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COMMERCE, JUSTICE, SCIENCE, AND RE-
LATED AGENCIES APPROPRIATIONS FOR 
2015

WEDNESDAY, APRIL 9, 2014. 

DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE 

WITNESS

HON. PENNY PRITZKER, SECRETARY 

Mr. WOLF. The hearing will come to order. Again, I apologize to 
my colleagues, too. 

Our witness this afternoon is Secretary of Commerce Penny 
Pritzker who, quite frankly, I have been very impressed with since 
she has been appointed. 

I want to welcome you, Madam Secretary. Good afternoon. 
Thank you for being here. You are here to testify about your fiscal 
year 2015 budget request. 

The Department of Commerce budget request for fiscal year 2015 
is $8.75 billion. This amount is an increase of $566 million above 
fiscal year 2014. 

The Department has a broad array of responsibilities including 
activities impacting every American such as the weather service 
and the decennial census. 

The Census Bureau is in the midst of planning for the next de-
cennial. You are requesting an increase of $266 million, a 28 per-
cent increase for these planning efforts. The total cost of the 2010 
census was $13 billion. 

The bureau has committed to a goal of holding the cost of the 
2020 to no more than the per household cost of 2010. We would 
hope that you can commit to holding it to that amount or even less. 

Thirteen billion is about the amount that it will cost to develop, 
launch, and operate one of the new weather satellite systems. This 
is a sizeable amount of money. We are looking to you and your 
leadership to make this the most accurate and cost-effective census 
ever and to ensure that all information collected from our citizens 
is appropriately safeguarded. 

Likewise, maintaining and constantly improving the infrastruc-
ture necessary to forecast the weather for NOAA employees, to sat-
ellites in the sky, and radars on the ground is another costly but 
necessary endeavor. You are requesting $2.057 billion to continue 
efforts to launch new weather satellites to maintain the existing 
satellite programs and supporting ground infrastructure. 

Another topic we would like to discuss today is cyber security. 
You and I have had discussions about cyber security. I know you 
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are aware of the constant and persistent threats faced by nearly 
every American company and government computer systems. 

Finally, we are going to ask you about repatriation or reshoring. 
We have discussed the need to reach out to American businesses 
to get them to bring their manufacturing and services back to the 
United States, back home. 

I hope that you can enthusiastically embrace repatriation so we 
can once again say—and maybe my colleagues have seen this sign, 
maybe they have not. As you come up the northeast corridor and 
you come into Trenton, there is a sign on the bridge that says 
Trenton makes, the world takes. Trenton does not make very much 
anymore.

We would hope that we could have Trenton makes, the world 
takes line up in Trenton, but all through localities around this 
country.

I am also encouraged that the Department of Commerce is going 
to host a repatriation or reshoring summit on June 17th. This one- 
day event will be held in the Capitol Visitor Center and Secretary 
Pritzker has seized on the initiative. 

Let me just say I do appreciate her attitude. She has been very 
open to ideas, and I want to thank you very much for your commit-
ment to this. I know you have been actively engaged in getting 
some topnotch inspirational speakers for this event. Perhaps you 
can give us a flavor of what to expect at the repatriation summit. 

As you know, our subcommittee included language and various 
directives in the Commerce, Justice, and Science bill for the last 
several years regarding reshoring economic security. Up until now, 
until you came, I think it has fallen on deaf ears. I will expect that 
we can make every effort to comply with the various reporting re-
quirements related to this effort in the House report. 

Today we will have a number of questions for you and you should 
anticipate more during the coming weeks as we review the budget 
in order to justify the request and help to identify areas where 
spending can be reduced with the least impact. 

After you have given your statement, we will open up the hear-
ing for Members’ question. 

But first I would like to recognize Mr. Fattah for any comments 
he may wish to make. 

Mr. FATTAH. Let me thank the Chairman. 
And let me welcome the Secretary. 
And before I make my opening remarks, Mr. Chairman, I think 

you will join with me and I want to welcome former Chairman 
Walsh to the committee room. And I served under his leadership 
and it is good to see him again. 

Madam Secretary, the IMF said yesterday that the United States 
economy was leading the recovery in the world and that even 
though other economies were weakened, the work that has been 
done by the very capable employees of your Department and all of 
its various agencies on behalf of this Administration, really this 
was an international, you know, acknowledgment of the great work 
that has been done over some 49 months of consistent and consecu-
tive job creation. 

