology
at Tufts.

Gentlemen.

Dr. GUTE. Good morning Mr. Chairman. We welcome the oppor-
tunity to appear before you and the Committee on Science, Space,
and Technology.

Before I begin my oral testimony I would like to ask your permis-
sion,er. Chairman, to have my written statement included in the
record.

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection, it will be made a part of the
record in full. '

Dr. GUTE. Thank you very much.

I am David Gute, Interim Director for the Center for Environ-
mental Management, or CEM, and Assistant Professor of Civil and
Environmental Engineering at Tufts University. I am accompanied
by Melvin Bernstein, Vice President for Arts Sciences and Tech-
nology of Tufts.

CEM was established in 1984 to develop an innovative and effec-
tive multi-disciplinary approach to environmental problems
through new initiatives and health effects technology research, pol-
icy analysis, education and training, and outreach programs. This
testimony summarizes answers to questions submitted to Tufts
University by your committee and provides an overview of CEM’s
programs and projects.

The Center for Environmental Management was created in 1984
through a cooperative assistance agreement with the U.S. EPA to
perform multi-disciplinary research, develop educational programs,
and assist in the development of policy in the management of haz-
ardous and solid waste and toxic substances in the environment.

Mr. Chairman, with my remaining time I would like to highlight
five specific areas of the CEM egenda for your consideration. The
first will be a partnership that has evolved over time between CEM
and corporate America.

Soon after its funding, CEM expanded its partnership beyond
government, leveraging the EPA Office of Research and Develop-
ment funding to establish a Corporate Affiliates Program. The Cor-
porate Affiliates Program offers the opportunity to enhance the
interaction between government, industry, and environmental edu-
cators and researchers to help pursue an agenda of enhanced com-
petitiveness.

Between 1986 and 1993, CEM’s 20 corporate members have con-
tributed nearly $22 million in multi-year unrestricted funding and
support of CEM activities, and I would like at this opportunity to
request, Mr. Chairman, that letters of support from two of the cor-
porate affiliate members, Allied Signal and Bristol Meyers Squibb,
be entered into the record. These letters also have been faxed to
the committee.

The next point I would like to address in the 5§ issue areas has
to do with regional environmental training. CEM’s Asbestos Infor-
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mation Center successfully was awarded EPA funding to develop
and implement training for asbestos abatement workers and asbes-
tos inspectors. In addition, CEM successfully competed and was
awarded funding to develop a national lead inspector training cur-
riculum.

CEM to date has trained more than 7,000 workers from EPA Re-
gisns I and II as certified asbestos and lead paint inspectors and
abatement personnel.

Let’s turn to the general area of environmental literacy. In 1991,
CEM was awarded an Environment and Conservation Challenge
Award by President Bush in a Rose Garden ceremony for the Tufts
Environmental Literacy Institute, or TELI, a faculty development
program that has helped catalyze environmental awareness across
the university.

Since it's inception in 1990, nearly 150 faculty from Tufts and 40
other U.S. and international universities, including significant rep-
resentatives from the Historically Black Colleges and Universities
as well as international partners as far as Brazil, have attended a
2-week faculty development program designed to enhance environ-
mental literacy and teaching in a wide variety of disciplines.

The fourth area I would like to draw attention to is international
leadership in environmental education. Tufts hosted 22 presidents,
rectors and vice chancellors of universities from all over the world
at its European Center in Talloires, France, in October 1990. The
Talloires declaration, which outlines the role of universities in envi-
ronmental management and sustainable development has now
been signed by presidents from 125 universities in 32 countries and
resulted in establishing the University Presidents’ Secretariat for
Environmental Education and Research at Tufts to inform and sup-
port the efforts of the Tallloires signatories in implementing the
principles of the declaration. The secretariat is now funded by the
John D. and Catherine T. MacArthur Foundation.

The final point I would like to address in my oral testimony has
to do with the quality of the relationship that is a reality with the
Environmental Protection Agency, and I would like to comment on
the importance of the EPA funds as a means of getting many of
the programs off and running that have been described in my testi-
mony up till now.

A current example of the closeness of the relationship with EPA
is represented by the fact that the agency is interested in exploring
the possibility of having Tufts serve as a model for universities cur-
rently executing Memorandums of Understanding, or MOUs, with
EPA under the Campus Affiliates Program. In this way institutions
interested in pursuing rescarch and personnel exchange with EPA
could travel to Tufts and familiarize themselves with the proce-
dures that have llowed the full realization of CEM.

In closing, Mr. Chairman, I would like to emphasize that through
its partnership model CEM, we believe, is well positioned to link
the theory developed through its many projects to practice in cor-
porations, government and nongovernmental organizations. It is
our belief that federal investment in CEM is multiplied through its
regional, national and international constituencies, and finally I
would like to take this opportunity, Mr. Chairman, to extend an in-
vitation to you to visit our campus so that you may personally sce
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the many exciting initiatives underway, and also I would like to re-
quest the opportunity to provide additional dorumentation in sup-
port of my testimony.

Thank you.
[The prepared statement of Dr. Gute follows:]
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Introduction

I am David M. Gute, interim director of the Center for Environmental Management
(CEM) and assistant professor of civil and environmental engineering at Tufts University.
CEM was established in 1984 to develop an innovative and effective, multidisciplinary
approach to environmental problems through new approaches to health effects and
technology research, policy analysis, education and training, and outreach programs.

This testimony summarizes answers to questions submitted to Tuits University by
Chairman Brown and provides an overview of CEM’s programs and projects.

CEM History

The Center for Environmental Management was created in 1984 through a cooperative
assistance agreement with the US. Environmental Protection Agency to perform
multidisciplinary research, develop educational programs and assist in the development of
policy on the management of hazardous and solid wastes and  “ic substances in the
environment. Since then, as a university-wide entity CEM has .. :en =ble to tap the
considerable and diverse resources available at Tufts to focus on:

(@  improved understanding of the health and ecological effects of environmental
contaminants;
development of strategies, technologies and policies to avoid, reduce or
remediate the environmental impact of pollution and wastes; and

] education, training, technology transfer and other outreach activities to assist
practitioners and decision makers in government, industry, academia and non-

. governmental organizations in improved environmental management.

CEM's mission, its scope of activities and its impact on society have evolved and
expanded in a number of ways since its inception in 1984, CEM has moved from focusing
solely on research to a multi-activity center that trains hundreds of workers and practicing

professionals each year, sponsors several major national and intemational conferences,
supports the development of new academic environmental programs, and contributes to the
development of environmental policy approaches. CEM'’s programmatic focus has moved
from discrete environmental problems such as hazardous wastes, to an integrated and
holistic understanding of how all pollution and wastes impact all environmental media — the
air, water and land locally, regionally and globally.

CEM: A Model Partnership

Soon after its founding, CEM expanded its partnership beyond government,
leveraging the EPA Office of Research and Development funding and partnership to establish
a Corporate Affiliates Program to diversify its funding and its access to the resources and
perspectives of the private sector. CEM has eamned continuing support from other EPA
offices, regional governments, the United Nations Environment Programme (UNEP),
industry, and private foundations. This broad base of funding and diverse perspective has
greatly enhanced the quality of CEM and all Tufts’ programs. CEM's funding
accomplishments include the following:
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¢ CEM has leveraged federal funding to diversify its funding base through partnerships
with industry, other government agencies, nongovernmental organizations and
foundations. Between 1986 and 1992 CEM received funding from more than 24 sources. In
addition to the core funding from EPA/ORD, CEM received separate financial suppent
from eight other EPA offices, laboratories and research centers.

CEM's Corporate Affiliates Program, an industry membership opportunity, offers a
substantive way to enhance the interaction between industry, government and
environmental educators and researchers to help pursue an agenda of increased
competitiveness through a stronger link becween the environment and the economy.
Between 1986 and 1993 the program’s 20 corparate members contributed nearly $2 million
in multi-vear, unrestricted funding in support of CEM activities.

Benefits and Impact
Benefits

Benefits of the presence of CEM and the flexibility afforded by stable funding has allowed
Tufts’ environmental mandate and successes to reach far beyond the immediate institution.
While some CEM programs work on a local or regional level, many are national or
international in scope. Highlights of the benefits of CEM's presence at Tufts inciude:

o Prioritization of environmental programs. CEM was instrumental in elevating the
environment to signature program status at Tufts. The university has demonstrated its
institutional commitment to the environment by appointing the first Dean of
Environmental Programs (1989); incorporating the study of the environment into the
university’s mission statement (1989); issuing a university-wide environmental policy
(1991); institutionalizing CEM-initiated pollution prevention and education programs such
as Tufts CLEAN! and the Tufts Environmental Literacy Institute (TELI); and, serving as an

intefnational leader among its peers (Talloires Declaration establishing the University
Presidents’ Secretariat, October 1990).

_ Enhancing environmental programs. CEM has enhanced many existing Tufts programs,
for example the Urban and Environmental Policy program (UEP) and Environmental
Engineering within the Department of Civil and Environmental Engineering, as well as
assisting in the development of seven new certificate, undergraduate, and graduate
academic programs. .

Expanded faculty expertise. Through funding made available by CEM, Tufts faculty
have developed strengths in environmental monitoring technologies, effects of toxic
materials on human reproductive health, biological markers of cellular damage by toxic
materials, risk communication, corporate environmental management and ecological risk
assessment. CEM has enabled both young and established faculty to expand their
expertise to encompass environmental issues.

Increased student applications to environmental programs. Tufts expanded
environmental programs have been acknowledged by students through a sharp increase
in applications. For example, the Department of Urban and Environmental Policy
increased from 81 applicants in 1981 to 213 students in 1993. The undergraduate
environmental studies major, an innovative three-track program with options in policy,

sclence or technology, increased from just over 70 in 1985 to more than 200 students in
1993. .
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Diversity and opportunity. Programmatic initiatives which reflect Tufts/CEM
commitment to diversity and encourage and prepare minority and international students
to take leadership roles in the environmental field include the Environmental Science and
Management Fellows (ESMF) Program, Minority Summer Intern Program, the Tufts
Environmental Literacy Institute (TELD, and the United Nations Environmental
Programme (UNEF) Fellows Training Program.

Formal and informal networks. Outreach efforts have resulted in the development of
formal and informal networks involving numerous other organizations. For example Tufts
plays a leading role or participates regularly in the following: Northeast Hazardous
Substance Research Center, Tufts Environmental Literacy Institute Brazilian Consortium,
United Nations Programmes for Environmental Leadership in Developing Nations,
Greening of Industry Network, and Winrock International Environmental Alliance.

Initiating self-sustaining programs. CEM has seeded projects which are now self-
sustaining. For example, in 1988, CEM developed the Environmental Management
Institute (EMD), an intensive graduate-level program, with a small amount of seed money
from the center’s Corporate Affiliates Program. EMI now annually serves 100 practicing
professionals in industry, government and non-profit sectors from the region through a
tuition-driven program.

New technologies. Many CEM-funded researchers have greatly improved or advanced
already existing monitoring and measurement methods. Two have received patents for
development of innovative environmental monitoring and pollution prevention
technologies:

*  Dr. David Walt, a member of Tufts Department of Chemistry, received Patent
#5114864, Fiber optic sensors, apparatus and detection methods using fluid erodible
controiled release polymers for delivery of reagent formulation
Dr. loannis Miaoulls, assistant dean of the Tufts College of Engineering and a member
of Department of Mechanical Engineering, received Patent #4991644, Engine preheater
process system and has a patent pending for Automobile vehicle auxiliary component
pre-heating method and system. .

Muitidisciplinary teams. CEM has placed priority for the past several years on funding
multidisciplinary teams of researchers. With CEM funding, one multidisciplinary team of
an ecologist, a physician and a public policy specialist is conducting research into the
ecological aspects of deliberate and accidental releases of genetically engineered
organisms. The collaborativc CEM-faculty research team has recently illuminated
categories of frequently overlooked risk on behalf of the U.S, Congress Office of
Technology Assessment.

Local, National and International Impact

¢ Regional training. CEM's Asbestos Information Center successfully was awarded EPA
funding to develop and implement training for asbestos abatement workers, and asbestos
inspectors. In addition, CEM successfuily competed and was awarded funding to develop
a national lead inspector training curriculum. CEM has trained more than 7,000 workers
from EPA Regions I and Il as certified asbestos and lead-paint inspectors and abatement
persontel.
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International training. Through the education of 50 environmental lzaders from
developing nations in 1991 and 1992, CEM and UNEP have multiplied the environmental
capability of 35 developing nations.

Conferences. CEM has encouraged multisectoral communication, collaboration,
deliberation and development of new ideas and policies to move society toward an
environmentally sustainable path through a series of conferences on topics including:

Pollution prevention, (Woods Hole series)

Environment and international development (Talloires series)

Business and the environment (Greening of Industry Network)

Programs in new thinking in economics (Program on Sustainable Change and
Development)

Environmentally sustainable activities in the northeastern U.S. (Consortium for
Regional Sustainability).

Environmental literacy. In 1991, CEM was awarded a Environment and Conservation
Challenge award for the Tufts Environmental Literacy Institute (TELD), a facuity
development program that has helped catalyze environmental awareness across the
university. Since its inception in 1990, neariy 150 faculty from Tufts and 40 other US. and
international universities have attended a two-week faculty development program
designed to enhance environmental literacy and teaching in a wide variety of disciplines.
Through the multiplier effect of TELI's approach, TELI faculty have now reached
thousands of students with messuzes about environmental issaes.

Intemational leadership in environmental education. Tufts hosted 22 presidents, rectors
and vice chancellors of univervities from all over the world at its European Center in
Talloires, France in October, 1990. The Talloires Declaration, which outlines the role of
universities in environmental management and sustainable development, has now been
signed by presidents from 125 universities in 32 countries and resulted in establishing the

University Presidents’ Secretariat for Environmental Education and Research at Tufts to
inform and support the efforts of the Talloires signatories in implementing the principles
of the declaration. The Secretariat is now funded by the John D. and Catherine T.
MacArthur Foundation. ’

Outreach to other academic institutions. CEM has an intemnational program of outreach
to other universities through TELI (for example, the Tufts/Brazilian consortium and
Historically Black Colleges and Universities), as well as linkages made by other CEM
programs, such as the University Presidents Secretariat, the Greening of Industry Network
and the Program on Sustainable Change and Development.

Anticipatory research. CEM has played a major role in the area of anticipatory research,
hosting conferences on global climate change and, for the Ecological Society of America,
environmental release of geneticelly engineered organisms.

CEM Quality Assurance Model

CEM has funded more than 150 environmental research, policy, and education projects
involving more than 50 faculty from seven of Tufts ten schools. CEM also maintains a small
professional staff of in-house policy and education specialists who conduct projects in
environmental management policy, as well as develop and implement education and
outreach initiatives.
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Working with EPA/ORD, CEM serves as a model for university-based environmental
centers to provide a unique infrastructure and capability for the US. government and
industries to build substantive programs addressing issues of the economy and the
environment, and international competitiveness. Part of this model relationship with EPA
includes estabiishing a variety of protocols for monitoring the progress and quality of CEM-
funded projects, which include:

¢ Proposal peer review. Projects are solicited through an annual Program Anmouncement
and Request for Applications (RFA). Project proposals are reviewed anonymously by
three external peer reviewers not affiliated with Tufts University who are drawn from
CEM'’s 350-member External Peer Review Network. The applications are then examined
by the CEM RFA Assessment Panel which makes final decisions based on the criteria
stated in the RFA.

¢ EPA project advisors. Every CEM/EPA-funded project is required to have a US. EPA
Project Advisor. The intent of this requirement is two-fold: to provide each Tufts PI with
a link to a colleague in an EPA program office or laboratory and to serve as a resource for
our EPA Project Officer. These project advisors work with the Tufts principal
investigators to review the project progress, exchange technical information, recommend
changes in the scope or direction, and identify areas of future interest to EPA.

¢ Quality Assurance Plan. Another condition of U.S. EPA funding to CEM is the
development and implementation of a Quality Assurance Management Plan (QAMP) to
ensure the integrity and reliability of the results of EPA-funded projects at Tufts.

¢ Regular reporting. In addition, each project leader must submit quarterly progress
reports documenting the project’s objectives, milestones activities and results for the
quarter and anticipated work for the upcoming quarter.

Conclusion

As one of the leading sponsors and consumers of the environmental R&D initiatives
conducted by universities, the federal government has a particular interest in encouraging
innovative approaches to developing environmentally sustainable technologies and policies.

Federal funding has allowed CEM to become an effective, innovative model for partnerships
to explore new paths towards environmental and economic sustainability. The presence of
federal funding gives other partners confidence in the long-term viability and likelihood for
success of CEM’s initiatives.

A December 1992 report of the Carnegie Commission on Science, Technology
and Government, Environmental Research and Development: Strengthening the Federal
Infrastructure, set forth a series of recommendations to strengthen and improve the nation’s
environmental R&D. Among the Commission’s recommendations were "... to restructure the
federal environmental R&D system and the redirection of many of its programs to a new set
of priorities, including global environmental change, sustainable use of resources, and the
more subtle, longer-term threats to human health.” (Carmegie Commission press release, a
December 15, 1992)

These recommendations are directly in line with the program areas spelled out in CEM’s
strategic plan: ecoefficiency and pollution prevention, anticipating future environmental
impacts, and motivating environmentally sustainable actions. Through its partnership model,
CEM is well-positioned to link ‘he theory developed through its many projects to practice in
corporations, government and nongovernmental organizations. It is our belief that federal
investment in CEM is multiplied through its regional, national and international
constituencies.
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BIOSKETCHES: TUFTS UNIVERSITY

David Gute, Ph.D.,, M.P.H.

David Gute is Interim Director of the Center for Environmental Management and an
Assistant Professor at Tufts University with appointments in both the Department of
Civil Engineering and the Department of Community Health at the medical school.
Prior to joining the Tufts faculty in 1988, Dr. ¢ i

Comumissioner responsible for personal and environmental disease risk factor
reductions with the Massachusetts Department of Public Health and as an
Bpidemiologist with the Rhode Island Department of Health.

While in these posts, he oversaw major environmental research efforts including the
on-going investigation of childhood leukemia and adverse reproductive outcome in
Woburn, Massachusetts and the completed investigation of food chain exposure to
PCB's in New Bedford, Massachusetts. His research interests concentrate on the use
of available data to delineate groups of people at excess planning of intervention
activities. Dr. Gute is an epidemiologist who received his master of public health and
Ph.D. from Yale University.

Melvin Bemstein, Ph.D.
Dr. Melvin Bernstein has been Vice President for Arts, Sciences & Technology at

Tufts University since 1991. Prior to coming to Tufts, Dr. Bernstein served as
Chancellor and Senior Vice President at inois Institute of Technology, T Center,

Chicago from 1990-91 and Provost and Academic Vice President from 1987-1990.
Previous to that time, he was Professor and Head of the Department of Metallurgical
Engineering and Materials Science and Associate Dean at Carnegie Mclion University.
Dr. Bernstein earned his B.S., Master’s degree in Metailurgy an Ph.L irom Columbia
Universily.
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The CHAIRMAN. Thank you very much, Dr. Gute.

Dr. Bernstein, did you want to add to the testimony that—

; Dr. BERNSTEIN. No. I think Dr. Gute has given the complete tes-
imony.

The CHAIRMAN. You're just there to back him up in case he
makes any outrageous statements, huh?

(Laughter).

The CHAIRMAN. All right. We'll next go to Dr. Polf, Deputy Vice
President for Health Sciences at Columbia University.

Dr. PoLF. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I too would like to ask that
the formal statement be entered in the record.

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection, the full statement will appear.

Dr. PoLF. Thank you.

Mr. Chairman, Members of the Committee, my name is William
A. Polf. I am a senior official of Columbia University responsible
in part for the ongoing development of scientific facilities, most im-
portantly the Audubon Biomedical Science and Technology Park
where the Center for Disease Prevention will be located.

It is an honor to appear today to describe the Center for Disease
Prevention at Columbia Presbyterian Medical Center. In this day
of health care reform as preventative medicine becomes increas-
ingly important for the health of our nation, it is even more impor-
tant that we continue to learn how to detect disease formation,
analyze its nature and intervene to prevent its development at the
earliest biological stages. When fully operational, the Center for
Disease Prevention will provide America with an expanded capabil-
ity for doing that.

Columbia University’s Health Sciences Division is a recognized
leader in the Nation’s biomedical research system. Just this year,
Columbia scientists have made major new discoveries about the
chemical and biological effects of cocaine and were founding mem-
bers of the team that discovered the gene for Huntington’s disease,
a genetic disorder that is always fatal to those who develop it.
These are just two recent examples of research that could lead to
methods for preventing devastating medical conditions.

The Center for Disease Prevention was conceived as part of the
ongoing development of the Audubon Biomedical Science and Tech-
nology Park, which will provide facilities to enable the discoveries
of biomedical science to be translated into newly beneficial forms
of health care. Audubon is important not only for the health ad-
vances it will bring, but also because it is a major urban redevelop-
ment project which will bring new construction, new retail busi-
ness, new jobs and new economic opportunities to a distressed area
of Manhattan that is economically depressed, educationally bur-
dened, and medically underserved. When completed the Audubon
Park will house 2500 new jobs.

Research in the Center for the Disease Prevention will hold
promise for potentially producing new medical treatments,
diagnostics ancf technologies in such areas as infectious diseases,
immune reactions to disease, genetic diseases, and environmental
causes of disease. We know, for instance, that environmental
agents can play a significant role in genetic malformation, which
in turn leads to genetic inbreeding of certain disease capabilities in
individuals.
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In cancer research, to cite an example, one current line of inquiry
at Columbia is investigating the covalent binding of chemical car-
cinogens to cellular DNA, the building block on which genetic re-
production relies. Through such research we may one day under-
stand how carcinogens from the environment outside the body can
affect genetic transmission of the predisposition for cancer from one
generation to the next.

The Center for Disease Prevention has been peer reviewed and
praised for both its scientific and economic importance. In 1990 the
proposed center underwent scientific and technical review by spe-
cial scientific panels appointed by New York State’s Science and
Technology Foundation. Proposals were rated on scientific quality,
potential technological value, and economic significance. Columbia’s
project received the highest rating on all three fronts. The founda-
tion %roposed the project for State funding, which has been com-
mitted.

The State, the City and the university are also financial partners
in the overall development of the Audubon Research Park of which
the Center for Disease Prevention is an integral component. The
total investment to date, including federal support, is more than
$68,000,000 dollars. We have sought the help of all levels of gov-
ernment for the project and will continue to do so. We are happy
to participate in any process for financing scientific facilities that
Congress establishes. We complement the Chairman on his long-
stlanding leadership in addressing the funding needs of scientific fa-
cilities.

We are proud of the center and the Audubon project. In provid-
ing help in many forms, the Governor of New York, the Lieutenant
Governor, the Mayor, our two Senators our Congressional Rep-
resentatives, our State legislators our local members of the City
Council, various leaders of industry, and our own community have
been instrumental in making it happen. The benefit will belong to
the entire nation.

Mr. Chairman, I would like to submit letters of endorsement
from the Governor of the State of New York, Mario Cuomo, the
Mayor of the City of New York, David Dinkins, and various leaders
of industry who support this project.

[The prepared statement of Dr. Polf and letters, plus the pre-
pared statement of Dr. Eaton follow:]
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Statemant on behalf of Columbia University
Dr. William A. Polf
Deputy Vvice President for Nealth Sciences
September 13, 1993
Mr. Chairman, members of the committee:

Ky name is william A. Polf. I am a senior official of

Columbia University, responsible in part for the ongoing

development of scientific facilities, most importantly the
Audubon Biomedical Science and Technology Park where the
Center for Disease Prevention will be located. I have heen
at Colusbia for 13 years, and have been privilegea during
that time to work with representatives of government to find
ways in which Columbia and th: public sector can be partners
for ths public good.

It ie an honor to appear today to describe the center
for Diesase Prevention at Columbia Preebyterian Medical
Center. 1In this day of health care reform, as prevention
aedicine becomee increasingly important for the health of our
nation, it is even more important that we continue to learn
how to detect digease formation, analyse ite nature ana
intervens to prevent its development at the earliest
biological stages. When fully operational, the Center for
Diseass Prevention will provide America with an expanded
capability for doing that.

Columbia Univereity's Health Sciences Division is

already a leader in the nation's biomedical research systen.
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Columbia Presbytarian Medicel Center is the oldest medical
center in the country, with strength ranging from leadership
in basic science to the most advanced clinical care. Just
this yeer, Columbia scientists have made major new
discoveries about the chemical end biological effects of
cocaine, and vare founding members of the team that

discovered the gene for Huntington's disease, a genetic

disorder that is always fatal to those vho develop it. . Thaese
are just two recent examples of research that could lead to
methods for preventing devastating medical conditions.

The Center for Disease Prevention wvas conceived as part
of the ongoing developzment of the Audubon Biomedical Science
and Technolegy Park, which will provide facilities to enable
the discoveries of biomedical ecience to be translated into
newly beneficial forms of health care. Audubon is important
not only for the health advances it will bring, but also
because it is a major urban redevelopment project which will
bring new construction, new rotail business, new jobs, and
nev sconomic opportunities to a distressed area of Msnhattan
that is economically depressed, sducationally burdened, and
medically underserved. When completed, the Audubon Park will
house 2,500 new jobs. Audubon is only one of several
initiatives the medical center is undertaking in partnership
with the city, the state, the federal government, end

community organigzations to address some fundamental problerms
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of Weshington Heighte. For thet reason, the community of
Washington Heights has strongly eabraced it.

Research in the Center for Disease Prevention will hola
pronioi.!or potentially producing new medical treatments,
diagnostice and technologise in such areae as infectious
dieeases, immune reactione to diesase, genetic diseases and
environmental causee of disease. The Center will enhance
croas-dieciplinary ecientific interaction, which ie the most
effective mode for focusing a variety of research
ospabilitise on the ever-eluaive tarqet of dieease formation.
We xnow, for instance, that environmental agenta can play a
eignificant role in genstic malformation, vhich in turn leads
to genetic inbreeding of cartain dissase capabilities in
individuale. In cancer ressarch, to cite an exampls, ons
current line of inquiry at Columbia ie investigating the
zovalent binding of chemical carcinogens to cellular ON2, the
building block on which genetic reproduction relies. Through
esuch research, ve may one day underetand hov carcinogens from
the environment outeide the body can affect genetic
transmiseion of the predispoeition for cancer from one
generation to the next.

The Center has been peer Tevisved and praised for both
ite ecientific and economic importance. In 1990, the
proposed center undervent ecientific and technical review by
special ecientific panele appointed by New York State's

Science and Teohnology Poundation. Propoeals were rated on
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ecientific quality, potential technological valus, and
sconomic signiticance. Columbia‘'s project received the
higheet rating on all three fronte. The Foundation proposed
the project for state funding, which hae been committed.

The etate, the city and the univereity ars also
financial partners in the overall development of the Audubon
Research Park, of whic¢h the Center for Disesase Prevention ie
an integral cosponent. The total inveetment to date, -
including federal support, is more than $68 million. Audubon
will provide a meane for smoothing and, hopafully, shortening
the path from bench to bedsida in medical research.
Patiente-~-people vho need medical cara=-will be the
benaficiariee. Bacause of our location in an area of urban
sconomic distrese, Audubon also offers one new form of
sconomic regeneration for our cities. Scientific advances at
Columbia and Audubon can underlie the development of new
medical tachnologies that can, in turn, lead to new businass
development and biotechnoloegy industry in the city. Area
residents in need of jobs and job training will benefit.
later this month, for instance, the Audubon project will
provide the initial avards of financial assistance in a
spociil program to help community residents training to be
laboratory technologists, training that will enable them to
develop careers in hospitals, laboratories and the

biotechnology induetry. *
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We nave sought the help of all levels of government for
the project, and will continue %o do so. We are happy to
partiocipate in any procees for financing sclentitic
tacilities that Congress establishes. We compliment the
Cchairman on his longstanding leadership in addressing the
funding nesds of scientific facilitiee.

W¢ are proud of the Center and the Audubon project. 1In
providing help in many forms, the Governor, the Lieutenant
Governor, the Mayor, our two Senators, our Congressional
representatives, our State legislators, our local members of
the City council, various leaders of industry, and our own
community have been instrumental in making it happen. The
benefit will belong to the entire nation.
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March 4, 1991

Dear Dr. Pardes:

I am pleased to add my endorsement to the proposal for
Federal funding for a facility at Columbia University to house
disease prevention research. Biomedical research is increasingly
important to the health and well-being of the Nation. Columbia
is a leading world center of biomedical research: and the
establishment of a disease prevention research facility there
would constitute a prudent and worthwhile investment by the
Federal government. People will benefit directly from the new

treatments and therapies that result from tae research in the
facility.

The location of the facility in the Audubon Research
Park across the street from Columbia-Presbyterian Medical Center
will foster the development of interdisciplinary efforts among
scientists and clinicians. As you well know, New York State, in
partnership with Columbia and the City of New York:. has invested
in the development of the Research Park and continues to work

with Columbia on the effort. This major urban development under-
taking will be both a source of life-saving treatments and a much
needed economic boost for an economically-deprived area.

I am pleased to add my endorsement to your efforts.

Sincerelys

Herbert Pardes, M.D.

Vice President for Health Sciences
Dean of the Faculty of Medicine
Columbia University Health Sciences
630 West 168th Street

New York:. New York 10032
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THE City oF NEW YORK
OFFICE OF THE MAYOR
New YORK. N Y. 10007

February 19, 1991

Herbert Pardes, M.D.

Vice President for Health Sciences
Dean of the Faculty of Medicine
Columbia University Health Sciences
630 West 168th Street

New York, NY 10032

Dear Dr. Pardes:

Thank you for sending me the outline of the proposal for a Center for Disease
Prevention at Columbia University. The project as you describe it will have a very
beneficial impact on the effort the City is undertaking with Columbia and the State of
New York to develop the Audubon Research Park.

I share your belief that more effort should be put into disease prevention, both to
reduce the human suffering that disease causes and to lower the costs of treatment. The
Center will advance those efforts and I endorse it enthusiastically.

Sincerely,

David N. Dinkins
MAYOR
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Bristol-Myers Squibb
Pharmaceutical Research Institute

PO Box 4000 Puncrton NJ 085434000 609 921 4487

January 25, 1991

Herbert Pardes, M.D.

Vice President and Dean

Columbia University Health Sciences
630 West 168th Street

New York, NY 10032

Dear Herb,

Thank you for sending me the proposal for the Center for Disease Prevention. |
find it an exciting venture that will address a significant unmet need. Unfortunately it
had been the tradition of medical schools to focus on treatment rather than prevention
and | am most pleased that you are in the process of rectifying a significant deficiency
in both research and teaching.

The research will undoubtedly lead to discoveries which Bristol-Myers Squibb. as
well as other companies, will find potentially valuable in developing new

pharmaceuticals.  The Center will enhance the attractiveness of the averall
development of the Audubon Research Park. ! am pleased to add my endorsement.

Sincerely,

e

Edgar Habei, M.D.
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AMERICAN HoME ProDUCTS CORPORATION
G853 THIRD AVENUE
NEW YORK, N Y 10017 1085
2121 878 5008

JOHN R STAFFORD
CHAIRMAN OF THEZ BOARD
AXD CRIZF EXECUTIVE OFFICER

February 1, 1991

Herbert Pardes, M.D.
Vice President and Dean
Columbia University
Health Sciences Division
630 West 168th Street
New York, NY 10032

Dear Herb:

I was pleased to learn of Columbia University’s $1 million
planning grant for a new Center for Disease Prevention. Based on
my review of the program outline you were kind enough to share
with me, I offer my wholehearted endorsement of this project.

In particular, the four areas of regearch focus you contem-
plate for the Center are quite appropriate, given their potential
to offer long-term cost and quality-of-life benefits. Such
efforts are essential in dealing with the related issues of
access, cost and quality of health care.

Moreover, the Center represents a critical link in Columbia
University’s commitment to its community. Such tangible expres-
sions of support must be recognized and supported, as the City
and State of New York seek to attract industry and individuals to
the area and maintain the region’s pre-eminent position in health

care.

The planning grant vou have in hand is an encouracing start,
and I am confident of the University’s success in securing fund-
ing for completion of this facility.

With best wishes,

Sincerely

JRS/ds

BEST COPY AVAILABLE
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Phzer Inc

235 East 42nd Street

New York, NY 10017-5735
Tel 2123733116

William C. Steere, Jr.

President
January 24, 1991 h

Dr. Herbert Pardes

Vice President and Dean
Columbia University
Health Sciences Division
630 West 168th Street
New York, NY 10032

Dear Dr. Pardes:

[ am happy to endorse Columbia's proposal to build a
center for disease prevention research on the site of
the Audubon Research Park.

The idea is very good, and the reconstruction of the
neighborhood surrounding Columbia-Presbyterian will
benefit.

[ think this investment in biomedical research would be
a very wise investment for the federal government to
make at this point, particularly as America must be
increasingly careful to protect key areas of economic
strength. This country is still the world’s leader in
biomedical research, and programs such as the one you
outline - housed in a research facility - will help
protect our position of leadership. As a country, we
simply cannot allow another strategic economic resource
to be lost; we've 1nst too many others. Those of us in
the pharmaceuticat industry understand how important it
is to preserve and expand America’s biomedical research
base. Your proposal deserves support.

Let me know how things proceed.

Sincerely,

7
/2 %/{/xz

HWilliam C. Steere, Jr.

~  BESTCOPY AVAILABLE
14<

Q

ERIC

PAFullToxt Provided by ERIC




Q

ERIC

PAFullToxt Provided by ERIC

SANDSX PRARMA \TH
CH.-4002 BASLE/SWITZERAND

O s e Dr. Herbert Pardes, M.D.

vice President for Health Sciences
CECT DiAL 06 326 20 85 and Dean of the Faculty of Medicine
FAXQet 324 10 72 Collego of Physicians and Surgeons
Columbia University
630 West 168th Street

New York, N.¥. 10032 /USA

January 29, 1991

Dear Herb:

We understand Columbia's need for new science facilities for
rasearch in disease prevention and are happy to support your
efforts. The need for the research is clear. Many benefits to
the health of the nation and the world will undoubtedly
result from the science conducted in the new facilities, and
throughout the Health Sciences Center of Columbia.

Wo are, as you know, entering a new era of discovery in the
understanding of the nature and causes of many diseases. The
science being conducted at Columbia is opening new doors for
the development of innovative treatments and pharmacouticals.
The new facilities you propose will be a key component of the
ongoing effort. You are quite right to be pressing for their
construction now.

Sincerely,

W Ll

Max Link
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Warrer-Lambern Company Joseph D. Williams
201 Tabor Road Chairman anc

Morns Plaing, NJ 07950 Chie! Executive Othcer
201 540-3404

7 r

January 28, 1991

Dr. Herbert Pardes

Vice President for Health Sciences
Columbia University

College of Physicians and Surgeons
630 West 168th Street

New York, NY 10032

Dear Herb:

The outline of the proposed Center for Disease
Prevention looks exciting. It will be a major step
forward in research, and in the development of the
Audubon Research Park. I have no doubt that our
scientists here will find work interesting and
valuable.

We know at Warner-Lambert that disease prevention
research will be increasingly important in coming
years. Columbia is wise to be putting an emphasis
in this area. The health of people in New York
City and throughout the country and the world will
benefit. I am happy to add my endorsement to your
effort and will k=2 happy to help you with the
proposal as it moves forward.

Sincerely,

PAFullToxt Provided by ERIC
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Written Testimony of
Dr. Harvill C. Eaton

Vice Chancellor
Office of Research and Economic Development
. Louisiana State University
Baton Rouge, Louisiana

For the Record of a Hearing on
Academic Earmarks, Part 0

Committee on Science, Space, and Technology

U.S. House of Representatives
2318 Rayburm House Office Building
Washington, DC
September 15, 1993
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Information Concerning the DOE-Funded Project: Construction
of a Building to House the
Center for Coastal, Energy, and Environmental Resources
Louisiang State University

Mr. Brown and Committee members, I appreciate the opportunity to submit written
testimony. Because of the expense, | am unable to testify in person, but hope that this
written response to your questions is adequate. Should you require additional information
or clarification, I will promptly respond in writing.

Need for the Project

The cconomy and culture of Louisiana are based on the abundant renewable and non-
renewable resources present in the state, especially in the southern or coastal portion, an
area that is undergoing the most rapid rate of land loss in the United States. The wetlands
and state coastal waters of Louisiana have been a principal supplier of oil and gas resources
to the nation and the Louisiana OCS has produced more than 90% of oil and gas derived
from the U.S. offshore arca. These same habitats yield fisheries, fur, and waterfowl
resources that rank among the top three states. Research that fosters a continuation of the
production of needed domestic energy supplies without compromising the integrity of the
critical living resources and coastal ecosystems is a high priority for both Louisiana and the
nation.

Louisiana State University (LSU) has developed widely recognized research expertise in
the fields of fisheries, coastal ecology, wetland biogeochemistry, coastal processes, energy
resources, environmental aspects of resource development, habitat reconstruction, and waste
disposal. The application of this research expertise to resource management conflicts, habitat
modification resulting from global change and man’s activities, and to planning for
sustainable development of our resources is of critical importance.

The Center for Coastal, Energy, and Environmental Resources (CCEER) at LSU contains
the 12 research institutes and staff of 250 that have contributed more to the understanding
of the critical resources and environmental systems in the central Gulf of Mexico than any
other university-based program. Through its graduate programs, CCEER has also produced
many of the scientists that work in the government agencies and industries that operate in
the Gulf area. With a state appropriated budget of nearly $5 million and federal and other
outside funds in place exceeding $25 million, the success and stature of the CCEER
rescarch program are nationally and interna~ - 1ily prominent.

The laboratories, offices, classrooms, and shops that support the research carried out by
CCEER are inadequate for the work ahead. The facilities are three to five decades old,
scattered about the campus, and are not suited for meeting the growing needs of the research
programs necessary to gain a sufficient understanding of the complex resources and
environmental systems to manage them wisely. The CCEER research and academic
programs require better facilities to support a program at least as productive per dollar
invested as any of the federal laboratories.
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Through its normal capital outlay planning process the university identified the need for a
new building to consolidate and upgrade the CCEER research capabilities as a high priority.
LSU seeks funding for projects of this type from a variety of sources and informs those that
assist in efforts to improve our programs and facilities about our needs. Those included are
the state legislature, foundations, private industry, individual contributors to LSU, and our
congressional delegation.

Project Benefits

The CCEER building will provide modemn research laboratories, support space, offices,
and classrooms for the most comprehensive coordinated research effort in the state, and
perhaps the nation, dealing with the complex interactions of coastal, emergy and
environmenta! renewable and non-renewable resources. It will provide administrative
efficiency by consolidating most CCEER units in one area and improve research output by
providing state-of-the-art facilities suited to expanding program needs.

CCEER is committed to seeing that the results of its research are applied to dealing with
resources and environmental issues important to the people of the state of Louisiana and
the nation. This is accomplished in part by exposing the 160 students in CCEER graduate
degree programs to research results. CCEER gets directly involved in reai-world resources
and environmental management efforts by providing interdisciplinary teams of scientists to
work with environmental management programs such as the Barataria-Terrebonne National
Estuary Program and the extensive coasal restoration program being carried out under the
federal Coastal Wetlands Planning, Protection, and Restoration Act. CCEER is also deeply
involved in energy resources exploration research, energy policy and taxation issues, and
development of innovative hazardous waste treatment and disposal methods. These applied
programs directly benefit the economy, environment, and citizens of the state and are
supported by a sirong basic research effort within CCEER and other LSU units.

The new facility will greatly improve the ability of CCEER and LSU to deliver useful
research products that lead to economic development. New waste treatment and disposal
processes, including oilfield wastes, better fisheries management programs, improved coastal
restoration techniques, and more effective wetland management methods are among the
products that have directly benefitted the cconomy.

DOE Protocol

DOE, in its Chicago Office, has a staff dedicated to rmanaging construction projects funded
by the agency. Procedures and specifications for contracts, building plans, monitoring of
progress, accounting, and inspection are well established and routine. These are being
applied to the CCEER building project.
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HARVILL C. EATON

Dr. Harvill C. Eaton is Vice Chancellor for Research and Economic Development at
Louisiana State University in Baton Rouge, Louisiana. LSU is the largest university in
Louisiana with over 25,000 students. LSU faculty and students are engaged in research in a
broad spectrum of fields, ranging from astrophysics, chemical engineering and geology to
environmental resource development and agriculture. The University annually attracts
approximately $50 million from government and industry to fund new research projects.
Because of its excellence in research, LSU is one of only 70 universities in the USA to carry
the designation Research I by the Carnegie Foundation.

Dr. Eaton is the chief research officer at LSU. His office is responsible for the
administration of the approximately $50 million extramurally furded research budget and over
$15 million in State appropriated funds. Other responsibilities include coordination of the
Legislative agenda for research, all federal Congressional initiatives, faculty consulting activities,
the University’s international program, and technology transfer. The office is also charged with
linking LSU research in partnership with government and industry, stressing the role of the
University in boosting the local and state economy. Eaton is convinced that pro-active, high-
quality research at Louisiana State University directly affects the economy of the state: by
discovery, by educating its citizenry, and by attracting the kind of business development that will
characterize Louisiana for the next century.

Dr. Eaton assumed the research vice chancellorship in 1990. Prior to that he served as
Associate Vice Chancellor for Research, and was in on ground-floor activities in the acquisition
of the University’s $16.7 million supercomputer and the establishment of the $25 million Center
for Advanced Microstructures and Devices. A native of Nashville, Tennessee, he joined LSU
as an assistant professor of engineering in 1976. He served as associate dean in engineering
from 1986 until 1989, when he joined the Office of Research.

Vice Chancellor Eaton has served as a visiting scientist in the physics department at the
Chalmers University of Technology, Goteborg, Sweden, and was a research participant at Oak
Ridge Nationa! Laboratory. He also has served as a technical advisor for the U. S.
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Environmental Protection Agency's superfund technology evaluation programs. He is the author
of over 40 refereed research papers, and is on numerous national and regional panels and
committees.

Dr. Eaton received his bachelor’s and master’s of science degrees in engineering from
Tennessee Technological University in 1970 and 1972, respectively; and received a doctoral
degree in materials science from Vanderbilt University in 1976. He is a member of numerous
professional and scientific societies and fraternities such as Sigma Xi, American Society for
Mechanical Engineers, Field Emission Society, American Ceramic Society, and Theta Tau
National Professional Engincering Fraternity (formerly a national officer).

He is 2 member of mumerous national boards and committees including: institutional
representative to the Universities Research Association (URA), Southeastern Universities
Research Association (SURA), Universities Space Research Association (USRA), Houston
Advanced Researck Center (HARC); member of the HARC Fresident’s Council, SURA
Materials Science Council, Ozk Ridge Associate Universities (ORAU) Chief Research Officers
Counxil, Council on Graduate Education and Research. He has served as a consultant to the
National Science Foundation, the Arkansas Department of Higher Education, the New Jersey
Department of Environmental Quality, the Environmental Protection Agency, and several
corporations.

His participation in local and state civic organizations include: member of the board of
directors for the Baton Rouge Bank, the Louisiana Arts and Sciences Center, Greater Baton
Rouge Leadership Alumni, Inc., the Boy's and Girl's Club, the United Campus Ministry, and
the Louisiana Business and Technology Center; a Trustee of the University United Methodist
Church; Rotary Club; 1991 Class of Leadership Greater Baton Rouge; 1992 Class of Leadership
Louisiana; and a member of the Mystic Krewe of Louisianians (Washington, D.C. Mardi Gras).

July 29, 1992
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The CHAIRMAN. The letters will be made a part of the record, and
we thank you for your testimony.

Let me make a few short questions. Then I'll turn to Mr. Walker.
First of all, each of you has made a convincing case for the high
quality of the work that your institutions are doing and for your
need for support from the Federal Government. Just approxi-
mately, or briefly, tell me, Dr. Polf, does Columbia have an endow-
ment?

Dr. POLF. Yes, they do. .

Th% CHAIRMAN. And approximately how large is that endow-
ment?

Dr. PoLF. It is in excess of $1 billion.

The CHAIRMAN. And Tufts?

Dr. GuTE. Slightly more than $200 million.

Thz CHAIRMAN. Alabama, of course, being a public institution
probably doesn’t have an endowment.

Dr. McCALLUM. Yes, we do. We have an endowment of $102 mil-
lion that’s built up over the last 10 years. -

The CHAIRMAN. Yes. Dr. McCallum, did—is this situation with
regard to the Medical School the first time that you have sought
earmarks for the purpose of facilitating funding of your facilities.

Dr. McCALLUM. We have sought various ways of trying to fund
our facilities, and I would like to enlarge on that, if I might, Mr.
Chairman. We have taken advantage of those opportunities that
have been available to us.

In the past 3 years, as we constructed a cancer facility, we ap-
plied to the National Cancer Institute for monies for a facility for
animals. This was funded in the amount, on a peer review basis,
of $800,000.

The CHAIRMAN. In this case you went directly to the agency with
responsibility for funding such facilities.

Dr. McCALLUM. Right. Wherever there is an agency that has
funds available, we have always sought to obtain money from those
agencies.

You mentioned the National Science Foundation’s Facilities Act
that I think is just excellent. We applied for an enlargement of our
Biology and Chemistry and Mathematics Departments under that
agency. We were awarded, again on a peer review basis, $1 million

" for that facility.

That facility will house a lot of the efforts of assisting minority
programs with historically black institutions to get more people
from those institutions into science and engineering, which is a big
thrust of the National Science Foundation.

Additionally, we also went recently to the National Science Foun-
dation for monies for the renovations of our chemistry laboratories.
Again, this was a peer review application, and I am happy to say
we were successful.

In the case of biomedical research facilities, there was a time
when Congress had monies set aside for that, and we did, in the
sixties and early seventies, compete—and compete very success-
fully—on a peer review basis for those facilities.

We did fund locally 200,000 net square feet of space, of research
space. That was constructed with money borrowed by the univer-
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sity, some of which also came from the private sector that gave us
money to assist in the borrowing of that money.

In the case of the biomedical research facility that I have dis-
cussed, there was no such facility or area that you could go to to
ask for support. It was on this basis that I approached directly the
Alabama delegation. .

At that time there was discussion in Congress about the possibil-
ity of setting aside money for the construction of biomedical re-
search facilities on a peer review basis. I believe that effort, and
I think that had your great support, was not successful.

The CHAIRMAN. Unfortunately.

Dr. McCALLUM. And we wished it had been. And it was on this
basis that we continued to say to our delegation there is a great
need not only at Alabama but in this country for monies to be
made available for the funding of the infrastructure of research
buildings, equipment. :

The United States has become preeminent in the whole area of
biomedical research and biotechnology, and I think it's the one area
we have a great advantage, and I hope that your leadership, the
leadership of this committee and Congress, there will be made
available monies for institutions to come in and compete on a com-
petitive basis for funds to maintain that superiority in biomedical
research which we think is so very, very important and has an im-
pact on agriculture and many other areas, because what we're talk-
ing about is research at the cellular and the molecular level.

The CHAIRMAN. We couldn’t agree with you more, Dr. McCallum.