We have seen upticks in manufacturing. We have seen through-
out this effort after one of the worst recessions since the Great De-
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pression that this economy, which is the world’s largest, has been 
put back up on its feet. 

And I really want to thank the employees of the Department of 
Commerce because across the board on a whole range of issues, 
they have just done an extraordinary job. And I know that it is a 
really—for you, I know that as you have gotten your arms around 
this, you have seen the collective mix of responsibilities. 

And I want to say a few things. One is that the Manufacturing 
Extension Partnership is an extraordinary important priority and 
I am very happy to see that in the President’s budget. 

In your submission, you have asked for an increase in that. But 
the chairman has worked with me and we have increased it over 
the last years that we have been in these particular roles. 

And I want to thank the chairman because he does not talk 
about manufacturing. He has actually done a great deal about it. 
And we have also put dollars into advanced manufacturing. 

And then working with NIST, the efforts—you know, the world 
economic forum says that the United States is an innovation driven 
economy, so the work at NIST is critically important. 

So we welcome you. I have had a chance to visit many of the 
agencies in the department, particularly the National Weather 
Service, and the severe weather events have cost our economy con-
siderably.

We have had more severe weather events than at any point ever 
in our history. But the work of the National Weather Service has 
saved lives and it has been able to at least give fair warning and 
appropriate warning in areas of the country where it is needed. 

So we welcome you today, look forward to continuing to work 
with you. 

And I thank the chairman. I yield back. 
Mr. WOLF. Thank you, Mr. Fattah. 
Mrs. Lowey. 
Mrs. LOWEY. Thank you very much. Thank you. 
Need some innovation. Thank you, Chairman Wolf, Ranking 

Member Fattah. 
I am so delighted to welcome you. We are indeed fortunate to 

have someone with your experience and your judgment in this posi-
tion. And I look forward to getting to know you and making sure 
we continue to expand the important work that you have done in 
manufacturing. Well, you have done so many things. 

Welcome, and thank you. 
You come before us today with a fiscal year 2015 budget request 

of $8.8 billion. This would fund important investments for the Na-
tional Institute of Standards and Technology laboratories including 
advances in cyber security and disaster resilience as well as the de-
velopment of NOAA’s polar orbiting and geostationary weather sat-
ellites.

Year after year, we see a change in weather patterns where 
major weather events are more frequent, more severe. Investments 
in weather satellites help determine both the location and severity 
of forthcoming storms, helping local governments get information 
out to the public and often saving lives. 

The budget also proposes $497 million for the International 
Trade Administration, an eight percent increase over current fund-
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ing, which would support interagency efforts to combat unfair trade 
practices and support businesses small and large by boosting U.S. 
exports.

I am particularly pleased to work with you in that regard be-
cause the economy is turning, but we still have to make sure that 
we help our businesses, especially our small businesses. 

I am also pleased that the budget would significantly increase 
funding for the U.S. Patent and Trademark Office. With an in-
crease of nearly 14 percent, our innovation economy depends on the 
ability of the Patent and Trademark Office to evaluate the merits 
of patent applications quickly and thoroughly. And this funding if 
granted would help accomplish these goals. 

So I really am looking forward to working with you, and thank 
you for appearing before us. And we welcome our former colleague 
from New York. It is a pleasure to see you as well. 

Mr. WOLF. Thank you. Thank you, Mrs. Lowey. 
Pursuant to the authority granted in Section 191 of Title 2 of the 

United States Code in Clause 2M2 of House Rule 11, today’s wit-
ness will be sworn in before testifying. 

Yesterday we had a hearing, and I am going to send Members 
information on it, but maybe everything was not as accurate as 
was said. And so nobody knows who is going to control these Con-
gresses in future years. 

And this has nothing, absolutely, positively, categorically nothing 
to do with you. That is why I wanted to say this before so that you 
did not feel it was a reflection on you. 

I think it is important that there be integrity when people come 
up to just tell the truth. There are a lot of times truth sometimes 
can be painful, but you just have to get it out. You know, had 
Nixon told the truth in 1974, maybe he would have finished his 
term, but he did not. 

I am going to send Members information so you can see what I 
am talking about. And that is why we swear people in and I think 
it is a good policy to do that. But that has nothing to do with you, 
but I did not want you to feel, wow, he is swearing us in, is there 
a problem? 