Now, tell me, and I am going to ask each of i\;ou this question.

You saw the chart up there that shows that the Appropriations
Committee has earmarked close to $800 million in the last year, a
total of two and a half billion in the last 10 years. At the same time
they have not funded the competitive facilities program in either
the NIH or National Science Foundation.

Do you see any indication that there is not enough money avail-
able to fund these competitive programs? Is there—Dr. McCallum,
I want you to say specifically.

In view of the fact that $2 billion—million dollars have been
spent on earmarks, do you see any reason why we couldn’t fund a
$250-million-a-year competitive grant program already authorized?

Dr. McCALLUM. I think—you know, I think that is a decision
that's up to Congress. I would—it would appear there certainly is
some money there.

I would like to make one request, though. That if that money
does become available, and if there can be money for biomedical re-
search infrastructure, that some consideration will be given to ei-
ther a set aside at the National Science Foundation—I am not say-
ing earmarking it, but setting aside monies for certain institutions
that do need help that may not be able to compete with others.

Now, this has been done previously through the EPSCOR pro-
gram, and I think in its wisdom Congress was very appropriate in
doing that. In encouraging projects to develop competitive research,
the National Science Foundation does this.

And I hope that there would be that opportunity for a set-aside
for those institutions that have special needs because I think it is
iraportant. And I do hope that we will have available the money
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that you suggested, and I know you have worked hard for—for this
area,

The CHAIRMAN. All right. Dr. Gute, does this evidence indicate
to you that there is a shortage of money that couldn’t be made
available for an already authorized competitive program?

Dr. GUTE. Given the fact that your question gets to university-
wide concerns, I would like to defer to Dr. Bernstein on this an-
swer.

Dr. BERNSTEIN. Well, I think the issue is correct. The oppor-
tunity to be able to establish nationally-based facility programs is
an area that we all support, it really comes to the issue of the
broad range of projects that are being supported through earmark-

ing.

%‘he Center for Environmental Management is not a facilities
program. It's not a research program only. It is a broad-based pro-
gram involved with education, outreach, involvement with the
broad community, and those programs suffer, have suffered and
may continue to suffer by a lack of opportunities to be able to com-
pete for specific programs within agencies.

But certainly we would support, as I believe most universities
would support, broad-based programs created through Congress.

The CHAIRMAN. Dr. Polf?

Dr. PoLF. Yes, we would concur. That Columbia when categorical
grant programs exist and which we can compete on any basis for
scientific facilities we do so, and are often successful, and would
happily support that. And if Congress decides in its wisdom to es-
tablish that process we’ll be happy to participate.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you. Now, all of you have presented con-
vincing evidence that your institutions are institutions of the high-
est merit, highest quality, outstanding, amongst the top in the
United States, and yet one of the arguments that we hear in sup-
port of earmarking is that this is the way you redress the dis-
advantage that the poor and the deprived and the unsuccessful
have against the rich and the successful like you all represent.

How valid is that argument.

Dr. GuTE. Well, I wish we were that rich and successful. I know
certainly from Tufts’ vantage point the leveraging that activities
like CEM have provided for us have helped us improve the posi-
tion, competitiveness and stature of the institution considerably.
We have Eeen able to continue to be more successful in attracting
industrial support, foundation support, other government support.

So from our viewpoint these enabling kinds of funds that the—
CEM has given the university have been of immeasurable help to
us.

The CHAIRMAN. Well, I am not arguing that money is immeas-
urable help to any institution. I am asking if you are a deprived
institution that can’t successfully compete for these funds, which,
as you well know, are in very short supply.

Dr. GUTE. Well, Tufts is an institution that has a number of op-
fortunities, as you have pointed out, and a number of challenges.

think as you heard from—when made the request for the level of

endowment, Tufts has a $200 million endowment, which is a quite
modest endowment by most standards. We are primarily and very
proud to be known as a teaching university that does research. So
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our research effort is always in support of teaching, and therefore
we don’t have the broad infrastructure and opportunities that larg-
er universities may have.

Dr. McCALLUM. Mr. Chairman, do we think we could compete at
Alabama? Absolutely.

The CHAIRMAN. You know you can.

Dr. McCALLUM. I really do. And we wouid like to have that op-
portunity every time. We do it in our research grants. We feel the
groject that was funded that was written in the bill by Congress,

ad it undergone peer review, would have been very successful.
That is not attempting to be egotistical, but we think that we have
high quality and we think we have shown we're competitive and
will continue to be. _

The CHAIRMAN. Dr. McCallum, what would you have done if you
had not been gifted with one of the most distinguished and influen-
tial Members of Congress as chairman of the subcommittee that al-
locates those funds?

Dr. McCaLLUM. I would have still attempted to try and tell our
delegation of what the needs are of research universities and the
needs for infrastructure and the funding of it and finding a mecha-
nism to do it.

The CHAIRMAN. Dr. McCallum, have you used—retained the serv-
ices of a lobbyist in connection with this?

Dr. McCaLLuM. No.

b Thg CHAIRMAN. Dr. Gute, have you retained the services of a lob-
yist?

Dr. GutE. Yes, we have.

The CHAIRMAN. And would you care to divulge the name of the
lobbyists and the amount of money you pay them?

Dr. GUTE. Yes. We have previously supplied to your committee
a full response with regards to that question. The name of the firm
is Cassidy & Associates, and the details of that, of those payments
are included in question two to the—of the 23 questions that we
submitted to the committee.

The CHAIRMAN. Yes, 1 am aware of that. I just want to know if
you would care to reveal it publicly in the full light of the tele-
vision.

Dr. GUTE. Yes. We reported payments over the period 1984
through 6/30/93 of $3,162,056, Mr. Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. All right. What was the maximum yearly amount
that you paid?

Dr. GUTE. Maximum yearly amount was $357,000, occurring in
'91 and '93.

The CHAIRMAN. Dr. Polf, how about Columbia?

Dr. POLF. Yes, Mr. Chairman. Columbia has a variety of ways of
representing itself in Washington. It has a well-established and
quite professionally conducted office of government relations. It has
a number of ranking university officials, including the president
and members of the board of trustees and people like myself who
are somewhat knowledgeable of government who work actively on
the project.

It is a member of any number of associations who assisted. It
also has counsel who are expert in the ways of Washington. And
yes, we do have counsel on this project.
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The CHAIRMAN. I am going to yield to Mr. Walker for any ques-
tions he may have.

Mr. WALKER. Thank you. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Just to follow through on what the chairman was asking here,
Columbia University also retains Cassidy & Associates?

Dr. POLF. Yes, that'’s right.

Mr. WALKER. And how much are you paying them annually?

Dr. PoLF. We pay—on a monthly basis, we pay a retainer of
$10,000 a month for lobbying services.

Mr. WALKER. Okay. And you are continuing to pay that at the
present time?

Dr. POLF. Yes.

Mr. WALKER. Would that indicate that you are at the present
time seeking earmarks in the Congress?

Dr. PoLF. We have requested additional funds for the upcoming
year, .

Mr. WALKER. In the form of earmarks, you have requested those
of the Appropriations Committee at the?

Dr. POLF. Yes, we have.

Mr. WALKER. Have you ever come to this committee to talk to
this committee about the needs that you have in the scientific re-
search area or any other authorizing committee to talk to them
about the needs that you have so that they could be appropriately
authorized rather than simply earmarked?

Dr. PoLF. No, we have not.

Mr. WALKER. At Tufts, you indicated the highest payment was
$357,000 a year. In 1992 you, in fact, paid $360,000.

Dr. GUTE. I am sorry. My error, Mr. Walker.

Mr. WALKER. And the last payment that we have there indicates
that that was on 6/30/93, which would indicate that you are con-
tinuing your lobbying activities this year. Are you looking for ear-
marked funds this year as well?

Dr. GUTE. We have requested similar funds; yes, sir.

Mr. WALKER. And you have requested those of the Appropria-
tions Committee?

Dr. GUTE. Yes, sir.

Mr. WALKER. And you have not—have you sought money in the
authorizing process? Have you come to this committee or any other
authorizing committee seeking to identify your needs to those com-
mittees?

Dr. GuTE. We would appear before any committee that would
have interest in hearing our requests for such funds. But we have
not to date.

Mr. WALKER. Well, I understand that. But you are actively seek-
ing money in those areas, and what you are telling me is you're ac-
tually seeking it from the appropriators but you have not bothered
to come to the authorization process. Is that—

Dr. GUTE. I would continue to say that we would—we would be
very, we'd welcome the opportunity to appear before the other com-
mittees that you have described. We have not to this date done so.

Mr. WALKER. Well, but do you wait for an invitation from the ap-
propriating committee to show up there?

{Laughter].
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Dr. GUTE. We, again, are engaged in an activity of attempting to
keep a program that we're very proud of viable and ongoing, and
we would appear before any committee that would be’of interest,
have an interest in allowing us to continue this program.

The CHAIRMAN. Would you yield to me?

Mr. WALKER. Sure. I would be happy to yield to the Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. Just elaborating on that. Are you acting in the
way that you are on the advice of your lobbyist?

Dr. GUTE. No, sir. I am testifying in terms of the information as
I know it as interim director of the center.

The CHAIRMAN. What advice does your lobbyist give you?

Dr. GUTE. To appear here promptly, tell the truth, be candid and
as forthcoming as possible.

The CHAIRMAN. Is that worth $30,000 a month?

{Laughter].

Dr. GUTE. Given current inflationary practices, yes, I think it’s—

Dr. PoLF. Mr. Chairman, if I could respond to that question as
well. We seek—we have the same practice of following the advice
of those who are more knowledgeable and expert in these ways.
Among those are counsel, but also the Members of Congress that
we, that represent New York also offer us advice and we tend to
follow theis advice on when and where to appear. And that tends
to determine our behavior.

Dr. GUTE. Mr. Chairman, I might also add that we have at-
tempted to work with our delegation as fully as possible, and again,
and similar to the Columbia response, we also follow the advice of
our delegation.

Mr. WALKER. I'll be happy to yield to the gentlelady for—

Ms. EsH00. Thank you very, very much.

Following up on what my colleague, Mr. Walker, was just—the
points that he was making, can you assure us or the appropriate
federal agencies that any dollars that are used to pay lobbyists are
not federal tax dollars?

Dr. PoLF. Absolutely.

Ms. EsH0O. Can you demoustrate that very clearly?

Dr. PoLF. Yes.

Ms. EsHoo. I would like to add to this that—something that I
am very sensitive about, and that is that our great universities and
colleges in our nation are, I think, really the treasures in the crown
of this country, and I think that we need to be very careful about
always the tone of these discussions.

It seems to me that this is a really convoluted process, and I sa-
lute my, our Chairman for conducting this hearing. I think that,
most frankly, that you are following and participating in a process
where the Congress has designed it, and it’s a system that doesn’t
speak well for itself or anyone that’s in it.

And so some of the questions and the things that have come out
so far in this hearing, really you're moving along and doing what
everybody else does, but it doesn’t mean that what everybody else
dozs and what you do is really okay.

So I am looking forward to repairing this. We have to have a sys-
tem, and I am new in Congress, a system here where we shape pol-
icy and then the dollars are attached to it. It's convoluted. It's on
its head. People are, obviously, running after the scarce dollars and
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the policy lags behind, and that’s not anything that anyone can de-
fend very well.

So I salute our Chairman for holding these hearings. I wanted
to be sure that you could demonstrate that you are not using any
tax dollars to lobby. That’s very important. I mean that’s some-
thing that—and I would like to see how that is demonstrated, and
not just moving around in the margins of the books.

The CHAIRMAN. Mrs. Eshoo wants to remind you it’s illegal also,
so be careful how you keep your books.

{Laughter].

Dr. PoLF. We know, sir.

Ms. EsH00. I would hope that it’s illegal, but, you know, I mean
if we have this kind of process here where everyone scoots off to
the appropriators we don’t get to do any—that they don’t come to
us in terms of authorizing because there isn’t anything in it for
them, it diminishes what we do here.

What are we doing here? Why do we have this Committee? Why
do we spend all the hours trying to come up with policy? So, thank
you very much for yielding.

Mr. WALKER. I want to thank you for your statement.

And the most convoluted part of the process is as the dollars be-
come scarcer the earmarks become more pronounced. I mean that’s
really the convoluted nature of the process. As the dollars become
scarcer the competition and the review of it has in fact become less,
and that I think is a real concern for this Committee as it’s becom-
ing for other committees.

Dr. McCallum, I really hadn’t asked you—are you, and you may
have answered this to the Chairman a moment ago. Are you in the
process of seeking earmarks this year as well?

Dr. McCaLLUM. Not that I know of, to be very honest with you.
I would like to expand on that a little bit. We have had somebody
appear before this coramittee from the University of Alabama at
Birmingham. Dr. Gerald Pohost came before this Committee when
you were considering magnetic resonance imaging, and he’s Profes-
sor and Chair of our Department of Cardiology. And it is used as
a diagnostic tool, and you asked him to appear before this commit-
teei or he requested to testify relative to the value of that tech-
nology.

And we would be happy to appear any time that we can share
any expertise we might have with this committee in their consider-
able responsibilities.

Mr. WALKER. Well, I thank you very much.

Let me go back to those institutions that have indicated that
they are in fact seeking earmarks in fiscal 1994. Can you tell me
the amount of the earmark that Columbia is seeking and also the
amount—then I'll come to Tufts. Can you tell me the amount of the
earmark you’re seeking?

Dr. PoLF. Yes. We're seeking $10 million.

Mr. WALKER. $10 million. From what committee are you seeking
that? From which of the subcommittees?

EII’)Ar PoOLF. From the committee that has jurisdiction over the

Mr. WALKER. Okay. And, so that is in the—in that particular ap-
propriation bill that you are seeking it. Okay.

15¢
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Dr. PoLF. No, sir. I don’t know that it’s in there. I said we are
seeking it.

Mr. WALKER. No, but- I understand. And in the case of Tufts,
what amount are you seeking?

Dr. GUTE. I can speak with only reference to CEM, and we would
be seeking funding in the neighborhood of $3.2 million, which was
the total that we had received last year.

Mr. WALKER. Dr. Bernstein, are you aware of any other monies
that Tufts is seeking?

Dr. BERNSTEIN. There may be within the rest of the university,
but not within my purview.

Mr. WALKER. And which of the Committees are you seeking that
money from?

Dr. GUTE. I believe through the Appropriation Committee re-
sponsible for EPA.

Mr. WALKER. For EPA.

Let me ask each of you a general question. Would you all be com-
fortable with a process that ended up with 100 percent of the
mogey for federal research being done through an earmark proc-
ess

Dr. McCallum?

Dr. McCaLLuM. The answer is no.

Mr. WALKER. Okay. Dr. Gute?

Dr. GUTE. Well, the answer is no for us as well.

Mr. WALKER. Dr. Polf?

Dr. PoLF. I—yes. The answer is obviously no. But I would also
hope that Congress would continue to revise its ways as it finds it
needs to make these appropriate decisions and continue to be gen-
erous in supporting scientific facilities.

Mr. WALKER. Well, then in what way do we sort this out? I
mean, obviously, all of you would be uncomfortable if those of us
who are Members of Congress took it upon ourselves to decide sci-
entific priorities not based upon any evaluation other than the fact
that we cau grab the money from somewhere and put it into some
favorite institution that we might happen to designate.

You know, I can imagine why anybody would be uncomfortable
with that. I'd certainly be uncomfortable with it. I have science pro-
fessors who are rolling over in their graves thinking I am having
anything to all to do with science policy. So the last thing they
need is me determining what the science priorities should be for
spending.

But the fact is that if you're uncomfortable with it as a general
policy that would cover all research, then how would you suggest
that we are to sort through this that decides that there are a hand-
ful or there are 10 percent or 20 percent of the universities that
deserve to get money through this without having an appropriate
scientific evaluation?

Dr. McCallum?

DPr. MCCALLUM. I just am not knowledgeable enough about all of
the intricacies of Congress to tell Congress how they should handle
it. I think that that has to be left with those whom we elect as our
representatives.

Mr. WALKER. But shouldn’t—
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Dr. McCALLUM. We are pleased that you are looking at it. But
I would like to reiterate one point I made previously. That I do
think that there are instances that it’s appropriate to set aside a
certain groﬁortion of money for certain initiatives such as we have
in EPSCOR, for some of our Biomedical Minority Research pro-
grams that I think are very important, the set-asides that are for
certain national initiatives, whether it be the area of AIDS re-
search or women’s initiatives. Again, I still would support that
tholelr,e set-asides would be on a basis of a competitive nature as
well—

Mr. WALKER. And you make a good point, and I thirk that that's
something we struggle with in this committee. I mean we have, in
fact, done a number of those set-asides down through the years. If
you look at NSF and some of the other programs, EPA research,
we have decided, for instance, to do set-asides that will go to small-
er institutions. We have decided to do set asides that would go to
instrumentation, or for schools that specialize in education rather
than research.

I mean we have heard the testimony about the need to spread
the funding and have attempted in a policy way to address some
of those kinds of concerns only to find out that then the money
from those—maybe this is too harsh a term-—but gets ripped off in
the earmark process, which means that less funding is available for
those policy-directed programs because the money was diverted to
go to earmarks.

And so it ends up being a problem where the policy-driven deci-
sions that we have made to try to address some of those concerns
are in fact undermined by an appropriations process that uses then
some of the money to earmark rather than directs it to where it
is being awarded competitively.

Does that give you concern?

Dr. GUTE. Mr. Walker, there is another thing that might be of-
fered here as well. Dr. McCallum has spoken about the fact that
this type of funding mechanism might be appropriate for certain
types of institutions. It also might be appropriate for certain types
of problems.

am speaking with reference again from my perspective as affili-
ated with CEM, which is inherently a multi-disciplinary activity. It
has been the tradition of many peer-reviewed programs to be very
tightly discipline specific, that do not look with a great deal of favor
on truly multi-disciplinary research.

So what I might urge upon you is the fact that there may be par-
ticular problem areas or content areas appropriate for handling in
this nature.

And again, I would defer to the Congress as the best way to at-
tempt to craft what that response is. I am just pointing out another
area that could be appropriate.

Mr. WALKER. Well, I think you make a valid point, except that
in your multi-disciplinary approach in CEM, if I understand the
answers to the questions that you submitted back to the Commit-
tee, your multi-disciplinary approach is multi-disciplinary so long
as Tufts continues to hold onto the money.

I mean, if I understand, what you say here is that the only peo-
ple that participate in the research grants programs are people
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who are tied to a Tufts’ faculty or staff member as the principal
investigator. That the multi-disciplinary approach never gets be-
yond the doors of Tufts.

Dr. GUTE. The only prescription we have is that the principal in-
vestigator has a Tufts’ affiliation. There are other colleagues at
other universities that programs can work with.

But the other thing to underscore is that multi-disciplinary work
can take—can be undertaken within the confines of a university
such as Tufts admirably well. We have a vet school, a medical
school—all the campuses are involved in these types of research ac-
tivities.

Mr. WALKER. But I would say to you that our experience here is
that when you talk multi-disciplinary that one of the things that
it usually does is means that you utilize the best expertise from the
discipline from around the country. That two multi-disciplinary ap-
proaches are involved not with something which is insular, but
which is very broadly based. X

It appears as though from your answers here that while it may
be multi-disciplines, while there may be a number of disciplined in-
volved within your university, the fact is that as you award outside
grants, those grants are outside only in the sense that there are
some outside participants that can come in. But unless there’s a
Tufts’ person (Firectly tied to it than the awards can’t be made.

Dr. BERNSTEIN. Well, perhaps I can just amplify on that a bit.
The Tufts’ program is broadly based not only in terms of
multidisciplines across science and engineering, but also as to
whether it is research or public policy or education and outreach.

Much of the research goes on within the university particularly
because we are focusing also on educating students. We were inter-
ested in providing opportunities for undergraduates and graduate
students.

However, the other parts of the program, the outreach programs,
the Tufts’ environmental literacy program, a large number of public
policy issues which are carried out by CEM staff at the request of
the EPA are carried out much more broadly than that. We draw
on all the expertise across the country for those.

Mr. WALKER. But the bottom line is that last year you got about
$2 million for research activities and the only people who could
apply for that were Tufts faculty members. Is that correct?

Dr. BERNSTEIN. In conjunction—as long as the Tufts faculty per-
son or staff member is a principal investigator there’s no other re-
siriction. And we do have people from other universities involved.

Dr. PoLF. Mr. Walker, I would say that the—first of all, Colum-
bia would be entirely comfortable with a national peer review proc-
ess for selecting scientific facilities for construction, not unlike the
model for awarding research grants, if Congress decides to do that,
and funding the facilities programs you have referred to certainly
wou}lld be one way to do that, and we would be happy to participate
in that.

I don’t—I think we would do very well in it as well. I don’t think
that would necessarily expand the number of schools that would re-
ceive facility funding because of necessity the facility funding
would be limited even if it incorporated all money that was avail-
able. And when you are building a facility, as we know, we are not



156

talking about research grants, which may be only a few thousand
dollars. We are talking about the need to put together a facility
budget of a substantial amount.

Because of that we uniformly approach facility funding by look-
ing for partnerships among levels of government. All of our projects
include usually both city and State funding, and as a matter of
fact, only recently in the Audubon project any federal funding, as
well as university funds and gift funds that we are actively trying
to raise.

There is not—just using the Audubon project as an example,
these are extremely complex projects. They have many facets to
them. The enter disciplinary nature of the science is just one. It
would be hard, frankly, to create a categorical program that encom-
pass the entire needs of a project like Audubon, and I think that’s
probably true of the other projects as well.

And while I am not saying as a goal that wouldn't be a good
thing, and we would support it, at the same time I do think in
overall policy terms it would be difficult to define. You do have a
difficult problem and you're struggling with it very well.

Mr. WALKER. Well, let me—and the Chairman’s been generous
with the time and 1 will finish up with this. But just on the point
that you have just made, what I have heard here today from each
of you, I mean you're talking about very complex projects that have
a whole variety of aspects to them.

It seems to me that it's pretty much of an ad hoc and almost pre-
carious existence for long-term, complex projects to have to come to
Congress every year and rely upon the good will of some sponsor
in the Appropriations Committee to find a place for an earmark
down in some report in a bill.

I mean—1I guess the first question is, I mean do you feel the pre-
carious nature of that when you have not been locked in by policy
and are instead dependent upon that sponsor getting the job done?

And secondly, how, given the nature of your projects, can you de-
pend upon that? You know, do you have alternative plans? If all
of a sudden the Appropriations Committee doesn’t get the job done
and the report doesn’t contain your language, what’s your alter-
natives for those very important and complex projects?

Dr. PoLF. We try to revise them and adapt them to the financial
realities that face us.

Mr. WALKER. True of Tufts too? .

Dr. GUTE. It’s entirely true. We have found that our ability to co-
operate with EPA throughout the years in terms of ensuring that
our mission at CEM is very coincident with EPA’s overall mission,
hopefully, ensures us of continued funding. But if funding were not
to appear this year it would produce the financial realities as de-
scribed by Columbia.

Mr. WALKER. Dr. McCallum?

Dr. McCALLUM. The same. And I think that evidence of that is
each year as you go in on a renewal for a research grant on a peer
review you may not be funded, and that’s a chance you take.

And you have a commitment to people, and that means you have
to make the necessary adjustment. So that there is that inherent
danger even under a peer review process.
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Mr. WALKER. Sure. Ana it’s one of the reasons, though, why we
would like to get some longer range funding, so that as we imple-
ment policy that we could assure people that they would have a
spending plan for a period of time rather than even having the
peer review cancel them out after a short period of time.
fuPut I thank you very much. Your testimony has been very help-

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you, Mr. Walker.

I am going to have to excuse myself for just a very brief period
of time, and I am going to ask Mr. Fingerhut if he would take the
chair in my absence.

Mr. FINGERHUT. [presiding] Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
ll\gr. Minge, do you have any questions? You were here next, I am
told.

Mr. MINGE. I do not—1I do not have any questions at this time,
Mr. Chairman.

Mr. FINGERHUT. Thank you.

Mr. Becerra?

Mr. BECERRA. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I do have a few ques-
tions.

Actually, before 1 begin with some questions, I do want to say
they—I did want to thank the Chairman for convening this particu-
lar type of hearing. I think it's very important that we do expose
for the public’s consumption what we do with some of our money
here in Congress. Especially those of us who are freshman mem-
bers are very anxious to let the public see more of this.

And I do understand the predicament of those of you who are
here in the panel testifying. You are doing nothing more than play-
ing by the game and the rules of the game as they are set by Con-
gress. So I suspect that those of us who have to raise money to run
for office also sometimes feel somewhat reluctant to have to go out
there and raise dollars in substantial amounts. But that’s a part
of the game right now in Congress, and the only way to get elected
is to have some money to be able to campaign.

So I suspect those of you who are seeking funds find that you can
go out there and seek some earmarked dollars and you do the
same. Not that it is necessarily the best way or the right way to
do things, but it’s out there and I suppose you want to do the best
thing you can for your institution. And I do hope we change the
process.

Let me ask each of you if any of you approached the—you may
have answered this already, but in case you did not—if any of you
approached or your institutions approached the authorizing com-
mittees that have jurisdiction over the types of projects that have
been funded with these earmarked funds, if any of you approached
the authorizing committee as well as the Appropriation Commit-
tees during the process?

Dr. PoLF. No, we did not.

Dr. GuTE. No.

Dr. McCALLUM. Well, we have, but not for the particular bio-
mgdical research facility that was funded that we talked about
today.

Mr. BECERRA. So for this—
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Dr. MCCALLUM. We have presented testimony in the past rel-
ative to the need for facilities to support the research within uni-
versities.

Mr. BECERRA. But, Dr. McCallum, specifically on the issue of the
facility that was funded, you did not?

Dr. McCALLUM. No.

Mr. BECERRA. Did any of you engage in any consultation with the
relevant agency in preparing your university’s proposal for the ear-
marked funds?

Dr. McCALLUM. Our proposal was developed for the biomedical
research facility by the faculty and by—at the University of Ala-
bama at Birmingham and then presented to the delegation.

Mr. BECERRA. And the funding for that facility comes from which
particular agency?

Dr. MCCALLUM. That comes from the Department of Energy.

Mr. BECERRA. And did the faculty within the university engage
in ax}’y consultations with the Department of Energy’s representa-
tives?

Dr. MCCALLUM. Not that I know of, until after the bill was
passed by Congress authorizing the commitment of that money.
Then we worked with the Department of Energy’s Facility Plan-
nilﬁf in carrying out the construction contract.

r. BECERRA. But prior, during the actual preparation of your
proposal and—

Dr. McCALLUM. Not to my knowledge.

Mr. BECERRA. Okay. So there was no consultation with Depart-
ment of Energy as to what would be done through this proposal,
how it would work, how the agency would implement it?

Dr. MCCALLUM. Well, it indicated that there was—the proposal
indicated how that this would be carrying out research of interest
to the Department of Energy.

Mr. BECERRA. No, I am asking—I know the proposal was prob-
ably specific, but I am asking whether or not there was any ccn-
sultation with anyone within the Department of Energy?

Dr. MCCALLUM. Not that I know olta.

Mr. BECERRA. Okay. Same questions.

Dr. GUTE. With regards to that question, we have responded in
some detail to a similar question in written responses in that in
1984 when Tufts received an initial planning grant to begin the ac-
tivities that are now known as the Center for Environmental Man-
agement there was consultation with EPA.

Mr. BECERRA. Let me—Ilet me ask you to stop for just a second,
Dr. Gute. You received a planning grant. Prior to receiving the
planning grant for this particular project did you consult with the
relevant agen’lc‘i?

Dr. GUTE. That extends well prior to my tenure at Tufts. But it
is my understanding that that type of discussion was held.

Mr. BECERRA. Dr. Bernstein, do you happen to know?

Dr. BERNSTEIN. I wasn’t there at the time either, but that's my
understanding also.

Mr. BECERRA. Could you provide the Committee with the exact
response to that, whether in fact it was true? You say it’s your un-

derstanding. I suspect that means it’s your belief but youre not
certain.
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Dr. GUTE. Correct.

Mr. BECERRA. Can you provide the Committee with the informa-
tion on whether or not there was any consultation with the—which
is the relevant agency, by the way?

Dr. GUTE. The Environmental Protection Agency.

Mr. BECERRA. So with EPA, was there any consultation prior to
1984 before the receipt of this planning grant? If you can provide
the response to that to the Committee, I wuuld appreciate that.

Dr. GUTE. Fine. Thank you. We shall do that and enter it into
record What's the length of closing of the record?

Mr. BECERRA. Two weeks.

Dr. GUTE. Two weeks. Thank you.

Mr. BECERRA. Was there any formal consultation, and can you go
into detail on any consultation? You were talking about the plan-
ning process in 1984 and having received some monies.

What type of consultation may have occurred subsequent to the
receipt of that particular planning monies?

Dr. GUTE. Subsequent to the receipt.

Mr. BECERRA. Well, you've mentioned that you were not around
before 1984.

Dr. GUTE. Right.

Mr. BECERRA. So I suspect you can’t talk about what may have
taken place before 1984—

Dr. GUTE. Right. .

Mr. BECERRA. —with the agency

Dr. GUTE. The—

Mr. BECERRA. Unless you want to take a shot at it.

Dr. GuTe. Sure. No. The level of interaction with EPA, 1 think
one way of looking at that would be to review the nine separate
cooperative agreements that again have been executed in terms of
the specific principles that EPA in conjunction with Tufts puts into
that cooperative agreement.

A cooperative agreement allows for there to be certain agency re-
sponsibilities as well as an institution like Tufts, a set of respon-
sibilities, and those through the 9 years of the center’s existence,
the focus of center activities, the focus of center programing has
turned as EPA’s mission has turned. So I think the tenor of those
discussions and negotiations, 1 think one useful record for that is
the amendments to the cooperative agreements that we have con-
cluded on a yearly basis with the Environmental Protection Agen-
cy.
Mr. BECERRA. Who have been the major contact representatives
for EPA with the university?

Dr. GUTE. The project officer for our center is Darwin Wright.

Mr. BECERRA. Can you spell the name?

Dr. GUTE. Darwin Wright—W-R-1-G-H-T.

Mr. BECERRA. And Mr. Wright is still the person that’s the main
contact individual?

Dr. GUTE. Yes.

Mr. BECERRA. Mr. Polf? Dr. Polf?

Dr. PoLF. Yes. The—we did not have—we have not previously,
to my knowledge at least, at the Health Sciences Center, we have
not previously worked with EPA on a project of this sort before this
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yea:l' and did not consult the agency before the appropriation was
made.

In the process of talking with the Appropriations Committee, the
members of our congressional delegation who were interested in
this project did, in fact, review with us the significant ways we felt
that this project would help enhance the mission of EPA, and so
we had that communication. And, of course, we are not privy to
any communication that might have occurred within Congress or
between Congress and agencies.

Since the appropriation was
has b

Officials at the EPA have
ave had bri

have to meet.

So our experience in working with EPA has been that they are
a very solid, professional agency that knows what they’re doing and
are doing a very good job for you.

Mr. BECERRA. And who is their principal contact person that
works for the EPA?

Dr. POLF. At Columbia? There’s actually three of us. One would
be me. The other would be Dr. Sohn, who is the head of our Office
of Grants and Contracts, and Jesus Rivera, who is our Vice Presi-
dent for Facilities.

Mr. BECERRA. And on the EPA side who are the representatives
that you work with?

Dr. PoLF. The name is Mr. Swanhorst.

Mr. BECERRA. Swanhorst?

Dr. POLF. Yes.

Mr. BECERRA. Can you spell that?

Dr. POLF. S-W-A-N-H-O-R-S-T.

Mr. BECERRA. Do you know what his title is?

Dr. PoLF. I can probably find it in my records. I don’t know im-
mediately.

Mr. BECERRA. Is he in the policy area within EPA or is he in the
construction area of EPA? .

Dr. PoLF. I honestly don’t know, sir.

Mr. BECERRA. This is a gentleman you work with closely on your
project?

Dr. PoLF. Well, I have it in my records. Yes.

Mr. BECERRA. Okay. Let me ask the
a question with regard to the agency and its support. I suspect
from the answers that I have received I know the answer, but just
in case,

Did any of you have the agency’s support—EPA, Department of
Energy, NASA in any case—prior to submitting your proposal to
the Congress for earmarked funds?
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And I suspect since Alabama did not consult with the authorizing
committee it probably did not—and it did not consult with the
ag%llll(i:%,s in advance there obviously would be no support in advance.

9

Dr. GUTE. Could you please repeat the question? I am sorry.

Mr. BECERRA. Did you have the agency’s support—EPA, I believe
1 believe you said it was. Right? Did you have the EPA’s support
for your proposal prior to getting or receiving the funds that were
earmarked through Congress?

Dr. GUTE. Approval—

Mr. BECERRA. No. Support.

Dr. GUTE. Or support. Support indicated in what way?

Mr. BECERRA. Well, in anyway did the EPA say to Congress or
members of the appropriating committee, yes, we support the
project for which Tufts seeks earmarked funds?

Dr. GUTE. ] understand—it’'s my understanding that support for
CEM has in some instances appeared in the EPA budget and then
has been excised by OMB. )

Mr. BECERRA. Okay. Can you provide us with that information?

Dr. GUTE. | have no written information to support that.

Mr. BECERRA. So you're speculating at this stage whether or not
there was any type of—

Dr. GUTE. It's my understanding. That is correct.

Mr. BECERRA. And the understanding comes from where?

Dr. GUTE. Really comes from conversations that I have had with
the prior director at CEM.

Mr. BECERRA. And who was that?

Dr. GUTE. Anthony Cortese. C-O-R-T-E-S-E.

Mr. BECERRA. And when did you have those conversations with
Mr. Cortese?

Dr. GUTE. As recently as yesterday in preparing for our testi-
mony here today.

Mr. BECERRA. Okay. Columbia?

Dr. PoLF. No, we did not have prior agreement. I should also say
that Mr. Swanhorst’s title on the application is FSMD in the—in
Engineering, Planning and architecture.

Mr. BE ‘ERRA. So he’s in the construction area.

Dr. PoLF. I guess that’s what that means. Yes.

Mr. BECERRA. Not in the policy area of EPA which decides which
projects it might necessarily fund?

Dr. POLF. No.

Mr. BECERRA. And, Mr. Chairman, if you'll indulge me for just
two more questions. And this is a hypothetical, and I hope you find
your way to answer it.

If the relevant agency, EPA, Department of Energy, NASA,
whichever agency it might be, were to determine that earmarked
projects fall low in its priority within the scope of all its particular
activities, do you believe earmarked projects should be—or do you
believe that the earmarked projects should preempt or in some way
supersede agency-derived priority projects?

Dr. McCallum?

Dr. MCCALLUM. Could you repeat that again for me?

Mr. BECERRA. Sure can. ] sure can.
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If the relevant agency—EPA, NASA, Department of Energy—
were to determine that the earmarked projects, any earmarked
project, falls in low eriority within the scope of all its particular ac-
tivities, do you believe that this particular earmarked project
should greempt or in some way supersede agency-derived priority
projects?

Dr. McCALLUM. I feel that that would be something that should
be determined by the agency under the authority that they are
given by Congress. If they are given that right of peer review for
such projects, for setting the priorities by themselves, then I feel
that we would have to respect that.

Mr. BECERRA. So you generate a second question. Do you believe
Congress should give the agency the priority, or the option to deter-
mine priority?

Dr. MCCALLUM. I am not sure that that is something that I am
in a position to respond to.

Mr. BECERRA. Well—

Dr. McCALLUM. Because I think that—I am not familiar with the
workings and the rules of Congress sufficiently enough relative to
their relationships with agencies and the responsibilities of those
agencies to Congress.

The CHAIRMAN. Would the gentleman yield to me very briefly?

Mr. BECERRA. Yes. Sure.

The CHAIRMAN. Doctor, I have been puzzling over why EPA has
been funding hospital construction, and yours is not the only one.
Could you cite any legislation that gives them the authority to
build hospitals, rather than NIH or Health and Human Services
which are charged with hospital and health matters?

Dr. MCCALLUM. I don’t know that the EPA has funded—

The CHAIRMAN. Department of Energy is what I am—I should
have, if I have misstated myself.

Dr. MCCALLUM. Well, this is a biomedical facility, it is not a hos-
pital, and it is basic research as it relates to the organisms and the
cellular level that are impacted by energy and by chemicals.

The CHAIRMAN. Well, we understand that there is a relationship.
You know, everything is connected to everything else. I asked if
you could cite any specific authority that in their organic legisla-
tion that gives them the right to build hospitals, or to build medical
centers?

Dr. McCALLUM. I don’t know.

The CHAIRMAN. I don't either.

Now, just one other small point that may have already been cov-
ered, but you had originally asked for help in building a human ge-
nome center, and the Department of Energy does have a role in
human genome matters, by Act of Congress.

But you no longer consider this a human genome center. This is
a biomedical center, basically; is that correct?

Dr. McCALLUM. Right. There are some areas that do relate to
that human genome project within it because there are genetics in
it. We originally testified before the Committee in 1988. I did not—

The CHAIRMAN. Yes.

Dr. McCALLUM. But Dr. Claude Bennett did. Subsequently, we
elected not to move forward for requesting funds for the funding of
a human genome project or facility.
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The CHAIRMAN. The way I understand that, and it's not to dero-
Eate the significance or the importance or the priority of what you

ave done, but the esoini: is you originally asked for money to do
one thing, 1you ended up doing something at least slightly or per-
haps largely different and there was no congressional review of
that, was there?

Dr. McCaLLuM. Well, we did make the request and this was
written into a bill, if I remember correctly, by the Congress, was
signed off by Congress and the President, and it was—

e CHAIRMAN. All earmarks are signed off on by the president
and approved by Congress. Whether we like them or not, that’s
what happens.

Now, one final question—and I beg the indulgence of my col-
leagues—what are you going to do when you no longer have the
chairman of that subcommittee?

Dr. McCaLLUM. We're going to continue to compete at a national
level for support of our research facilities and our research endeav-
ors.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you.

Mr. BECERRA. If I can return then to the question with regard
your particular opinion, and you mentioned that you would leave
it up to Congress whether or not there should be any latitude with-
in the agency to decide which projects are priority projects and
whether or not earmarked funds should be allocated if in fact the
project for those earmarked funds happens to be low on the agen-
cy’s priority. And you mentioned you would rather leave that to
Congress.

I would ask you just again to give me your own particular opin-
jon, given that you are familiar with the process, at least to the de-
gree that you have sought and received funds from Congress
through earmarked dollars and you do participate through your ef-
forts with the agency in some of its activities.

And I would ask you to give me your own opinion whether or not
it’s something that we necessarily can im%lement with here given
our procedures, but your own opinion on whether or not the agency
should be allowed the latitude by Congress to allocate it’s dollars
based on what it believes should be its priorities.

Dr. McCALLUM. I support the area of hopefully permitting the
agencies to have a peer review process as it is in the National In-
stitutes of Health for awardinlgl research funds and facilities, et
cetera, under the constraints that I previously mentioned; that I
hope that there would be certain set-asides for certain special
areas, and I think that that is very important.

Mr. BECERRA. And I get the sense then that what you are saying
is try to provide the agency with enough latitude.

Dr. McCAaLLUM. Right.

Mr. BECERRA. Thank you. The same preliminary question.

Dr. GuTE. Well, I can speak to the issue of the Center for Envi-
ronmental Management. We would, frankly, be disappointed that
after a number of years of working very closely with the EPA and
in a cooperative agreement where the goals are set conjointly and
they have significant oversight that they would decide then that

this program is no longer of high importance in terms of their pri-
orities.
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Mr. BECERRA. So let me stop you there because as I believe you
responded EPA was not necessarily familiar with the guts of this
particular project that was funded at Tufts and is now perhaps im-
plementins on its side the program as a result of the earmarked
dollars and the requirements through Congress.

But my question, and I'll repeat it to you, is if in this case EPA
were to determine that the earmarked project, your project, fell low
in its priority within the scope of all its activities, do you believe
that your particular project should preempt or supersede any agen-
cy-derived priority pro{;e:ts?

Dr. GUTE. Well, perhaps, if I can just continue I think I will ad-
dress that.

Mr. BECERRA. If you could answer the question that I posed—

Dr. GUTE. Sure. Absolutely.

Mr. BECERRA. —and then, of course, you can continue on.

Dr. GUTE. I'll be glad to because I think we have—you raise the
issue of how this program be in 1984 which we are—which is
somewhat different than the fact that each year we provide a new
proposal to the EPA which is established on ‘its merits, working co-
operatively with EPA. So each year then, a decision is made wheth-
er we should go forward. And if, indeed—and those are programs
which are developed relative to the EPA’s changing mission.

So, and if indeed they felt that this program no longer meets
their mission, as I said, we will be disappointed but we would ac-
cegg their judgment.

r. BECERRA. Dr. Bernstein, let me then change the scenario.
Let’s not talk about your particular project. Let’s talk in general
terms then.

Again, if the agency had a menu of projects before it, some of
those being earmarked projects, some of those being agency-derived
projects, and it decided that the earmarked projects were at a low
priority level within the agency’s purview or determination of ne-
cessity, do you believe the agency should be required te .und ear-
marked projects?

Dr. BERNSTEIN. Again, the agencies that I am familiar with and
in fact have been involved with as—on their outside advisory com-
mittee, agencies request a broad variety of information about try-
ing to set agendas in research, development, teaching, and the like,
and from that devise a policy, which I am sure they work in close
contact with Congress and others. If, indeed, there are activities
which do not fall under that mandate, I think it’s within the agen-
cy’s prerogative to help make that decision. .

Mr. BECERRA. Okay. Dr. Polf?

Dr. PoLF. My sense, obviously—EPA is the granti agency, and
if it was decided by EPA that they weren’t going to fund a project
that was within their legal responsibility and their right to do that,
it wouldn’t seem to mé there would be a lot that we could do about
it. ,

Mr. BECERRA. Well, let’s assume that the project is within its
purview, legally or otherwise, but the difference is it wasn’t agency-
derived, it was foisted upon it by Congress.

Dr. PoLF. My sense is, and it's just my sense of the way our sys-
tem of govemment operates, that a clear and unambiguous state-
ment of legislative intent by Congress it is very difficult for an
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agency to not accede to, particularly if that statement of legislative
intent is a spending priority that Congress which controls our
budgeting and appropriating process in this country has said it
would like to see done.

It seems to me that within the tradition and the legal structure
of congressional oversight of government, and particularly of agen-
cy operations, that clearly an unambiguous statement by Congress
that it wishes a project to be done would be very hard for an agen-
cy to say that other priorities should remain not withstanding.

1 would like, if I may, just to pursue the question that Chairman
Brown asked a little bit about the agencies involved in these. I
don’t know the authorizing general statute for the Department of
Environmental Protection well enough, but it would seem to me
logical that within its congressionally derived authorization that
environmental effects on the health of individuals would in fact be
a major concern that it would have as an agency. And so that in
terms of intent, the Congress gave EPA in setting it up then in op-
eration, it would seem to me that a project like ours, for example,
would be a logical—have a logical connection to the mission of the
agency.

1 would also say that again going to the complexity of disease re-
search, the complexity of science and the complexity of these big
p;ojects, there are many other agencies I could say the same thing
about.

Mr. BECERRA. And, Dr. Polf, I don’t think any of us are nec-
essarily questioning the merits of the projects. I think we're just
trying to find out the process.

So if I can just summarize—] know I have to stop. It seems that
your answer is very similar to Dr. McCallum’s original answer, and
that is that the prerogative is that of Congress.

Should then Congress also provide the agency with the preroga-
tive of saying that if in fact this is a low priority the agency should
decide which projects to fund?

Dr. PoLr. If Congress gives—and again I, just looking at the ap-
propriations process, depending on how clear and in what form the
direction is given to the agency, if Congress gave that discretionary
authority to the agencies it would be difficult for anybody to object
to that it would seem to me,.

Mr. BECERRA. Thank all of you for your answers. And thank you,
Chairman, for the indulgence of time.

Mr. FINGERHUT. I suspect the next time the chairman turns over
the gavel it will be to someone who wields a heavier gavel.

Mrs. Morella?

Mrs. MORELLA. Thank you.

In the interest of time, I'll be mercifully brief. But I would like
to nominate Congressman Becerra to be the Inspector General for
this committee on academic earmarking.

[Laughter].

_ Mrs. MORELLA. He did a splendid job with names and question-
ing.

But as somebody who has helped to send our nine kids through
universities, who taught at a university, whose husband is general
counsel of a university—one of the children went to Tufts—I care
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about higher education and the integrity of research. I give you
that as a backdrop.

However, I also share the concerns that I have heard expressed
by this committee in terms of this whole problem of academic ear-
marking. I think I hear that you do, too.

First of all, you begin to wonder when you look at lists whether
or not Cassidy & Associates and some of these other firms might
well be giving grants. Maybe they should be in the grants-giving
business themselves to universities.

But I am curious about the genesis of this. How does it come
about? Do you go to a lobbyist who goes to you and says, “Gee. You
really need to have representation in Congress. “ Do you then say,
“Yes, we really could use this for an environmental project, bio-
medical project. What can you do for us?”

Is that how it starts? How do you know about this process? Do
they suggest? Do you suggest? Could you give me a little insight
into the genesis of the request that is made to delegations or to in-
dividuals on the Appropriations Committee to get this going? Any
one of you.

Dr. GUTE. Well, the relationship that Tufts has predates my com-
ing to the university, so I can only speculate. I know the—as most
organizations, we make use of a wide variety of professional con-
sultation whether it's legal, real estate, and whether it is also how
one—how can one understand better the Washington environment
and the local environment.

Tufts does not maintain an office in Washington as many univer-
sities do. We are not part of some of the larger consortia of re-
search universities which are also represented, and I suspect, and
again this is well before I came to the university, is that there was
an opportunity to be able to gain some expertise about looking for
establishing worthwhile projects and establishing a proper means
for being able to work with the congressional delegation and with
Congress in general.

Mrs. MORELLA. Would any of the rest of you? Dr. McCallum,
would you like to comment?

Dr. McCALLUM. Yes. As I indicated earlier, that this request
came directly from the university to the delegation. We do not use
a firm to represent us in Washington, and lobbyists. We have an
individual that is in the office of the president, Mr. Bill Croker,
that handles our governmental relationships and deals with a lot
of issues as they relate to Washington. But we do not

directly.

These projects come out of the faculty and locking at our strate-
gic plan in the university, and then we tcok this directly to our
congressional delegation.

Mrs. MORELLA. And then they suggested a particular route for it.

Was it brought to them because you thought it linked up to the
Federal Government, or you just went to them for help?

Dr. McCaLLUM. We went to them for help. And we have been en-
couraging them for years to, hopefully, set money up for research
facilities and the research infrastructure to continue to support
this, and I hope that will be forthcoming.

-
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Mrs. MORELLA. I wonder if any of you have looked to going
through it without the academic earmarking process, going by—you
know, forgetting authorization and going right to appropriators?

Have you thought about doing it through, for instance, CRADAs?

As the discussion went on, it appeared to me that you do link up
with federal agencies in som2 of these projects, and perhaps with
the private sector in terms of other companies that might fulfill it.
Thinking of now the human genome, et cetera.