But if you would please rise and raise your right hand. We swear 
in all the government witnesses. 

[Witness sworn.] 
Mr. WOLF. Let the record reflect that the witness answered in 

the affirmative. 
Madam Secretary, you may proceed and please summarize your 

remarks and proceed as you see appropriate. 

HIGHLIGHTS OF THE DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE BUDGET

Secretary PRITZKER. Thank you very much. 
Chairman Wolf, Ranking Member Fattah, and Members of the 

subcommittee, thank you for this opportunity to discuss President 
Obama’s fiscal year 2015 budget request for the Department of 
Commerce.

I want to begin, though, by thanking your chairman, Chairman 
Wolf, for your 34 years of service to your constituents and the 
American people. You have been an ardent supporter of funding for 
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science and technology, foreign direct investment, and a passionate 
advocate for international human rights. 

I will miss working with you as will my colleagues at the Depart-
ment of Commerce, but I have no doubt that you will continue to 
be a champion for the causes of freedom and justice in the years 
to come. 

So thank you for all the time we have spent together and the 
guidance that you have given me. 

The Department of Commerce budget request for $8.8 billion re-
flects President Obama’s commitment to support American busi-
nesses and create economic opportunity while building upon the 
important investments that Congress enacted in fiscal year 2014. 

As you may know, the department rolled out its priorities in our 
strategic plan called the ‘‘Open for Business Agenda.’’ The budget 
reflects our priorities in several ways. 

First, we want to build on four consecutive record-breaking years 
of American exports and the trends in rising business investment 
in the United States. 

We propose that the International Trade Administration receive 
an eight percent increase which will bolster our work to support 
current and potential exporters, boost inbound investment through 
our highly effective SelectUSA program, and strengthen trade en-
forcement.

I should also note that 2015 will conclude the biggest element of 
the President’s export control reform initiative which strengthens 
our national security and allows for more trade with our allies. 

Second, we will continue to support American innovation. The 
Commerce Department is becoming known as the department of in-
novation. Over the past few years, we have laid down more than 
100,000 miles of broadband, bringing more opportunity to busi-
nesses and communities across the country. We have also reduced 
the patent application backlog, although we still have more work 
to do. 

To continue driving innovation, the budget includes increased 
funding for research at bureaus such as the National Institute of 
Standards and Technology (NIST). As you know, NIST attracts pri-
vate sector partners to collaborate with us in areas ranging from 
advanced manufacturing to cyber security. 

Looking forward, we will expand efforts to help small manufac-
turers adopt new technologies and increase their competitiveness. 

In addition, the budget reflects the President’s call for the Na-
tional Network of Manufacturing Innovation (NNMI), a powerful 
model focused on pre-competitive research and scale up risk which 
already has bipartisan support in the House and the Senate. 

We will also drive innovation through regional capacity building, 
continued support for minority-owned business, and both executive 
and legislative efforts to continue strengthening our patent system, 
an issue that Congress is currently working to address. 

Third, we will do more to unleash the potential of data. The 
budget proposes a significant increase to prepare an effective and 
efficient 2020 census. We have embarked on an aggressive research 
and testing program that will help us identify ways to make it easi-
er for people to respond to the census. 
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We will consistently review the benchmarks of this program to 
ensure we are able to meet our goals. As you know, business and 
government leaders across the country use this crucial data to 
make decisions about growth and hiring. 

Also, I recently announced that we will partner with the private 
sector to make more NOAA data available, accessible, and useable 
for entrepreneurs and the public. The budget supports this effort 
into fiscal year 2015. 

Fourth, we will gather and act on environmental intelligence. 
The budget includes $2 billion for satellites which provide weather 
and climate data to protect lives and property. These funds will 
also help businesses and communities adapt to a changing planet. 

I should note that these satellite programs are currently on 
schedule and on budget thanks to our rigorous monitoring and 
management efforts. 

The budget also includes $519 million for our National Ocean 
Service (NOS) which improves the resilience of our coasts as well 
as $917 million for our National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS). 

In closing, as a former business leader, I strongly believe that 
this budget reflects wise targeted investments of taxpayer dollars 
and investments that will be highly valued by the Commerce De-
partment’s stakeholders. 

So I look forward to answering your questions and achieving the 
important vision laid out in our department’s strategic plan. 