Have any of you done that or have you felt that this was an easi-
er route?

The benefit of a CRADA, although it maybe harder to get, and
you can’t do it through an appropriator who is going to add it, tuck
it into the budget, is that you may have the kind of continuity that
Mr. Walker questioned earlier, which I think is so shortchanging
the Armerican taxpayer because your resources, the frustrations
that occur because you may have it just for one year. So it seems
to me that route has many benefits to it in the long range aspect
of a project that’s willing.

Dr. PoLF. We do seek those funds, and I would say that the proc-
ess that we go through at Columbia is that we don’t seek support
from public sources, meaning from either the city, State or Federal
Government, for projects that don’t in our judgment have a clear
public purFose that is somewhat larger than our generalized public
purpose of being an institution of education and research. There
are many projects that go on at the university that we don’t make
that judgment about, so as a result we don’t seek public funding
for them.

We always determine what projects we think are worthy of pub-
lic support and we would not go to our elected officials for support
unless we had a very convincing case to make with them, nor
would they listen to us, for why there are very important public
purposes being served in what we’re requesting. So that’s the pro-
cedure that we follow.

Mrs. MORELLA. Would any of the rest of you like to comment on
the CRADA route? Of course, we all think that there are so many
projects that we think are absolutely worthwhile and in the public
interest. And they are to a degree. A matter of priorities.

Would you like to comment, Dr. Gute?

Dr. GUTE. I am personally unfamiliar with the funding mecha-
nism you’re describing.

Mrs. MORELLA. It’s the Cooperative Research and Development
Act, which means, you know, working in concert, together, for a
project that has an ultimate goal, and it seems to me the environ-
mental area, you know, with EPA would be a logical one.

Dr. GUTE. We believe we have Ffmrsued an active partnership
with corporations as part of the CEM program as it's grown since

1984. We have a significant number of corporate affiliate members,
two of which have written letters in support of our activities. That,
interestingly enough, basically underscores some of the educational
initiatives that we have undertaken at CEM in contrast to the re-
search dollars that are also spent.

So I think that we have pursued that in the normal operation of
the Center for Environmental Management. To date, we have
raised somewhere in the order of $2 million in unrestricted funds
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frox:x corporations to aid in the implementation of CEM-related ac-
tivities.

Mrs. MORELLA. Dr. McCallum?

That is not exactly a CRADA, but I understand, working together
with business.

Dr. McCALLUM. We've worked together with business in many
endeavors. We've also worked with private foundations in certain
initiatives—the Civitan, the Cystic Fibrosis Foundation—in the
construction of facilities in support of research, so that we do have
those t{ﬁe of initiatives underway and we are taking full advan-
tage of them

rs. MORELLA. I am sure you are. I guess I am talking about a
more formalized kind of approach.

But also, let’s say you get an earmark for a year. Is there any
requirement that you report back to Congress in terms of what you
have achieved during that year? Is there any final reporting done
on that, or is it you're given the grant, it has its own operational
mechanism, internal mechanism. So Congress has given it to you
and that’s it, unless you go back for more funding the next year,
et cetera. Is there any accountability?

Dr. McCALLUM. The facility that we have will be—is occupied by
scientists who will be competing for their research grants on a com-
petitive basis. The proof of the facility will be our ability to attract
the necessary continuing support for those research endeavors that
we do have ongoing.

Mrs. MORELLA. Do you submit back to Congress that this is what
you are doing or this is the progress that has been made?

Dr. McCALLUM. Well, we submit back through the research

grants and applications and renewals that we are comﬁeting on

then. That in a way is proof of the quality of the researc
are doinﬁ.

Mrs. MORELLA. Um-hum. Indirectly.

Dr. Gute?

Dr. GUTE. In general, that oversight role I think is assigned to
the agency that is involved with the program, although we do make
it a practice, even if it is not a particular requirement, to report
back to the committee, as we did this year, in fact, to the sub-
committee at which I had testified about progress on the project
and where we were at that time.

Mrs. MORELLA. Um-hum. So practice and not of a policy.

Dr. GUTE. Right. As part of the terms of our cooperative agree-
ments, we provide quarterly reports to EPA as well as annual re-
ports that inform EPA fully of all activities pursued under the
guise of those cooperative agreements.

Mrs. MORELLA. But in all instances, evidently Congress doesn’t .
ask for any reporting back to them specifically. Right.

I thank you gentlemen for appearing before us and for your testi-
mony, and I hope that you'll feel free to let us know what we can
do to improve this particular process. Thank you.

Thanks, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. FINGERHUT. Thank you, Mrs. Morella.

I believe that, Mr. Bachus, you had no questions of this panel?

er. BAcHUS. I would defer to the committee and to their knowl-
edge.

that we
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Mr. FINGERHUT. Thank you.

We thank the panel and, unless there are further questions, the
panel is dismissed.

The CHAIRMAN. I want to thank Mr, Fingerhut for substituting
for me. This is our way of checking out the freshmen to see if they -
can do a good job, and when I retire I'll decide which one of them
to appoint as chairman after I leave.

[Laughter].

The CHAIRMAN. May I add my thanks to all of you gentlemen.

I don't think—perhaps you know that when a series of ear-
marked projects were presented on the floor of the House for a vote
last November they were rejected by more than 2 to 1. That in-
cluded your project, Dr. McCallum. And the problem is not yours.
Tﬁle problem is our procedures, and we’re going to try and correct
that. .

We feel that we have been deprived of the authority given to au-
thorizing committees under the Rules of the House when this hap-
pens. Likewise, OMB feels that they have been short-circuited and
the President feels that he’s been short-circuited.

When that situation gets too bad, then certain things set in. For
example, we have oversight authority which cannot be infringed by
the Appropriations Committee, and when they take away one part
of our authority we're liable to go back and use the other part of
our authority. That's what we're doing today, and we're likely to do
tha;l v(iary, very vigorously in the future unless this matter is rec-
onciled.

All right. The next panel the witnesses are Mr. Alvin
Pesachowitz, and correct me if I did that wrong, who is the Acting
Deputy Assistant Administrator at EPA; Ms. Elizabeth Smedly,
Acting Chief Financial Officer at the Department of Energy, and
the Dr. Robert Brown, Deputy Associate Administrator, Office of
Human Resources.

We appreciate your being here. Your testimony in full will be
made a part of the record, but I see that most of you have been
brief, so you may proceed to present your testimony in any way
that you wish.

STATEMENTS OF ALVIN M. PESACHOWITZ, ACTING DEPUTY
ASSISTANT ADMINISTRATOR FOR FINANCE AND ACQUISI-
TION, ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY, WASHING-
TON, D.C.; ELIZABETH E. SMEDLEY, ACTING CHIEF FINAN-
CIAL OFFICER, DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY, WASHINGTON,
D.C.; DR. ROBERT W. BROWN, DEPUTY ASSOCIATE ADMINIS-
TRATOR, OFFICE OF HUMAN RESOURCES EDUCATION, NA-
TIONAL AERONAUTICS AND SPACE ADMINISTRATION, WASH-
INGTON, D.C.

Mr. PEsacHOWITZ. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. Tell me how to pronounce your name.

Mr. PESACHOWITZ. Sure. It's “pe-sock-oh-wits.” Alvin
Pesachowitz.
The CHAIRMAN., Why can’t you have a simple name like Brown?
[Laughter].
Mr. PESACHOWITZ. Just good heritage,
The CHAIRMAN., Just good luck.
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Mr. PESACHOWITZ. Along with your good heritage.

The CHAIRMAN. All right.

Mr. PEsACHOWITZ. | am pleased to appear today before the Com-
mittee representing EPA at this hearing. I have brought with me
a few folks I'd just like to mention in case there are specific ques-
tions that I am unable to answer. I brought with me today Clar-
ence Mahan, the Director of our Office of Research Program Man-
agement, and Darwin Wright, who was mentioned earlier, who is
the Director of our center programs at EPA that deals with centers’
research.

As you're already indicated, my full testimony, I would hope,
would be entered in the record.

The CHAIRMAN. It will.

Mr. PESACHOWITZ. I would just like to summarize that testimony
a little bit. In general, EPA would prefer that our budget not in-
clude congressional earmarks. We would rather rely on the normal
budget and grant processes to establish our work priorities.

The agency abides by the intent of Congress and provides funds
to specific projects as directed. Specific earmarks do not go through
agency review or competitive application process.

Earmarks preclude projects from going through the internal
agency review process as well as the competitive application proc-
ess. During the formulation of the budget the agency determines
those programs that best complements its missicin. It is our view
that the best science is obtained through fair and open competition
for scarce environmental resources.

Most academic earmarks are found in EPA’s Research and Devel-
opment account. The second largest number are found in our
Abatement, Control and Compliance account. I believe in 1993
there were 12 earmarks in the R&D account which were academic,
totaling $14.3 million. There were 9 earmarks in our Abatement,
Control and Compliance account, totaling $8.7 million.

Eighty-three percent of the R&D academic earmarks were funded
through a grant mechanism, and 75 percent of our Abatement,
Control and Compliance academic earmarks were funded through
a grant mechanism. In the recent past, we have been forced to fund
congressional earmarks at the expense of some of our higher prior-
ity base programs.

EPA tracks our earmarks through our Integrated Financial Man-
agement System, and this system allows us to track obligations of
funds and ensures that earmarks are used for the purposes for
which they were intended. The funds that the Agency receives for
academic earmarks require the same review as our base program
dollars. In the Office of Research and Development, this consists of
peer review, or peer reviews all grants and cooperative agreements
at the proposal stage. Work directed by earmarks is often of a
lower immediate priority than our base work, but most earmarks
are projects that the Agency would have funded some time in the
future or if greater funds were available to the Agency.

In order to ensure that earmarked projects meet the scientific
agenda of the Agency, we work with the grant recipients to refine
their proposals as well as their end products.
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In conclusion, I would like to thank f'ou once again for the oppor-
tunity to testify today. At this time I would just ask Mr. Mahan
if he would like to make any statement? Thank you.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Pesachowitz follows:]
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TESTIMONY OF
ALVIN M. PESACHOWITZ
ACTING DEPUTY ASSISTANT ADMINISTRATOR
FOR FNANCE AND ACQUISITION
U.S. ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
BEFORE THE
COMMITTEE ON SCIENCE, SPACE, AND TECHNOLOGY
U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
September 15, 1993
-

Good morning, Mr. Chairman and Members of the Committee. | am Alvin M.
Pesachowitz, Actiné Deputy Assistant Administrator for Finance and Acquisition,
United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA). | am accompanied today by
Clarence Mahan, Director of the Office of Research Program Management, in the

Office of Research and Development at EPA. | am pleased to be here today to

testify on behalf of Administrator Browner on the subject of academic earmarks.

AGENCY POSITION ON CONGRESSIONAL EARMARK

Mr. Chairman, let me begin by stating a general EPA policy regarding
Congressional earmarks. We would prefer that our budget not include
Congressional earmarks, and instead, rely on the normat budget and grant
processes to establish the priority of our work. The President’s Budget, submitted
annually, proposes budgetary resources for those areas the Agency has identified,
through careful evaluation, as high priority. The earmarking of specific projects
precludes them from being a part of the internal Agency review process, as well as
the competitive application process. [t is our view that the best science is
obtained by fair and open cc;mpetition for the limited environmental R&D resources

available.




PAFullToxt Provided by ERIC

N EPA’ NGR! IONAL EARMARK

1 would like to focus on the two EPA accounts, Research and Development
(R&D) and Abatement. Control and Compliance (AC&C), which historically have
the largest number of academic earmarks. In FY 1993, Congress directed that we
fund twenty-six {26) add-ons, totaling $22 million, in the R&D account. Of these
add-ons, twelve {12) were for academic earmarks totaling $14.3 million. In the
AC&C account, Congress directed the Agency to fund eighty-seven (87} add-ons,
totaling $100 million. Of these add-ons, nine (9) went to academic institutions,

totaling $8.7 million. In the R&D account, eighty-three {83} percent of the

academic earmarks were funded through a grant vehicle, while seventy-five {75}

percent of the AC&C academic earmarks were funded through a grant vehicle.

The Agency has no choice but to implement these directives, though,
frequently at a cost to our base programs and also to competitively obtained
science. In recent years, Congress has not fully funded the earmarks. This resuits
in reductions to the Agency's base research, enforcement, abatement and other
programs. In addition, the areas increased by earmarks are held harmless from the
general reductions necessary to pay for them. Therefore, the Agency’s base
programs take a greater proportional share of the general reductions.
ALLOCATION AND TRACKING OF EARMARKED FUNDS

The Agency tracks Congressional earmarks through its Integrated Financial
Management System (IFMS). -We assign to each earmark a discrete code which

specifically distinguishes it from any other add-on in the system and from the base




dollars requested by the President. This allows us to track the obligation of the
funds and ensures that earmarks are used for the purposes for which they were
intended. A specific program office within the Agency is responsible for the
oversight of each earmark and the quality of the final product.

PROGRAM MANAGEMENT - PROGRESS AND QUALITY

The funds that the Agency receives for academic earmarks require the same
reviews as our base ‘program dollars. We go to great lengths to ensure that the
products paid for by earmarked dollars provide useful information that complement
the Agency’s mission and research plans.

Often, the work that is directed by the earmark is of a lower immediate
priority than our base program work, and many times the proposals are modified to
be more responsive to the needs of both parties. The Office of Research and
Development {ORD) uses a peer review process to ensure that the information
provided is useful to the Agency. ORD peer reviews all grants and cooperative
agreements at the proposal stage.

In conclusion, | would like to thank you once again for the opportunity to
testify before you today. At this time, Mr. Mahan and | would be happy to answer

any guestions you may have concerning Congressional earmarks and the EPA.
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The CHAIRMAN. Thank you, Mr. Pesachowitz and Mr. Mahan.

Ms. Smedley?

Ms. SMEDLEY. Thank you Mr. Chairman. I too am pleased to ap-
pear before this committee and have an opportunity to discuss aca-
demic earmarks as they are applied to Department of Energy pro-
grams. M{ testimony is going to mirror what EPA has already
said, so I'll just summarize very briefly.

We have seen an historical trend towards increasinlg( earmarks at
the Department of Energy. In 1993, we have earmarks totaling al-
most $190 million, and that’s more than double what we had in
1990. Over the past 4 years, from 1990 through 1993, we have had
earmarks totaling almost $600 million.

At the same time the two major programs that receive earmarks
are our Basic Energy Sciences program and our Biological and En-
vironmental Research program. These two programs alone over the
last 4 years have received over $380 million worth of earmarks,
and at the same time the amount appropriated for those programs
was $192 million below the President’s request. So we would pre-
fer—far prefer to have projects proposed through our normal budg-
et process, so that we can review priorities and establish them
within our limited resources, propose them to the Congress and
hopefully have them supported.

Just as in the case of the Environmental Protection Agency, once
we do receive an earmark we do attempt to ensure that the funds
are spent properly and are consistent with the intent of Congress.

We do have a procedure. We get a grant proposal from our recipi-
ents of earmarked funds. We review the proposal for consistency
with the intent of the earmark. We monitor construction of con-
struction projects, actually visit the sites, make sure that the
money is being spent, again, as intended by Congress.

I think this concludes my synopsis and I'll be pleased to answer
any questions the Committee may have,

{The prepared statement of Ms. Smedley follows:]




Q

ERIC

PAFulToxt Provided by ERIC

176

STATEMENT OF
ELIZABETH E. SMEDLEY
ACTING CHIEF FINANCIAL DFFICER
BEFORE THE
COMMITTEE ON SCIENCE, SPACE, AND TECHNOLOGY
UNITED STATES HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
AUGUST 3, 1993

Mr. Chairman and members of the Committee, I am pleased to have an opportunity

to appear before this Committee to discuss the tssue of congressional

appropriations directed to specific colleges, universities, and academic
institutions. As you are aware, the Department of Energy receives funding to
conduct mission program activities from both the Energy and Water Development and
Interior and Related Agencies Appropriations Committees. The vast majority of
congressional appropriations directed to academic institutions are typically

financed from the Energy and Water Developmerit Appropriation Act.

Historically, the magnitude of congressional appropriations directed to academic
institutions has increased substantially, more than doubling since FY 1990.
Although these academic earmarks affect a number of Departmental programs and
activities, the majority are identified with the Energy Research programmatic
areas. Academic earmarks typically fall into two broad categories: research and
development, and research facility construction activities. The latter
entails funding facility construction or modifications typically at academic
or research related institutions which are not located on government -owned
property. Facility-related construction earmarks have accounted for

approximately one-half of all academic earmarks specified over the past
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several years.

For several reasons, the Department of Energy is opposed to the current
process of incorporating academic earmarks in appropriations which finance
direct mission activities. First, the majority of these earmarks are neither
requested nor supported by the Administration. As such, these
congressionally-directed activities have not undergone a technical peer review
and/or budget review process to assess their technical merit and relative

priority in relation to other Departmental activities. Many of the facility-

related earmarks are outside the mission of the Department. Although the

Department may derive some benefit from the congressionally-directed research
activities appropriated, the benefits are 1imited since these research
activities do not always contribute to the highest quality research related to

Departmental program activities.

Second, inclusion of academic earmarks in Departmental legislation can
adversely affect mission program activities. Specifically, academic earmarks
are sometimes directed in the legislative process without providing a
commensurate increase in funding. This practice necessitates reducing and/or
realigning ongoing mission program activities to accommodate unfunded
requirements within existing funding levels. Moreover, this financial burden
fs compounded by other general or program specific reductions applied to

Departmental programs and activities during the appropriations process.

Finally, academic earmarks related to facility construction activities present

unique legal, technical, and administrative problems to the Department in

2
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managing and overseeing construction activities on non-government -owned
property. The institution, rather than the Department, has the long-term
interest in maintaining, modifying, and utilizing the facility as dictated by
its mission needs and requirements. Thus, the Department cannot effectively

manage or be responsible for these facilities on a long-term basis without

substaﬁtia] inherent conflicts. Accordingly, the Department vests title for

these facilities with the recipient institutions as soon as practical

following the receipt of congressional concurrence.

The Administration has in the past proposed for rescission or deferral
academic earmarks which were neither requested in the budget nor subjected to
critical peer review and assessment. Historically, these rescission/deferral

proposals have rarely been adopted by the committees.

Notwithstanding the Department’s general views and cancerns related to
academic earmarks, 1 would like to assure you that the Department takes very
seriously its responsibility in ensuring that earmarks are administered and

expeditiously implemented.

Administration of congressional academic earmarks within the Departwent is a
collaborative effort among my organization, Program Officials, and other
appropriate personnel both at Headquarters and in the field. Academic
earmarks are identified in appropriation acts as well as from amplifying
guidance contained in the accompanying House, Senate and Conference Reports.
As guidance is received from the comsittees, it is formally transmitted to all

program organizations for assessment. Based on this guidance, program
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organizations determine the proper allocation of resources to the appropriate
Headquarters and/or field elements for implementation. Funds are subsequently
allotted to a particular Departmental Element for implementation.

Program organizations have lead responsibility for administering and
overseeing these program activities. At Headquarters, oversight and control
activities are accomplished by monitoring the status of program implementation
through: the accounting and financial management systems and the performance
of periodic programmatic and financtal reviews. For construction earmarks,
contained in appropriation language, each project is identified in the

financial plan as a discrete item and is tracked and reported at that level.

In the Operations Offices, the Department administers the facility
construction projects beginning with orientation meetings with the recipient
institutions to discuss project scope, the grant process, and the recipients’
responsibilities to manage the project to completion. Throughout the project
Yife, the Operation Offices monitor the project activities and progress'
through reviews of the facility cesign documents, monthly financial reports,
quarterly project progress reports and regular on-site construction progress
meetings to review and discuss budgets, schedules, and/or issues. In the
event that unfareseen conditions are encountered during program execution
which result in substantive changes to these special congressional interest
items, the Department’s formal veprogramming procedures require that cognizant
committees be notified prior to impiementing changes. We believe the controls
and procedures outlined here are effective and responsive to the need to carry

out program activities in accord with congressional guidance.

4
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Nr. Chairman, this concludes my formal statement. I would be pleased to

answer questions on this testimony from the Committee.
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ELIZABETH E. SMEDLEY

Elizabeth E. Smedley was appointed Controller for the U.S.
Department of Energy (DOE) on September 6, 1985 and named Acting
Chief Financial Officer (CFO) when the Department established a CFO
organization in August 1991. As Acting Chief Financial Officer,
she is responsible for the Department's budget and accounting
operations which total over £20 billion in resources annually, as
well as for deavelopment of financial policy and for establishment
of a compliance review program which ensures that proper financial
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The CHAIRMAN. Thank you very much, Ms. Smedley.
Dr. Brown?
Dr. BROWN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and distinguished mem-
bers of the committee. I appreciate the opportunity to discuss the
academic earmarks that NASA is involved with.

NASA has a long history of successfully involving and developing
the capacity of colleges and universities around the country
through a competitively based system. This system ensures that
high quality, responsive researc Cproposals are selected to help
meet our mission at the agency. Consequently, as my colleagues
here at the table have indicated, we do not solicit or encourage con-
gressional academic earmarks.

However, when Congress, through appropriation language or
conference and committee reports, directs §A§A to fund specific in-
stitutions by name or program, we strive to meet the intent of con-
gressional direction while at the same time we strive to be wise
stewards of the taxpayers’ money.

We issue, for example, broad agency announcements and re-
quests for proposals to fund research that is expected to benefit our
mission at NASA. These solicitations are advertised in the Com-
merce Business Daily and widely distributed. Research proposals
are then submitted to the agency and evaluated, often by external
peer raview committees.

Selection of projects are based on predetermined criteria. Unso-
licited proposals are submitted to the agency at the initiative of the
proposer and then reviewed either by our internal technical staff
or, as I indicated earlier, by an external review committee to deter-
mine whether that research responds to an existing NASA need.

As our activities have expanded over the years, we have in-
creased and diversified the involvement of the academic commu-
nity. We now involve academic institutions in every State, the Dis-
trict of Columbia and the Territories. We endeavor to include small
institutions as well as large.

We try to support research both at—in the established disciplines
as well as innovative research which may be very much in the em-
bryonic stage of development. We have established a program to
build the capability of colleges and universities to compete for
NASA research dollars. This is done through efforts to build the re-
search infrastructure as well as the expertise of the researchers.

Three examples come to mind. One is our Space Grant College
and Fellowship Program. Another is our Historically Black Colleges
and University Research Centers. And yet another is our Other Mi-
nority University Program which involves institutions with sub-
stantial Hispanic enroliments.

We recently announced the Experimental Program to Stimulate
Competitive Research commonly known as EPSCOR, which is a
new program to augment our outreach efforts as directed by the
FY93 NASA Authorization Act. It is modeled after the National
Science Foundation’s EPSCOR program, and our program is di-
rected to the 19 EPSCOR States to enhance their research and de-
velopment capabilities and to bring about greater diversity in the
partic?&ation of the NASA mission.

In 93 our funding to higher education institutes will total
nearly $725 million. This funding supports a wide range of activi-
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ties, including research related to NASA’s programs, faculty and
student support, infrastructure development and facility support,
university faculty or the leadership pool for conducting scientific in-
vestigations that utilize the data returned from NASA missions.

When we receive a congressionally directed academic earmark
we ask the designated institution to submit a proposal which must
include a description of the project, a schedule and a detailed re-
port. To the extent possible, we work with those institutions to tai-
lor the proposal to benefit NASA objectives as well as those of the
institution.

After the proposal is received it is evaluated by the appropriate
technical staff and a milestone plan to review progress on the
project is established. In cases involving construction of facilities,
a schedule is established the same as for our NASA facility. This
schedule includes the design and construction reviews at agreed
points of time.

Funding is released consistent with the project milestones and
the project is tracked through the NASA accounting system the
same as with all other NASA research proposals.

So in concluding, Mr. Chairman, as indicated in the beginning of
my remarks, we prefer that our research priorities be established
and implemented through the normal budget process and grant
process, which is a competitively based system.

The academic community remains in a central element in realiz-
ing our mission, and we have implemented programs to competi-
tively expand the network of academic institutions involved. Imple-
mentation of congressionally directed earmarks may occur at the
expense of ongoing merit reviewed priorities. Whenever this hap-
pens, however, we make every effort to be, as I indicated earlier,
wise stewards of the taxpayers’ dollars.

Those conclude my remarks, Mr. Chairman, I'd be glad to re-
spond to any comments or questions.

[The prepared statement of Dr. Brown follows:]
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Statement of

Dr. Robert W. Brown
Deputy Associate Administrator
Office of Human Resources and Education

before the

Committee on Science, Space and Technology
House of Representatives

Mr. Chairman, and distinguished Members of the Committee:

Thank you for this opportunity to discuss NASA's involvement with “"academic
earmarks."

NASA and the Academic Community

Before tumning to earmarks, I would first like to explain NASA's approach for
involving the academic community in the Agency’s programs. NASA has a long
history of successful involvement in developing the research capabilities of this
nation’s university community through a competitive-based system, which ensures
that high quality responsive research proposals are selected to meet NAS4's needs.

Since the early days of NASA, we have involved universities and the private sector
in the exciting mission of the Agency. As our activities have expanded, we have
increased and diversified the involvement of the academic community. We now
involve academic institutions in every state, district and territory. We have
endeavored to include small institutions as well as large, and to support research
in established disciplines as well as innovative research which may be in its
embryonic stage of development.

We have established programs to build the capabilities of colleges and universities
to compete for NASA research dollars. This is done through efforts to build the
research infrastructure as well as the expertise of the researchers. Through the
Space Grant College and Fellowship program, Historically Black College and
University (HBCU) Research Centers and the Other Minority Universities
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programs, we have made a special effort to focus on developing the capabilities of
institutions not traditionally involved in research and development activities.

We are in the process of establishing a program, the Experimental Program to
Stimulate Competitive Research (EPSCoR), to augment these efforts, as directed by
the FY 1993 NASA Authorization Act. It will be modeled after the National
Science Foundation’s EPSCoR program, and will be directed to specific states to
enhance their research and development capabilities and bring a greater diversity
of participation to the NASA mission.

In FY 1993, our funding to higher education institutions will total nearly $725
million. This funding supports a wide diversity of activities, including research
activities related to NASA programs, faculty support, student support, and
infrastructure development and facility support. University faculty members are

the leadership pool for conducting scientific investigations that utilize the data
returned from NASA missions.

Congressional Earmarks

NASA does not solicit or encourage Congressional "earmarks.” We would prefer
that our priorities be established through the normal budget and grant processes.
However, when funding is directed to a specific institution, either by name or
program, we strive to meet the intent of Congressional direction while being wise
stewards of taxpayers’ dollars.

We require the designated institution to submit a propos-!, which must include a
description of the project, a schedule and a detailed budget. To the extent
possible, we work with the recipients of the funds to tailor the proposal to benefit
NASA objectives as well as their own. After the proposal is received by NASA it
is evaluated by the appropriate technical staff, and a milestone plan to review
progress on the project is established. In cases which involve construction of
facilities, a schedule is established, just like for a NASA facility, which provides for
design and construction reviews at agreed points of ime. Funding is released
consistent with program milestones, and tracked through the NASA accounting
system like all other NASA research proposals.
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Conclusion

NASA would prefer that our research priorities be established through the normal
budgetary process. Implementation of Congressional directives may occur at the
expense of ongoing, merit reviewed priorities.

The academic community remains an essential element in realizing NASA's
mission and we have implemented programs to competitively expand the network
of academic institutions involved. We have developed an excellent relationship
with these institutions and feel that the nation receives maximum benefit from
their competitive involvement in the civilian space program.
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The CHAIRMAN. Thank you very much, Dr. Brown.

Let me first recognize Mr. Fingerhut as a reward for his out-
standing services as temporary chair.

Mr. FINGERZUT. Mr. Chairman, I appreciate it, but I am here to
listen and to learn, and listen to your questions and answers.

The CHAIRMAN. Very good answer.

Mr. FINGERHUT. Thank you. How am I doing?

[Laughter.]

The CHAIRMAN. Mrs. Morella?

Mrs. MORELLA. He’s pretty good. I think I am going to let him
be the chair pro tem when you’re gone since it counts—the other
side of the aisle.

It just seems to me from the nice succinct statements that you've
made and what we’'ve read that what you are saying is that ear-
marking does not really help the integrity and the objectives of the
agencies, whether it’s DOE or NASA or EPA, and really your solu-
tion, and this is the question—is your solution that we should just
not allow any earmark, academic earmarking, or translated in an-
other way, that there should be also any appropriations without
the accompanying or preceding authorizations?

Mr. PESACHOWITZ. Sure. I think I agree wholeheartedly with that
statement. I think that this year’s HUD and VA appropriations bill
used a precept that there would be no appropriations without au-
thorization that has resulted in a significant reduction of a number
of add-ons, at least through this stage of the process, in the EPA
appropriations bill, and the Administrator is on record with the
committee as saying that she would prefer as few earmarks as pos-
sible in the EPA bill, particularly ifp they’re not funded earmarks,
which then causes the problem of us having to take those funds out
of other agency priorities.

Mrs. MORELLA. Would you like to comment on it, Ms. Smedley?

Ms. SMEDLEY. Yes. Clearly we would like to receive an annual
authorization as well as our appropriation bill, and we would like
to work with the Congress to try to make sure that those are con-
sistent and that we are working in support of what all of our com-
mittees would like us to do.

Mrs. MORELLA. Do we not give you adequate encouragement to
do such before the committees, to let your views be known during
the process? I mean should we do more with allowing you the op-
pfgr;un?ity to state, restate, point out your priorities and remind us
of this?

Ms. SMEDLEY. I think that you do an excellent job. I know our
Secretary normally appears to explain our budget and our prior-
ities, appears before a number of authorizing committees as well as
our appropriations committees and then various of our program of-
ficers also appear before you to present our priorities and our budg-
et request.

Staff, we work very well with your staff and my office, and I feel
like we have quite an excellent opportunity to provide you with in-
formation on what we like to see in our budget.

The CHAIRMAN. Would the gentlelady yield just briefly?

Mrs. MORELLA. Yes, indeed.

The CHAIRMAN. I think the problem here which we're dancing
around is that we do not have authorization for the civilian re-
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search eud development activities of the Department of Energy,
only the military contained in the defense authorization bill. We
seem to be strikingly lacking in our capability to convince the Sen-
ate that we ought to have an authorization bill.

Mrs. MORELLA. Um-hum. Good point.

Dr. Brown?

Dr. BROWN. My views are consistent with those of my colleagues,
Congresswoman. We prefer to have requirements that are set out
in the authorization and the appropriation which enables us to
plan and to saticipate and to try to carry out an orderly program,
so that we're: in support of that view.

Mrs. MORELLA. You all heard your agencies being alluded to and
specifically cited in the last panel. Would you like an opportunity
to respond to anything that was said in terms of correcting the
record or any comments that you may have? I am just giving you
an opportunity for it.

Mr. PESACHOWITZ. I would just like to ask Clarence Mahan to
speak to a few of the issues.

Mrs. MORELLA. Excellent.

Mr. MAHAN. To my knowledge, we have never supported—no one
in the Research and Development Office has supported any item
that has been a congressional add-on either before or during the
process of that. We have an ethic of developing the budget and
then supporting the President’s budget through that process.

I would say, however, that the work that Tufts has done is gen-
erally viewed as excellent work and that they did not approach
EPA before the initial grant, I assure you also, because that was
put in when Mr. Bolland was the Chairman of the Committee, Ap-
propriations Committee, and it went in even over his objections, I
understand.

But they have done excellent work, and Mr. Wright oversees all
of our centers grants when we get these specific earmarks particu-
larly, and he has done an excellent job in doing; that.

So whereas we don’t solicit them, once we get them we try to do
the best we can in making sure that the taxpayers gets the best
results for their dollars.

Mrs. MORELLA. Ms. Smedley, do you want to make any com-
ments? '

Il?/is. é?:MEDLEY. No. I really had no issue with the testimony that
eard.

Mrs. MORELLA. And Dr. Brown?

Dr. BROWN. I really didn’t have an issue. Those universities are
not ones that are associated with our earmarks per se. I do make
the observation, as the Chairman has made, that when we do get
the earmarks we do work with those institutions to try to make
sure that it's a quality product and that it comports witi: our re-
quirements even though it’s not something that ve planned for or
anticipated. But we do try to make it a quality effort.

Mrs. MORELLA. I guess you feel you have an obligation to do the
best with what you have been told to do. Right.

Well, thank you. Thank you very much for testifying and for the
succinctness of the testimony.

Thanks, Mr. Chairman.
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The CHAIRMAN. All of Jrou customarily honor the earmarks in-

cluded both in the bill and in the language of the conference report;
is that correct?

Mr. PesacHOowiTZ. Correct.

Ms. SMEDLEY. Correct.

Dr. BROWN. Yes. ‘

The CHAIRMAN. And would you explain briefly why it is that you
honor the earmarks contained in a conference report although it
does not have the effect of law? Each of you.

Mr. PEsacHOWITZ. Well, I guess I can ‘start. I believe my col-
leagues will bear me out here. That we do it Erimarily because we
view it as the intent of the committee and of Congress, and we like
to keep a good relationship between the executive branch and Con-
gress and this helps maintain that relationship.

We recognize that the report language is not binding in law, and
there have been instances where in the report language we have
only been given a suggestion that we might want to increase fund-
ing for a particular project which many times we decide is not ap-
propriate within our priorities and don't fund.

Baut if the intent is clear, we feel in order to maintain good rela-
tionships with Congress that it is appropriate to follow that intent.
. T};le CHAIRMAN. Does that reflect the views of the other two agen-
cies?

Ms. SMEDLEY. It reflects ours. I'd just like to add one other peint.

From our standpoint, we value receiving guidance in the report
format instead of in statute because of the exibility this gives us
to propose changes if during sur budget execution a problem arises
ang we need to propose to realign some funds. If we have a statu-
tory requirement for every dollar, that means the only way we can
shift any money is to come back to the Congress with a request for
a rescission, a supplemental, some kind of a request which takes
an Act of Congress, signature by the President, and also normally
takes an extended period of time.

We value greatly the reprogramming or informal process where
we can come to you, our authorizing committee, and to our appro-
priating committee and propose to move some monies to do things
differently from the way they were set out in the report, and we
can more quickly implement something that is perhaps an urgently
needed change and (ﬁlring budget execution.

Dr. BROWN. Similar to EPA, Mr. Chairman, we regard the con-
ference report language essentially as representing congressional
intent. We find that sometimes the language is quite specific in the
report. It says “you shall.” There are other times when it may be—
we interpret it as discretionary, and when that opportunity pre-
sents itself well we proceed accordingly.

The CHAIRMAN. Let me ask you a more delicate question. Have
any of you had any experience or your agencies had any experience
with flouting the language of a conference report and enjoyed any
repercussions from that? First, have you ever tried not to do it?
Secondly, if you have, did you suffer any consequences?

Dr. BROWN. I can’t recall any offhand, Mr. Chairman.

Ms. SMEDLEY. I can’t recall either ever having flouted. Normally,

we try to come back with a reprogramming proposal and we try to
negotiate a change—
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The CHAIRMAN. You try to come back with a rescission some-
times but you don’t get very far.

Ms. SMEDLEY. Well, we have tried that a couple times too.

The CHAIRMAN. Okay.

Mr. PEsacHOowITZ. | think I am in the same position as my col-
leagues. We have done reprogrammings and we have had discus-
sions with the Hill about tﬁem when they dealt with an add-on.

The CHAIRMAN. All right. Dr. Brown, you have indicated your
process for soliciting proposals. Did you ever announce a program
for the funding of a planetarium at community colleges?

Dr. BROWN. Announce a program?

The CHAIRMAN. Yes. Invite proposals for such?

Dr. BROWN. No, sir, we did not.

The CHAIRMAN. And yet you funded the Delta Community Col-
lege for a planetarium as an earmark..

Dr. BROWN. Yes. It was in the congressional report.

The CHAIRMAN. That is correct.

So that represented the funding of a program which you had not
established a process to fund and had never funded before. is that
correct?

Dr. BROwWN. I don’t believe so of that particular kind. We do pro-
vide some support to community colleges, but in that particular in-
stance that’s the first of its kinds.

The CHAIRMAN. I got a bunch of them that would like to have
a planetarium. Can I ask them to send you a letter?

With regard to the designation of Wheeling Jesuit College as a
recipient of funds for the classroom of the future, do you have a
program for accepting applications to establish classrooms for the
future?

Dr. BROWN. Not per se, Mr. Chairman. On that particular project
we did not seek that earmark. It came to us by way of legislative
language. It did happen to coraport with an area in our education
program that we were very much concerned about in terms of
classrooms of the future.

In fact, we had received ideas and questions from many edu-
cational institutions around the country to help them define what
a classroom of the future might be. That happened right at the
time that this earmurk came along, and our approach was if we do
have to fund this let’s try to fund this project in a way that it
achieves some of our objectives as well as the proposer.

The CHAIRMAN. Correct. This is not in anyway to be derogatory
about the concept. I think it’s a very important concept, and I hope
that the funding of the concept at Wheeling proves to be of use.

I am just inquiring whether you had a specific program, invited
applications, received them in connection with this.

r. BROWN. No, we did not.

The CHAIRMAN. And is the similar answer with regard to the
Technology Transfer Center which Wheeling College also has. Did
you solicit proposals, requests for proposals, whatever you call
them, to fund a Technology Transfer Center with the particular
characters that exist there?

Dr. BRowN. No, we did not, although technology transfer is a
concept and approach that we feel very strongly about.

The CHAIRMAN. It's a part of your mission. I know that.
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Dr. BROWN. Yes.

The CHAIRMAN. All right. Ms. Smedley, can you cite for me the
specific authorization that the Dg}partment of Energy has to con-
struct hospitals or medical centers?

Ms. SMEDLEY. No, sir, I cannot.

The CHAIRMAN. As far ag you know, there is no such specific au-
thorization?

Ms. SMEDLEY. I know of none.

The CHAIRMAN. And yet you spent quite a few tens of millions,
maybe hundreds of millions of do lars, on that?

Ms. SMEDLEY. Yes, we have.

you a genera) question. If the

e order saying that you should
disregard any earmarks contained in report language would that be
helpful, gnhelpﬁll, desirable, politically risky? How would you des-
ignate it?

Ms. SMEDLEY. First off, let me clearly say if the President were
to issue an executive order, obviously, we would carry it out. I am
reminded—I am a littie bit concerned about what the ramifications
of such an executive order might be, and my mind is foggy—-this
happens as you get older—but I do recall—

'Fge CHAIRMAN. Tell me about it,

Ms. SMEDLEY. —a former OMB Director who issued a pronounce-
ment indicating that agencies were not to follow report language

hat were not included in tﬁe President’s

bill language that said we will follow report langua e letter
and treat it as law. And then, as I recall, both sides backed off and
we continued with the status quo.

Obviously, what we would prefer is to resolve this problem to the
point where we don’t get earmarks but we do it in a cooperative
way with your committee and with our appropriators. That would
be the best of all possible worlds.

The CHAIRMAN, Obviously, it's not desirable to have you caught
in the middle between a fight between different segments of Con-
glll'ess or Congress and the %Vhite House. I, obviously, can concede
that.

Mr. PESACHOWITZ. I would agree 100 percent with Ms. Smedley.
That’s exactly my position. I think that the developing a collegial
relati i xecutive branch, Congress—and all parts

gress, both the authorizing side and the appropriations side,
will lead, hopefully, to a resolution of this issue, an we certainly
su'ggort efforts to reduce earmarkings in our bill.

e CHAIRMAN. You are all aware of the fact that when the
House was presented with an o portunity to vote on about $100
million of these earmarks last Nrc))vember they rejected them over-
whelmingly. You are aware of that?

Ms. SMEDLEY. My bill. Yes,

The CHAIRMAN. It was contained in your appropriations.

8. SMEDLEY. Energy and Water Appropriations Bill. Yes.

The CHAIRMAN. And didnt You marvel at how it magically
reafpeared in the defense bill a week later?

[Laughter],

Ms. SMEDLEY. Yes, we marveled.
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[Lauéhter].

The CHAIRMAN. Protected by a rule.

“ I'll turn to Mr. Walker and see if he has any enlightening ques-
ons.

Mr. WALKER. Thank you. As I came in, you were testifying to the
fact that the reason why you do these earmarks is because you like
to maintain good relationships with the Congress and that that’s
important for the agency, and I understand it and fundamentally
agree.

Do you put the same emphasis on earmarks from authorizing
committees as you do for appropriating committees? If authorizing
committees—if authorizing committees earmark to you, do they get
the same kind of attention? Do you value the relationship with
Congress as much for aathorizing earmarks as you do for appro-
priatinsEearmarks?

Mr. PEsacuowiTz. Well, let me just say that we value very heayv-
ily the authorizing committees of Congress. I would say that in
many instances, obviously, those—if specific things are authorized
that way, if we don’t have funds to carry them out, it becomes par-
ticularly difficult to make those things happen.

Mr. WALKER. So, well—well, is that an answer that all of you
would agree with?

Dr. BROWN. I'd say in NASA we value the wisdom of the author-
ization committee very much. I mean it gives legitimacy to the ef-
fort. It just so happens that the implementation of the authoriza-
tion requires an appropriation, as you well know, and so we have
to deal with what's before us.

But yes, we do value the authorization committee.

Mr. WALKER. Well, but if that is, in fact, your opinion, the fact
is that not all of the money that you get from the appropriating
committees is tied up in earmarks. They try to do it as much as
possible, but it’s not all tied up.

So my question for you is of the monies left, if the authorizing
committees have earmarked that the appropriating committees
haven’t earmarked, do the authorizing committee’s priorities get
the same level of attention?

Mr. MAHAN. Cor:Fressman, EPA has not had an authorization
bill in research and development, so all our money is not tied up
in that sense.

Mr. WALKER. Okay.

Mr. MAHAN. I mean we can’t do anything about. it if we don't
have an authorization—

Mr. WALKER. Okay. Well, if this Committee were to sit down and
in its joint wisdom send you a letter and say these are the projects
we want you to fund? Would your—

Mr. PESACHOWITZ. Lots of luck.

Mr. WALKER. Well, would your relationship with Congress be so
valuable to you at that émint that you would say, “Oh, Oh. You
have got 55 Members of Congress that have jurisdiction in our area

that now want these things done.” At that point does your relation-
ship with Congress figure in, and do you fund those projects as in-
structed by the members of the authorization committee’

Mr. MAHAN. Can I take a stab at it?

Mr. WALKER. Sure.
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Mr. MAHAN. There would be no way we could do it because we
get letters from every Senator and every Member of Congress that
that was what they wanted. We get a lot of them now but we can't
fund them all.

Mr. WALKER. But in all honesty that is precisely what you get
in report language. Because understand none of us on the floor
have any input into that report language whatsoever. So what you
have gotten from the Appropriations Committee is precisely that—
individual members making their demands in the report language
over which the rest of the Congress has absolutely no say.

And what you are saying is that that information to you is so im-
portant, that your relationships with Congress are so important in
that instance that you go ahead and fund them without question
and leave literally hundreds of other Members of Congress without
recourse.

And what I hear you suggesting is that if those other Members
of Congress then were to make a similar request in something
which is akin to a report, to an appropriations report that, then
that would not be regarded as important by your agencies. At that
point your relationship with the Congress are not nearly as impor-
tant. And I am trying to figure out the dichotomy between those
two standards.

Ms. SMEDLEY. Could I offer—I'd like to come back to the point
that I tried to make earlier. We recognize that Congress has the
right to look at the budget and to determine what amounts of
money get appropriated and what programs we conduct. The au-
thorizing committees have a role. The Appropriations Committees
have a role. We have a role to work with you in this process to try
to get to the best result we possibly can.

I think from my standpoint it is vital that we have some process
of direction other than line item appropriations, as I said earlier,
which spells out the exact amount of dollars for each particular
program. Because then as managers we have no flexibility to deal
with the day-to-day realities of managing a program.

If appropriation report language is not the way to get that sense
of Congress other than through line item appropriations, we—you
know, we’re certainly willing and open to considering an alter-
native process.

I would hope that we cou.d come up with a process that would
provide for direction on a consensus basis on behalf of the Congress
so, as Mr. Mahan indicated, we as agencizs are not trying to deal
with individual Members, and very often very valid programs, but
also very often worth far more money than we have available in
our budget.

Mr. WALKER. I understand how line items, if they went down
through it and did by line item each thing it would make it very
difficult to manage. But understand that’s a very cozy relationship
from the standpoint of the appropriators too. Because if they had
to put those line items into each appropriation bill, the fact is that
they would then be eligible to be stricken on the floor, and it would
be far more difficult to get done what they want to get done if they
actually had to specify this much for this university in a bill. Be-
cause then members could go down through and actually offer an

200
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amendment to strike that particular funding and it would not be
buried somewhere in a report which is very difficult to get to.

Because even if we strike the amount of money on the floor that
relates to what the report language says is for some university, the
fact is that when it comes down to you all, as I understand it, the
fact that that mon:i was stricken but because we didn’t have a line
item you may go ahead and fund that anyhow because it’s in the
report.

Ms. SMEDLEY. Can I offer—one of—our recent experience has
been that all bricks and mortar projects that we get through ear-
marking are statutory. For the last 2 years that’s been the case,
and even before that the bulk of them were in bill language.

Out of the 600 million of earmarked funds that I talked about
in my opening remarks, over half, $329 million, were bill language,
statutory items that did, you know, did come up for a vote. Where
we see the report language prevailing is in the non-bricks and mor-
tar, the research, attaching research priorities to our programs.

Mr. WALKER. Understand—what I think I am hearing here is
that if an authorization earmark comes down to you, you feel as
though you can ignore that one because there’s no money connected
with it. But, let me continue. But if there is an approPriation ear-
mark that comes down to you, even though they haven’t put in any
additional dollars, that was automatically honored. Now, I am hav-
ing trouble figuring out what the difference between the two is.

s. SMEDLEY. Our problem is similar to the problem that EPA
cited. We normally do not get an authorization bill for our civilian
research programs. The only authorization that we get on an an-
nual basis regularly is armed services for our defense programs.

Now, we do try to look at their report and compare with the ap-
propriations report and try to work out, if there are dichotomies,
try to work them out. So vie do respect guidance from authorizing
reports and we do try to work with both sides of the House to reach
agreement.

We also—

Mr. WALKER. Well, we did get—for instance, in yours we did
fet—as a part of the new energy bill, we did get some authorizing
anguage in there. In all honesty we have found if appropriators
have tried to move in some cases above what was authorized, in
some cases reduce what was authorized. They have tried to redirect
the priorities in terms of general policy.

And from what I have seen on that, you follow the appropriators’
priorities when the spending comes down, rather than referencing
what the authorizing committees may have done in terms of setting
policy.

I agree with you. We have got a real problem here that we're not
getting an EPA R&D bill done, that we can't get the energy one
done, and sporrdically can’t get the NASA one done. And that is—
and that’s a “roblem, and it's a problem of the way this place is
organized in that over on the Senate side the appropriators and the
authorizes are the same people and they decide they can do more
interesting work as appropriators than they can as authorizers,
and so we find it very difficult to get the policy bills through. So
tha}t; is indeed a problem that you have that is somewhat of our
making.
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On the other hand, when we do get one done we find that the
appropriations process can also ignore it and you tend to follow the
appropriations process.

r. PESACHOWITZ. Congressman, one of the approaches that we
use in this difficult situation is to try to reconcile these differences
in terms of the operating plan that we put together and submit,
which ultimately is approved by the authorization and appropria-
tion committee. But the operating plan becomes the mechanism for
us to try to reconcile the differences to the extent that we can.

Mr. WALKER. Let me ask you this. If you had a specific direction
from this authorizing committee not to fund an appropriated ear-
mark, would that cause you to decide not to funtf that earmark?
If all 55 members of this committee came to you and said we don’t
want that earmark funded, an earmark in our jurisdictional area,
would that cause you not to fund that earmark?

Dr. BROWN. Congressman, I have with me today Mr. Frankle,
our General Counsel, and I'd be glad to have him come to the table
to help and respond to that question.

{Laughter].

Mr. PEsaCcHOWITZ. EPA would wait and see what energy does.

{Laughter].

Ms. SMEDLEY. What we would try to do in such a circumstance
is to go back to our Appropriations Committees and to you and say,
“We have a problem. We have direction from you to do this. We
have direction from our authorizing committee that objects to this.
Can we try to work out a solution so that we’re not at loggerheads
with either one of you”.

Mr. PesacHOWITZ. I think that's exactly what we would do.
Hopefully, it would be resolved so that we would all be happy.

Mr. WALKER. Yes, well—and maybe we could do it in Norway.

But I think you see our kind of dilemma on it too, and I am just
trying to seek some ways here that we can resolve it to both your
satisfaction and ours.

I thank you, Mr. Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. There’s no implication in anything that Mr.
Walker said that the agencies are at fault here. We're looking for
guidance as to how we can Eut our own house in order, basically,
and that's not your responsibility. We wish you could help us with
it, but it’s not your responsibility. We think we can handle it given
the motivation and circumstances that we have today.

I want to express my thanks to all of you for your presence and
your testimony. There are some real signs, as I said in my opening
remarks, that the situation may have peaked and is moving toward
better circumstances. We hope that will continue. We hope that

this hhearing has contributed to that outcome. Thank you very
much.

The committee will be adjourned.

ereupon, at 12:24 p.m., the committee was recessed, to recon-
vene subject to the call of the Chair.]
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APPENDIX

COMMITTEE ON SCIENCE, SPACE, AND TECHNOLOGY
U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20515

OPENING STATEMENT OF THE HONORABLE ROBERT S. WALKER
HEARING ON ACADEMIC EARMARKS
JUNE 16, 1993

Mr. Chairman, | want to take this opportunity to thank you publicly for the work you have
done over the past year to highlight the growing practice of academic earmarking. This is
an issue on which we agree: this practice is detrimental to the integrity of the federal science
funding process.

Earmarking in all areas, not just research, has been a concern of mine for a long time.
The back door method used by the appropriators to fund pet projects in their districts
undermines the legislative and peer review processes, and contributes to the American
public’s disdain for the way the Congress conducts its busiriess. | believe that we have made
progress in recent years in convincing our colleagues on other authorizing committees that
earmarked appropriations undermine their role. | hope that the crusade against earmarks will
be even more successful this year.

! have reviewed some of the written testimony to be presented this morning, and | must
say that | am a fittte amazed at some of the justifications given for earmarking of
appropriations to certain facilities: the projects funded aren't boondoggles; they are vital to
the nation's future; and they aren't taking away from scientific research because they're add-
on spending. Well, even a car that's a lemon can be made to look good in a showroom, but
it doesn’'t mean that there’s a great engine under the hood. The bottom line is that most
earmarked projects are funded the way they are because they wouldn't be able to withstand
close scrutiny.

Again, Mr. Chairman, thank you for scheduling this series of hearings, and | look forward
to working with you to develop solutions to the probtem of academic pork.
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HONORABLE HARRIS FAWELL
OPENING STATEMENT
COMMITTEE ON SCIENCE, SPACE, AND TECHNOLOGY

HEARING
ON
ACADEMIC EARMARKS

June 16, 1993

1 am pleased to join my fellow "Porkbuster,” Chairman Brown, in this, the first of a
series of hearings on academic earmarks. I want to congratulate him for convening these
hearings, and to commend him and the Committee’s Ranking Republican Member, Mr. Walker,
for the strong leadership they have demonstrated on this issue.

Since 1980, the total value of earmarked projects has risen 70-fold. Last September, the
Congressional Research Service (CRS) reported that nearly $2.5 billion was earmarked for 1,470
research projects at 234 academic institutions during the 13-year period, Fiscal Years 1980 -
1992. Approximately half of this amount was appropriated in Fiscal Years 1991 and 1992, and
FY 1992 set a record to date — $708 million for 499 earmarks. This disturbing trend continued
unabated in Fiscal Year 1993, and President Clinton’s plan to redirect as much as $30 billion
in Federal research money from military to civilian projects over the next four years is likely
to continue the scramble for noncompetitive grants in our $75 billion R&D budget.

Supporters of earmarking argue that the merit review process favors "elite” institutions

and that earmarking helps less competitive institutions to become more competitive in the quest
for Federal research funds. However, the CRS report on the FY 1980 - FY 1992 earmarks
refutes this argument: of 37 academic institutions that received $20 million or more in earmarks
during this period, 9 improved their Federal research rank; 8 dropped in rank; one, no change;
and the data for the remaining 19 were inclusive.

Another argument used for earmarking is that it eliminates so-called geographic inequities
from a merit system that has produced an uneven distribution of Federal funds among States and
institutions. However, the CRS found that nearly 30 percent of all earmarked dollars went to
just 5 States, and more than half to just 10 States and to just 10 institutions — an obvious
geographic inequity.

The world-class excellence of our nation’s research system is based upon a merit or
"peer” review system that ensures that scarce resources are directed to the best ideas and the
best minds. As Chairman Brown has noted in other fora, pork-barrel funding and the parochial
political interests from which it springs has the power to subvert and destroy this system.
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Money that is diverted by Congress to fund earmarks comes out of the hide of other
programs which have been peer reviewed, carefully scrutinized, and publicly debated. Asa
result of pork-barreling, mediocre research is funded, while high-quality science is not, and
scarce Federal funds are wasted.

Last September, it appeared that the Committee had made a major breakthrough in the
earmark battle. During the House’s consideration of the FY 1993 Energy and Water
Appropriations Bill Conference Report, we were suddenly confronted by the appearance of $94.8
million for 10 university projects — in the House-passed bill, there was no money for any of
these, and in “he Senate-passed bill, there was only $300,000 to study them. Chairman Brown
led the fight to make these funds subject to competitive merit-review awards to academic
facilities, and his amendment carried by an overwhelming margin of 250 to 104. This victory
proved short-lived, however, for on October 5, these earmarks were restored in an obscure
section of the FY 1993 Defense Appropriations Bill Conference Report during the waning hours
of the 102nd Congress.

That act of supreme arrogance on the part of the appropriators, 1 believe, shocked and
angered all of us. On the positive side, that action has stimulated this series of hearings, and
I hope will lead to a solution which will put a stop to this corrosive and abusive practice once

and for all.
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TESTIXMONY QOF SEN. JAMES M. JEFFORDS
ON ACADEMIC EARMARKS
BEFORE THE COMMITTEE ON SCIENCE, SPACE, AND TECHNOLOGY
JUNE 16, 1993

Mr. Chairman:

Thank you for the opportunity to testify before your committee
today on academic earmarks. I want to commend you for your
attention to this matter. It will undoubtedly continue to be an
uphill fight.

As my colleague is aware, last year I offered an amendment to the
VA-HUD-Independent Agencies Appropriations bill prohibiting EPA
from spending money on any research center that was not
competitively awarded. Unfortunately, this provision did not
survive conference.

This year, when I attempted to obtain more information on
academ.c earmarks, T was shocked to learn that my colleagues on
the Appropriations Comu.ttee were actively trying to suppress
information on academic earmarks. The Congressional Research
Service had issued several studies of academic earmarks. When I
asked for these reports, however, I was told that the
Appropriations Committee had intervened to prevent further
release of these reports. It seems my colleagues don‘t want the
public to know how bad the problem is.

Regardless, I plan to continue my efforts and support the
Chairman’s efforts in the Senate. I hope that the Education
subcommittee in the Senate will also hold hearings on academic
earmarks. All universities are badly in need of financial
assistance. Earmarking funds for a few universities is not
the way to address this problem.

I am also concerned about the message srch pork sends to the
nation. The unfunded environmental mandate debate is a case in
point. How can we tell our cities and towns that we have no
money to help them when we funnel over a billion in research pork
to projects with little merit? Conservatives argue that we
should roll-back protections as their solution to the unfunded
mandate problem., I argue that it is not the mandate, but the
funding that is the problem. Once we’'ve a8llocated our resources
more intelligently, then we can look at roll-backs where needed.
Let’s get rid of supercolliders, star wars, and a myriad of other
unnecessary projects before we tell the American people we cannot
afford to protect them.

I applaud the Chairman for his efforts and look forward to
working with you in this Congress.

BEST COPY AVAILABLE
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COMMITTEE ON SCIENCE, SPACE, AND TECHNOLOGY
U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20515

OPENING STATEMENT OF THE HONORABLE ROBERT S. WALKER (PA)
HEARING ON ACADEMIC EARMARKS
SEPTEMBER 15, 1993

Mr. Chairman, I am pleased to join you this moming at this hearing on an issue which
has been very important t. both of us. Often, the practice of earmarking funds without
appropriate congressional authorization and peer review is bemoaned by Members, the press,
and the scientific community; but, I am not aware that a series of hearings such as the ones
this Committee is sponsoring has been held before. These hearings are an opportunity for
the Science Committee to build a written record on the growing practice of earmarking
federal funds for academic projects.

I have examined both the answers submitted to the Chairman’s preliminary questions,
and the written testimony submitted by the witnesses, and I must say that on paper, at least,
these projects look quite impressive. The statements, however, do not address several issues
which 1 believe go directly to the heart of the debate over the wisdom of funding science
projects in this manner. In all likelihood the projects described by today’s witnesses are
good programs and the facilities being constructed with federal funds will be used to conduct
sound research. I have very serious concems, however, about the public policy implications
of continuing to fund federal scientific research in this baphazard manser, and I will be
interested to hear from the panel about their reasons for seeking these carmarks.

We have, for instance, among the four rather typical cases before us today, a biomedical

facility funded with Department of Encrgy funds, and a facility funded with EPA dollars
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which promises to do some eavironmentally-related research. We hear repeatedly that

federal research and development is under funded. If this is case, then it makes little sense
to reallocate scarce research dollars to construction projects simply by virtue of being located
in a powerful Member’s district. Up uatil i0 or 15 years ago this practice as it pertains to
academic research was virtually unheard of. Now, it’s becoming common practice to fund
projects this way, regardless of its connection to the unlucky agency’s mission. The
Congressional Research Service report prepared for the Committee indicates that the number
of academic projects grew from seven in 1980 to 499 in 1992, in my view an unhealthy
trend.

As 1 s2id earlier, the universities represented here may very be doing good work, but if
these projects are so meritorious, then why do thsir backers seem to shy away from the very
process which rewards excellence? I hope the witnesses before us today will answer this
question. I expect that we will hear that the peer review process simply did not recognize
the worth of their proposais, and were forced to seek other sources of funding.

Chairman Brown and 1 have both been involved in crafting legislative solutions to the
probleza of academic earmarking. Other Members share our concerns; but, earmarking is an
insidious practice which I admit may yet defeat our best efforts to halt it. My hope is that
the academic community will see the harm that politicizing research in this way will cause,
and begin to take steps to impose rigorous standards to police itself.

Again, I look forward to this moming's discussion. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
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THE ”
UNIVERSITY
Arthur K. Smith (F[JTAH

Presidem

August 23, 1993

The Honorable George E. Brown, Jr.

Chairman, Committee on Science, Space,
and Technology

U.S. House of Representatives

Suite 2320 Rayburn House Office Building

Washington, D.C. 20515-6301

Dear Congressman Brown:

Thank you very much for your August 3 letter. 1 now quite understand the
circumstances that led to the eleventh-hour postponement of your Committee’s hearing on
Academic Earmarking, Part 11. I also appreciate your expression of regret regarding the
inconvenience caused us at that time.

Enclosed with this letter is a revised copy of my August 3 statement for your

Committee's hearing. It has been edited for appropriateness as a written, rather than an oral
statement.

Finally, we are excited by the prospect of your visit to the University of Utah campus
and the opportunity to show you first-hand our success in technology transfer and the
commercialization of our faculty members® scientific research. We are working directly with
Michael Quear to determine a mutually convenient time for your visit.

1 look forward to meeting you here in Salt Lake City.

Sincerely,

Arthur K. Smith
1

AKS/Im

Enclosure

cc: Richard K. Koehn, Vice President
for Research

Office of the President

203 Park Rulchng
salt Lake City Utah R4112
(80N 581-5701
FAX (BD]) 38168492
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U.S. House of Representatives

Committee on Science, Space, and Technology

Arthur K. Smith, President
University of Utah
203 Park Building

Salt Lake City, UT 82112

August 3, 1993
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Mr. Chairman, let me begin by saying that I appreciate the

opportunity to testify before your Committee on this very
important topic of academic earmarkings. I think the Committee
is doing important work in this regard. I especially appreciate
Chairman Brown’s long record of distinguished commitment to and
support of the nation’s scientific research community. I am
aware of the enthusiasm in the research community for theses

» hearings, which I believe reflects a recognition that earmarking

affects any national policy for the funding of ascience.

Research is a vitally important part of the mission of the
University of Utah. I know the Coomittee appreciates that we are
one of the most distinguished research universities in the
nation. The most recent statistics from the National Science
Poundation (1991), ranied the University of Utah 38th among more
” than 500 U.S. universities in total federal research
expenditures. This rank represents more than $100 million of
federal reseurch sponsorship, virtualiy every dollar of which, I
might add, was awarded as a result of the peer review process.

And over the past year 1992-93, the University’s new sponsored

research grant and contract awards totaled more than $142

million, an increase of 12.5 p‘rccnt from the previous year.

We believe that our outstanding success in competing for
federal research dollars derives from our distinguished faculty,
the infrastructural research support that the University is able

to give that faculty, and the economic value that the Utah
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community is able to derive from the University’s basic research

activities,

I had the pleasurs of reading the record of this Committee’s

hearing on June 16, 1993. You heard testimony that there is only

a "perceived" connection between university research and economic
growth, that while many believe this connection is vital to our
nation’s economic prosperity, im reality, the connection does not
exist. Let me say emphatically to the contrary, however, that
this connection is not only real and vital to the interests of
the nation, but that the University of Utah has a long and
distinguished record of developing comuercial technologies and
new comparnies from its research efforts. Indeed, this success is
a matter of Congressional Record, which contains a reading of a
New York Times cover story on our successes (copy attached). We
lead the nation, or are among a very select few leading research
institutions, in several measures of technology transfer
per-million-dollars of research effort, including the numbers of
disclosures, patents applied for, patents issued, and license
agreementa. The University of Utah Research Park, established
more than twenty years ago, has housed more than 50 companies
that were formed by our faculty. The Park currently employs more
than 4,000 persons and generates some $300 million in annual
sales. Our faculty and graduates have formed companies that are
leaders of today’s information industry--companies like

WordPerfect, Evans & Sutherland, and Novell.
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The connection between our research efforts and the economic
growth of high technology industries is a fundamental part of the
culture at the University of utah. We take this part of our
miassion very seriously. We hope that other research universities
will emulate our proven formula for success in technology
transfer, and we hope further that this Committee appreciates
that we not only have a distinguished reseaxch record, but that

this record has significantly and positively contributed to the

nation’s economy.

Mr. Chairman, I would not and cannot defend congressional
earmarking. Indeed, I, like most of my academic colleagues,

fully support a competitive peer review process to ensure that

the expenditure of public funds for the support of science and

technology maximizes the likelihood that only the most worthy

projecta are funded.

Let me describe the University of Utah’'s approach to federal
funding. Our objective im simple: It is to overlay the areas of
research excellence at the University with programs or
initiatives in which the federal government has announced an
interest, or for which it has appropriated funds. This can range
from RFPs that agencies routinely insert in the Commerce Daily to
initiatives announced by the President in the State of the Union
Address. 1In ghort, our faculty create research proposals in

rasponse to federal initiatives. University committees and
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administrative officers then review and prioritize faculty

initiatives to ensure quality, compatibility with University

mission, availability of facilities, cost, and so forth.

It is at this point that we may comsunicate with our elected
federal representatives and ask for guidance on how to proceed.
Our congressional delegation, for example, was able to suggest
funding in the Strategic Stockpile for our research on the
replacement by biopolymers of imported metals such as titanium
and chromium in medical devices. We also work directly with
federal agencies as we devslop funding proposals. We understand
that unless there are high-quality research results and a
confluence of missions on the thrust of that research, our
relationship with an agency will be less productive and less

successful for all parties.

Another earmarked project we participate in is SCERP--The
Southwest Center for Environmental Research and Policy. I am
aware of the Chairman’s participation in the Border Caucus.
Years ago, we too were conwincgd that the U.S. and Mexico would
attempt to strengthen trade relations, but that the disparities
in environmental standards would impede our cooperation. SCERP
is a consortium of U.S. universities and Mexican representatives
that was funded after the last revision of the Clean Air Act to

include the creation of a program to prioritize environmoental
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assistance to Mexico. The Committee will find that it has served

the national interest well in meeting chis objective.

Our current project, earmarked funding of an Intermountain
Network and Scientific Computation Center, recognizes a critical
national need, one enunciated by both the Clinton and Bush
Adninistrations: that is, making infoxmation available on the
national computer network to extend the opportunities of

educators, researchers, students, businosses, and the general

citizenry. Today the national network serves primarily a

community of academiciana, but tomorrow it will be critical to
all citizens as we rapidly become electronically connected to one
another. The University of Utah hoasted node number four on the
ARPAnet, the precursor of NSFnet, and currently hoats a node on
the NSFnet backbone. Our state network is part of a regional
network, Westnet, which includ-s Utah, Colorado, New Mexico,
Arizona, Wyoming, and Southern Idaho. The Intermountain Network
and Scientific Computation Center will be critical in network
maintenance and management, but it will also house established
University of Utah research programs in areas of computer
applications, with programs ranging from a host of medical uses
of computers and supercomputers to ultrasound-based imaging
technologies for the Department of Defense. Technologies in
these areas have already been transferred to the General Electric
Corpozation, Techni-scan, Inc., and the Office of Naval Research.

The research is supported by the Central Intelligence Agency, the
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Department of Energy, Sun Computers, DEC, IBM, and many other
federal and corporate organizations. Indeed, our faculty members
whose research programs will be housed in this new facility,
currently receive more than $6.5 million in federal research

support. I have attached material that describes the protocols

by which we work with NASA to ensure the quality of this project

and to monitor its progress.

Mr. Chairman, we are comnmitted to peer review. We share the
Commnittee’s concern that federal support of research must ensure
support of the best science. Why then have we sought and
received funds through congressional earmarking? I can find no
better way to put the point than in the Chairman’s own words of
June 16: “We understand in this Committee the great backlog of
unmet needs for research facilities around the country, and we
have categorized that as being in the 5 to $10 billion level....”
The chairman continues: "....[the Committee has] repeatedly
suggested that we need a program to fund this at some reasonable
level.” Mr. Chairman, I could not agree more. In the absence of
that highly preferred lolution{ we have used an available and
fully legal process to lltilty~l serious need, a need which we
believe is not only our own, but the nation’s--to utilize
research in advanced technologies as an engine for economic
development. The University of Utah has no readily available
alternate source of funding to meet our need for state-of-the-art

research facilities. The federal support we have received
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through academic earxarking has been, and will continue to be put
to the most productive and defensible uses in support of peer

reviewed, federally supported scientific research projects.

I return to an earlier point. The connection I have
described between research and economic growth is both real and
vital. There is hardly a goverxnment in the industrialized world
that is not seeking mechanisms to enhance the flow of
technological innovation from research universities to the
private sector. Our own National Science PFoundation has programs
to this purpose, as do most states, including Utah. There is
keen competition, among nations and among states, for the
resources that enhance rol;arch productivity and thereby
leverage ocononic_growth. Mr. Chairman, as your job is to
develop policy, strategy, and tactics to ensure the strength 65
this nation, so is it mine to do the same for the University of
Utah and for the state of Utah. ZXarmarking is but one way to
compete in this arena, and it is one that the Congress of the
United States has made available to universities such as mine. I

am cbliged to use whatever legitimate means are at my disposal

for this purpose. But I would also welcome the establishment by

Congress and the Clinton Administratiop of a reascnably well
funded program administered by the National Science Foundation
that would support a much needed revitalization of university

research facilities through peer review. I am also confident

70-128 0 - 94 -~ 8
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that the Univerxsity of Utah would compete very well with other

research universities in such a progranm.

I appreciate the opportunity I have had to describe my views

on academic earmarking to this Committee. Thank you, Mr.

Chairman.
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Mr. Steven M. Sliwa

President

Embry-Riddle Acronautical University
600 S. Clyde Morris Blvd.

Daytona Beach, FL. 32114-3900

Dear Mr. Sliwa:

Thank you for your July 14, 1993 letter regarding the FAA's airway
science program. [ appreciate your views, and ! wanted to take the
opportunity to comment on some of them.

It was very clear from the last election that the American people
expect Congress to change the old ways of doing business. 1 believe it is
imperative that, in order to restors the faith of the American people in
their elected representatives, the Congress shows it can, provide greater
scrutiny over how taxpayer dollars are spent and make spending decisions
based on sound program and budget analysis and not solely on political
clout

While the airway science program may have some worthwhile
individual projects. it is troubling to me that the program as a whole lacks
the support of the Department of Transportation, the Federal Aviation
Administration, and the DOT Office of the Inspector General. Contrary to
your letter, I did not “lose confidence” in the program besed on
recommendations in the IG's May 19, 1993 report. I have had concerns
about this program for several years, particulasly regarding the use of
funds for facility construction. However, the IG's findings were significant:
approximately $104 million has been appropriated to date for the airway
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science program, of which 77 percent was earmarked by the Congress for
specific educational institutions. According to both the FAA and the 1G, the
agency has no need for graduates of the program. Much of the program
funding remains unobligated, some of it earmarked for {nstitutions which
do not even have airway science programs. Some of the funding was
earmarked for construction projects which have little or no bearing on the

FAA’'s mission. With few exceptions, the FAA has not requested funds for
this program.

Furthermore, the program has not received support from the
Congressional authorization committees. The Congressional budget process
assumes that federal programs will be authorized by the Congress before
they arc funded. Legislative committees, such as the House Public Works
and Traasportation Commitiee and the House Science, Space and
Technology Committee, ate expected to provide guidance to the
appropriations process by authorizing such programs based on a
substantive review of programmatic neced. To my F-owledge, the
committees of jurisdiction have never recommended .. authorization for
the airway science program. They have only been authorized in
appropriations acts at the time of appropriation, which is not the way the
process should work. The program should be teviewed by, and authorized
by, the appropriate Congressional committees if further funding is to be
considered.

The airway science program has historically been financed by the
Airport and Airway Trust Fund out of the FAA's Facilitles and Equipment
(F&E) account. According to the Airport and Airway Improvement Act of
1982, F&E funds are to be used “for the purposes of acquiring, establishing,
and improving air navigation facilites”. It is difficult to seec how the
airway science program meets this test, especially if its graduates are not
being hired in a significant way by the FAA. While other federsl agencies
may have established broader goals for their unmiversity’ programs as your

letter suggests, these other agencies are not covered by the same statutory
guidance as the FAA. It soems unfair to me for air travelers paying into
the Alrport and Airway Trust Fund to see those funds diverted to purposes
not directly contributing to the mission of the FAA.
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In conclusion, the airway science program has be¢n funded for many
years, yet has not been sble 10 win the support of the Department of
Transportation, the FAA, the Inspector General, or the Coogressional
authorization committees with jurisdiction over aviation. It is now being
recommended for elimination in the National Performance Review, Absent
such support, and considering the need to reduce federal spending while
aubjecting programs to tigorous benefit-cost analyses, I continue to believe
that the airway science program should not receive federal appropriations.

I appreciate your taking the time to write me on this matter.

Chairman )
Subcommittee on Transportation
and Related Ageacies Appropriations
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Momatown, NJ 07962-1057

September 14, 1993

- -225-8280
Honorable George E. Brown

U.S. House of Representatives

Committee on Science, Space and Technology
Suite 2320 - Rayburn House Office Building
Washington, DC 20515 - 6301

Dear Chairman Brown:
RE: September 15 Hearing

This letter is to communicate our continued strong endorsement of the Tufts
University Environmental Program and the Center for Environmental Management,
which make a very great contribution, not only to the University but to the
public, in terms of environmental education and raising a responsible awareness
as to environmental fssues.

We have participated and been especially supportive of four main programs in the
Tufts environmental effort:

1. The Tufts Corporate Affiliates Program gives industry the opportunity to
come together with Tufts’ administrators and faculty to determine what supportive
role industry can play in the environmental education process and what projects
can be carried out to the mutual benefit of both. The multi-national company
global standards project which Tufts carried out under the Corporate Affiliates
support several years ago is an example of a strong contribution in this area.

2. The Tufts Environmental Literacy Institute (TEL!) has been a landmark
program, and a Presidential Award winner. AlliedSignal is proud to have been the
original supporter of the program with Tufts, as it has raised the environmental
content of education curriculum not only at Tufts but in other Universities in
the U.S. and abroad.

3. The Tufts Environmental Management Institute courses are of great use to
the practitioners. I was a participant in the teaching of one of these extensinn
courses a few years ago. !n international environmental management. [ found the
interaction with ti.c students healthy and productive.

4. The Tallofres Institute programs, in which a number of Al1iedSignal people

have participated over the years, provide a forum for sharing and understanding
of concerns and uncertainties relative to the environment with governmental,
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September 14, 1993
Honorable George E. Brown
September 15 Hearing

Page Two

industry and pubiic advocacy groups. The Talloires conferences have in fact led
to much of our current understanding of global environmental standards and
practices.

These Tufts environmental programs are worthy of continued support and
enthusiastic participation.

Very truly yours,

N0 WX

Jonathan Plaut, Director
Environmental Quality

c: David Gute - Tufts
Edward W. Callahan - !
Kenneth W. Cole -
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% Bristol-Myers Squibb Company

345 P Avenue Mew Yok, NY 101540037 212 5465615

Thomas M Hellman. Ph.0
Ve Peeudont

Envronmental Aflan Septenber 14, 1993
Ocrupaton! Health & Sekty

George E. Brown, Jr.

Chairman

U.s. House of Representatives

Committee on Science, Space, and Technology
Suite 2320, Rayburn House Office Building
Washington, D.C. 20515-8301

Dear Mr. Chairman:

I am writing to you as a charter member of the Tufts University
Center for Environmental Management Environmental Affiliate
Progran. Bristol-Myers Squibb has provided, and continues to
provide, both financial and technical support to the CEM. The
Center, in my view, represents a productive partnership between
Acadenia, Government  Agencies and Industry in identifying;
supporting research, policy development, technology development,

and training in Xey environmental areas. Since 1984, CEM’s
multi-disciplinary programs have addressed pollution prevention,
corporate environmental management, risk communication,

environmental monitoring and the health and ecological effects of
hazardous substances in the environment.

I believe there are a number of important advantages of
collaboration  between research institutions and the private
sector. It helps provide a practical focus to research
investments and an outlet for the use of research results. I
hope you and your staff share these views after you have had an
opportunity to review the Tufts CEM programs.

Very truly yours,

é/m» /vé%@«.—

Thomas M. Hellman

TMH:rlg

ERIC

PAFullToxt Provided by ERIC




TUFTS UNIVERSITY

Center for Environmental Management

October 5, 1993

Honorable George E. Brown

U.S. House of Representatives

Committee on Science. Space, and Technology
Suite 2320, Rayburn House Office Building
Washington, D.C. 20515-6301

Dear Chairman Brown:

During the September 15, 1993 hearing about academic earmarking held by the
Committee on Science. Space and Technology, Representative Becerra requested that
Tufts determine to the extent possible whether or not the university had any contact with
EPA prior to the initia! planning grant that it received in October, 1983 to establish the
Center for Environmental Management.

We do not have any evidence of contact with EPA prior to the initial planning
grant received in October, 1983. However, the planning grant itself initiated an extensive
process that involved EPA on multiple levels in laying out our mission and approach.
That relationship, as I pointed out during the hearing, has been maintained and
enhanced to ensure CEM'’s relevance to EPA’s mission and priorities.

Again, thank you for the opportunity to testify before your committee. Please feel
free to contact me if you have any further questions.

Sincerely,

Ol M Qo

David M. Gute, Ph.D., M.P.H.
Interim Director and Assistant
Professor of Civil and
Environmental Engineering

cc: M. Bernstein

Curtis Hall
4A Boston Avenue

[ ) Medford, Massachusetts 02155

617/627.3486 General Information

6171627-3531 Divasion of Education and Outreach
61/627-3452 Office of Environmenta) Programs
617/627-3084 FAX
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COMMITTEE ON SCIENCE, SPACE,
AND TECHNOLOGY
SUITE 2320 RAVBURN HOUSE OFFICE BUILDING
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. Arthur K. Smith, President
The University of Utah
Salt Lake City, UT 84112

Dear Dr. Smith:

As a part of its ongoing review of academic carmarks, the Committee on Science,
Space, and Techaology will hold a hearing on July 28, 1993 entitled " Academic Farmarks, Part
II* beginning at 9:30 a.m. in 2318 Raybum House Office Building. In order to assist in this

jon Center. You have already provided us with some
information on this project in response o our February 9, 1993 fetter t0 you.

Wemﬂmmhmm,muwmdwmcrmims
about, the following and other related issues:

1. Why your University initially sougit earmarked funds for this project.

2, The benefits of the project to your university’s educational and research
mission, as well as any related benefits such as economic development
and/or technological spin-offs.

The protocol you have developed with the National Aeronautics and Space
AdnﬁmmASA)wmmmmmdmmdnquﬁtyof
carmarked projects.

A

We would request that you timit your oral paieentation to five minutes in order to allow
Members of the Commitiee sufficient time to question you or your designee and the other
witnesses. A copy of your complete written statement will be included in the record.

In order that the Mombers and staff have adequate time to review your testimony before
the hearing, we roquest thet you send 200 copies of your written statement, together with any
malerials (such as copies of viewgraphs) and 60 copies of a short blographical sketch

by 12:00 noon ox Moaday, July 26, 1993 to:

BEST COPY AVAILABLE
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Dr. Anthur X. Smith
July 21, 1993
Page two

Ms. Breods Ali

Committee on Science, Space, & Technology
2320 Raybum House Office Building
Washington, D.C. 20515

Purther information regarding rules governing Committee hearing procedures is attached.
Any questions regarding the hearing may be directed to Michael Quear (202) 225-6917, or FAX:
(202) 225-8280.

Your assistance to the Committee is greatly appreciated.

Sincerely,

GEORGE 2 BROM
Chairman
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Dr. Peter O. Kohler, President
Oregon Health Sciences University
Portland, OR 97201-3098

Dear Dr. Kohler:

As a part of its ongoing review of academic earmarks, the Committee on Science,
Space, and Technology will hold a hearing on July 28, 1993 entitled *Academic Eanmarks, Part
n'beginnin;u9:30;.m.in2318hybumﬂoue0frwe8uﬂdin¢. In order to assist in this
rcview.wemqueathuyouorywrdeﬁgneenpparbdommeCommimemdpmtuﬁmony
on this subject. We are specifically interested in learning more about the Ambulatory Research
and Bducation Building project. You have alresdy provided us with some information on this
project in response to our February 9, 1993 letter to you.

Wemuthuyouaidmwinymmem,mdbepmpuedtomwetqwﬁm
about, the following and other rciated issues:

1. Why your University initially sought earmarked funds for this project.
2. The bencfits of the project to your university’s educational and research

faission, as well a3 any related benefits such as economic development
and/or technological spin-offs.

The protocol you have developed with the Department of Energy (DOE)
to monitor progress and ensure the quality of earmarked projects.

We would request that you limit your oral presentation to five minutes in order to allow
Members of the Committee mfficiont time to question you or your designee and the other
witnesses. A copy of your complete written statement will be included in the record.

In order thet the Members and staff have adequate time to review your testimony before
the hearing, we request that you send 200 copies of your written statement, together with any
supporting materials (such as copies of viewgraphs) and 60 copies of a short biographical sketch
by 12:00 noon on Monday, July 26, 1993 to:

PAFullToxt Provided by ERIC
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Ms. Brenda Ali
Committee o Science, Space, & Technology
2320 Rayburn House Office Building
Washingtoa, D.C. 20515
Further information regarding rules governing Committee hearing procodures is attached.
Any questions regarding the hearing may be directed to Michael Quear (202) 225-6917, or FAX:
(202) 225-8280.

Your assistance to the Committee is greatly appreciated.

Sincerely,

GEORGB ’2 BROWN, JR. :a
Chairman
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Tuly 21, 1993

.Dr. Charles McCallum, President
The University of Alabama at Birmingham
Birmingham, AL 35294-2010

Dear Dr. McCallum:

As 2 part of its ongoing review of academic carmarks, the Committee on Science,
Space, and Technology will hold a hearing on July 28, 1993 entitled * Academic Earmarks, Part
I1* beginning at 9:30 a.m. in 2318 Raybum House Office Building. In order to assist in this
review, we request that you or your designee appear before the Committee and present testimony
on this subject. We are specifically interested in leaming more about the Biomedical Research
Building project. You have already provided us with some information on this project in
response to our February 9, 1993 letter to you.

We request that you address in your statement, and be prepared to answer questions
about, the following and other related issues:

1. Why your University initially sought carmarked funds for this project.

2, The benefits of the project to your university’s educational and research
mission, as well as sny related benefits such as economic development
and/or technological spin-offs.

The protocol you have developed with the Department of Energy (DOE)
to monitor progress and ensure the quality of carmarked projects.

We would request that you limit your oral presentation to five minutes in order to allow
Members of the Committee sufficient time to question you or your designee and the other
witnesses. A copy of your complete written statement will be included in the record.

In order that the Members and staff have adequate time to review your testimony before
the hearing, we request that you send 200 copies of your written statement, together with any
supporting materials (such as copies of viewgraphs) and 60 copies of a short biographical sketch
by 12:00 noon on Monday, July 26, 1993 to:

BEST COPY AVAILABLE
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Dr. Chacles McCallum
July 21, 1993
“Page two

Ms. Brenda Ali

Committee on Science, Space, & Technology
2320 Raybum House Office Building
Washington, D.C. 20515

. Further information regarding rules governing Committee hearing procedures is attached.
Any questions regarding the hearing may be directed to Michael Quear (202) 225-6917, or FAX:
(202) 225-8280.

Your assistance to the Comuaittee is greatly appreciated.

Sinc

GEORGE E.
Chairman

GEB:cf
Attachment
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US. HOUSE OF REFRESENTATIVES

COMMITTEE ON SCIENCE, SPACE,
AND TECHNOLOGY
SUITE 2320 RAYBURN l‘DU!B OFFICE BUILDING

WASHINGTON, DC 205156301
(202) 2256371

July 2€, 1993

Dr. Charles McCallum, President

The University of Alabama at Birmingham
Birminghem, AL 35294-2010

Dear Dr. McCallum:

I am writing with regard to the Committee’s hearing on Academic Eanmarks, Part II
previously scheduled for July 28. University witnesses have requested additional time in order
to preparc for this hearing. Therefore, we have postponed the hearing to begin at 10:00 a.m.,
in room 2318 of the Raybum House Office Building on August 3, 1993,

If you have any questions, please contact Michael Quear (202) 225-6917 or Dan Pearson
(202) 225-4494 of the Committee staff.

Sincerely,

Lo resc

GEORGE B.(.D{(OWN, JR.
Chairman

-
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The Honorable William H. Natcher
.Chairman. Committes on Appropriations
U.S. House of Represantatives
Washington, D.C. 205156-6015

D.var Mr. Chairman:

As part of its ongoing review of acadamic earmarks. my Committee will hotd a hearing
on August 3, 1993 entitled “Academic Earmarks (Part 11}° beginning at 10:00 a.m. in 2318
Rayburn House Office Building. Because of your interest in this subject. [ would like to invite
you or any of the Members of the Committes on Appropriations to attend this hearing.

This hearing will focus on university projects and programs. !ssues to be raised with
university witnesses will include reasons for saehing earmarked funds, benefits of projects and
programs to the university’s research and sducational missions, and the protocol developed
with the faderal agency to monitor progress and ensure the quality of earmarked projects,
Federal agency representatives will address such issues as thair agencies’ positions on
academic earmarks, tha manner in which their agencias allocate monies to earmarked projects.
and their agencies’ efforts to moaitor project progress and quality.

tnvited witnesses included representatives of the University of Utah, Tufts University,
University of Alabama, the Oregon Health Scisnces University. EPA, DOE. and NASA.

If you have any questions concerning this hearing please fesl free to contact me or
have your staff contact Michael Quear {202} 225-6917.

E. BROWN, JR.
Chairman

The Honorable Tom Bewiil
The Honorable Louwis Stokes
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Honorable Tom Bavill
Chairman, Subcommittee on Energy and water Development
Committee on Appropriations

U.S. House of Representatives

WAshington, BC 20515-6015
I understand that you may be concarned about the hearing on
emic Earmarks scheduled by tha Committee on Science, Space

and Technology for August 3, 1993, at which the University of
Alabama has been invited to testify.

Please accept my assurance that this will be a friendly,
hearing with the only purpose of getting
h might enable our committee to authorize
programs such as have been funded by earmarks on appropriation
bills.

I understand your personal interest in the University of
Alabama. It would be an honor for our committee if you would be
willing to introduce the Alabama witness, and to git with the
committee during the hearing and participate in the discussion.

ToM, our only interest is in helping the House to function
better as an institution. I know you share that goal.

I have written to Chairman Natcher abgut this hearing and
attach a copy of my letter with this.

George E. Br
Chaizman
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. Dr. Charles McCallum, President
The University of Alabama at Birmingham
Bimmingham, AL 35294-2010

Dear Dr. McCallum:

After discussion with Congressman Tom Bevill concerning the hardship appearance
in Wasl}ix.!g(ononAugus( 3, 1993 would create for the University of Ahbl.may:‘l;irmw.
Iamwdhn;topemityoutombmitwri@nmwmtoquﬁﬁon:forinclusioninmenaeoxd
of the Hearing. I will send you a list of questions by August 1, 1993. The Hearing Record will
be kept open until August 17, 1993 for your response. :

If your response would be insufficient to provide a full understanding of the issues before
the Committee regarding Congressional earmarks for University research facilities, we would
invite you to a further appearance before the Committee at a mutuaily convenient time.

As I have explained to Congressman Bevill in the enclosed letter this is not intended to
be an adversarial or harassing hearing. We acknowledge the value of the research work the
University accomplishes and we seek to determine bow projects such as yours can be authorized
by Congress in the normal way, by action of an authorizing Committee prior to the appropriation
of funds. We believe that such a course would provide greater stability to your activities.

We will be geateful for your eoopexmon

Enclosures

cc: Honorable Tom Bevill
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Office of the Presidene

‘The Honoeable Geocge E. Brown, Ir.
Chairman :

Commitiee on Science, Space, and Technology
Suite 2320 Rayburn House Office Bullding
Washington, DC 20515-6301

Dear Mr. Chairman:

This is 10 acknowledge your letter of July 29, 1993, 1 appreciate very
much your allowing us to respond in writing o whatever additional questions that
your Commitiee may have regarding our Biomedical Research facility. In my
view, this arrangement is best sulted for our present circumstances and should
easble us to reply most effectively 0 your questions.

Please be assured that we will make every effort to cooperate fully with
your Committee’s inquiry.

Sincerely,

e

Charles A, McCallum, D.M.D., M.D.
President

CAM
¢ci  The Honorable Tom Bevill

The U -ty of Alstumns ot Bitaungh.m
107 Mernimcr Jondan 1Ll ¢ 1429 Unicses Boulevaed
Biamngham, Alhama 35294.2010 ¢ (205) 914-4636 ¢ FAX (205) 914.3610
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July 30, 1993

The Honorable Karen Shepherd
U.S. House of Representatives
Washington, D.C. 20515

Dear Ms. Shepherd:

Following our conversation about the hearing on academic earmarks scheduled by the
Committee on Science, Space, and Technology, I want t0 assure you that this will be 2 friendly, non-
adversarial’hearing. The purpose of this hearing is to obtain information which might allow our
Committee to authorize programs which have previously been funded by earmarks on appropriations
bills.

This hearing will focus on university projects and programs. Issues we will be addressing
with university witnesses will include reasons for seeking earmarked funds, the benefits of the
projects and programs to the university's research and educational missions, and the protocol
developed with the federal agency to ensure project progress and quality.

Because of your personal interest in the University of Utah, the Committee would be honored
if you would be willing to introduce Dr. Smith, and to sit with the Commitiee during the hearing and
participate in the discussion.

Our only interest is in helping the House function better as an institution — a goal which I
know you share.

Dr. Arthur Smith
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The Honorable Mark O. Hatfield
United States Senate
Washington, D.C. 20510-3701

Dear Senator Hatfield:

Regarding your letter of July 28, 1993, please accept my assurances that the purpose of this
hearing is to obtain information which might allow for authorization of programs which have
previously been funded via direct appropriations. As such, this will be a friendly, non-adversarial
hearing.

The hearing will focus on university projects and programs. Issues we will be raising with
university witnesses will include reasons for seeking earmarked funds, the benefits of the projects
and programs to the university's research and educational mission, and the protocol developed with
the federal agency to monitor progress and ensure the quality of earmarked projects.

1 understand your personal inteest in the Oregon Health Sciences University, Therefore, 1
would like to invite you or 2 Member of the Oregon delegation to introduce Dr. Kohier and sit with
the Committec during the hearing, as well as participate in the discussion.

I have also written to Chairman Bevill concerning this hearing (see enclosure).

Please feel free to contact me if you have any additional questions or concerns about this
hearing.

Enclosure
cc: The Honorable Blizabeth Furse
Dr. Peter O. Kohler
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Dr. Charles McCallum, President .
‘The University of Alabama at Birmingham
Birmingham, AL 35294-2010

Dear Dr. McCallum:

Due to the untimely death of Congressman Paul Henry, a long-time Member of this
Committee, we postponed the August 2, 1993 *Academic Barmarks, Part II* hearing to allow
Members to attend Congressman Henry's funeral.

The Committee has re-scheduled the hearing for September 15, 1993 beginning at 9:30
a.m. in 2318 Raybum House Offico Building. We request that you or your designee appear
before the Committee and present testimony on the subject of Academic Barmarking. My July
21, 1993 letter to you (see attached) details the focus and scope of the hearing.

As | intimated in my eartier correspondence, we would also like your response to some
additional questions prior to tho hearing (see attached). We would like your written response
10 these questions by Septomber 3, 1993.

I want to thank you for your assurances {0 cooperate fully with the Committee's review
of academic earmarks. I look forward to meeting you &t our hearing.

Sincerely,
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Colmmbia Hwiversity
inthe Citp of HetwPork
NEw YORK.N Y 10027

PRESIDENTS ROOM

RECEIVED
JEP -7 1993

: ierce, Space.
Dear Chairman Brown: Commitee 5::3? togy
I have received your letter of August 16, 1993, to Michael
Sovern regarding the September 15 hearing of your committee, on the
topic of academic earmarks. On June 30, 1993 Mr. Sovern retired as
president of Columbia. 1 am responding to your letter because I
succeeded him on July 1.

September 2, 1993

As September begins my initial semester in this role, I am un-
able to come to Washington on September 15 to participate in your
hearing; and because the questions you plan to raise are fundamental to
this ot to any other research institution, I prefer not to send a represen-
tative in my stead.

I thank you for this opportunity and regret that I cannot respond
affirmatively at this time.

Sincerely, Z
Geor;e Rupp “/

Mr. George E. Brown, Jr.

Chairman

United States House of Representatives
Committee on Science, Space, and Technology
Suite 2320 Rayburn House Office Building
Washington, DC 20515-6301
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Columbia University in the City of New York | New York, N.Y. 10027

VICE PRESIDENT FOR GOVERNMENT RELATIONS 301 Low Libwary
AND COMMUNITY AFFAIRS

VIA FAX
September 10, 1993
6:00 P.M.

Dr. Robert E. Palmer

Chief of Staff D

Committee on Science, Space RECE\V =
and Technology

2320 Rayburn House Office Building ir1b 1At

Washington, D.C. 20515-6301

ttee on SCience. Space.

Conmum e rechnology

Dear Dr. Palmer:

In response to your request in our telephone conversation of Wednesday evening,
Columbia will send a representative to testify at the September 15 hearing of the Committee
on Science, Space and Technology.

At per Chairman Brown’s letter of August 16 requesting our appearance, we will join
your hearing on Wednesday, September 15 at 9:30 a.m. in Room 2318 Rayburn HO.B. We
will bring ample copies of our testimony at that time.

Our representative will be Dr. William A. Polf, Deputy Vice President for Health
Sciences. A brief biographical sketch is enclosed. Please confirm these arrangements at
your earliest convenience.

Sincerely,

}3(1;’9 Aﬁmw

Gregory Fusco
Vice President

Enclosure




Dr. William A, Polf
Dr. William A. Polf is Deputy Vice President for Health Sciences at Columbia University.

He is the senior University official responsible for the development of the Audubon

Research Park, a major biomedical research complex adjacent to the Columbia Presbyterian

Medical Center in the Washington Heights district of Manhattan.
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TUFTS UNIVERSITY

Center for Envitonmental Msnagement

Honorable George E. Brown

U.S. House of Roproscnriatives

Committes on Science, Space, and Technology
Suite 2320, Raybun House Office Building
Waskington, D.C. 20515-6301

Dear Chairman Brown:

During the September 15, 1993 hearing about academic carmarking held by the
Committee on Science, Space and Tectmology, Representative Beoerna requesied that Tufts
determine 0 the extent possible whether or aot the aniversity had any contact with EPA prior
to the initial planming grant thet it roccived in October, 1983 to catablish the Center for
Environmestal Managoment,

We do not have any cvidence of conlact with EPA prior to the initial planning grant
roccived in October, 1983, However, the planning grant itself initised an extensive process
that involved EPA on multipic lovels in laying out our mission and approach. That
relationship, as I pointed out during the hearing, us been maintained and enbanced to ensure
CEM's relevance (o BPA's mission and priorities.

Again, dmkyonforﬂncnppntmﬂtylomfybdmywrmmim Please feel
free to contact me if you have any further questions.

Sincerely,

Ol MGuatc:
David M. Guie, Ph.D., M.P.H,
Isterim Direcior and Assistant
Professor of Civil and
Envirormental Engineering

< M. Bernsteln

Custis Hall

M Bowtim Avvitae

Mardiwd, Memechasetty 02T

CITH27-346 Geners) Indorawtion

61222531 Divisiwmn of Edwumbvon and Outraach
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