[The information follows:] 
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SELECTUSA

Mr. WOLF. Thank you, Madam Secretary . 
I think it is good to encourage foreign companies to locate their 

manufacturing facilities in the U.S. We can create a lot of jobs that 
way.

But we also need to ensure that Commerce is fulfilling its goal 
of working with U.S. companies to export their products. Your 
budget, in fact, is requesting a larger increase to support foreign 
direct investment and not to place more Foreign Commercial Serv-
ice Officers at our embassies abroad. 

As you know, the bill carried language on SelectUSA which we 
put in because you all requested it. And as Members know, I won’t 
beat a dead horse, but there are Catholic bishops in jail today in 
China, Protestant pastors. 

In 1985 or 1986, I snuck into Tibet. What they have done to the 
Tibetan people is brutal. We had a young Tibetan monk with me 
who took me into the monasteries. They did not know that he could 
understand the language. And what I heard them say—they have 
cameras up on all the buildings and to date, maybe 119 or 120 Ti-
betan monks have set themselves aflame because of the oppression 
of the Chinese Government. 

We just saw a thing this morning, a press release put out by the 
department that said Hong Kong, Shenzhen, and Guangzhou are at 
the heart of China’s Pearl River delta and the region has emerged 
as a global economic powerhouse, et cetera, et cetera. 

They are using SelectUSA and said that during the road show 
American delegates, Commerce will participate and customize one- 
on-one meetings with potential investors, meet with senior Chinese 
Government officials and participate in exclusive tours of cutting- 
edge manufacturing facilities in Shenzhen and Guangzhou. 

That really runs counter to the language. I mean, I have a feel-
ing that you do not even know about it—I used to work for a cabi-
net Secretary and these things came out. And so the agreement in-
cludes up to $7 million for SelectUSA activities, but not to encour-
age this type of investment. 

I think we should attract Indonesia and Spain investments. But 
because of the intensity of fielding, and I think it is a general con-
sensus, but nobody got up and opposed this amendment, but I 
think to have this—and as you know, we did, you know, reluctantly 
put the SelectUSA money in because you persuaded me. And I 
think you were right. I think it made it very legitimate, but not 
here.

Could you take a look at it and tell me—— 
Secretary PRITZKER. Sure. I am happy to take a look at it. Let 

me say, Chairman, you and I have talked a lot about SelectUSA. 
And working together, SelectUSA is both focused on helping for-
eign direct investment as well as helping reshoring. And that is 
something that is very important to job creation here in the United 
States.

One of the things, you know, in the last ten days, I was down 
in South Carolina at the announcement of the expansion of a BMW 
factory in South Carolina. They are committing another billion dol-
lars to manufacturing, taking their manufacturing of cars from 
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300,000 cars to 450,000 and increasing the number of jobs there 
from 8,000 to 8,800 jobs. 

And this is the kind of activity that we want to encourage where 
companies are investing and creating good jobs here in the United 
States. And they are not only making those cars for the United 
States consumption but they are also exporting those cars around 
the world to over a hundred countries. 

And so this is the kind of thing that I want to see us trying to 
encourage occur with SelectUSA. More businesses are recognizing 
around the world that the United States is a great place to locate 
for so many reasons that you and I have discussed, like our intel-
lectual property protection, our rule of law, our great investment 
in research and development. 

I think there is an enormous economic opportunity by creating 
SelectUSA and having it focused both on trying to attract compa-
nies like BMW but also trying to work with our existing American 
businesses to reshore their manufacturing and production capabili-
ties.

Mr. WOLF. Well, if you would look at this and give me a call. 
Secretary PRITZKER. I will. 
Mr. WOLF. They are meeting with Chinese Government officials, 

maybe the very officials who were connected with putting Xiaobo, 
the 2010 Nobel Prize winner, Xiaobo, the Nobel Prize winner is in 
jail today. His wife cannot even visit him. She is under house ar-
rest.

And so for your people, Select to be meeting, but if you could look 
at it, we do not want to—— 

Secretary PRITZKER. I will take a look at it. 
Mr. WOLF. Okay. Just give me a call. 
Secretary PRITZKER. Thank you. 

RESHORING AND REPATRIATION

Mr. WOLF. You and I have discussed the importance of reshoring 
and repatriation, but I see no mention of it in your budget request. 
We have included bill language with $5 million for the past several 
years for a grant program aimed at assisting U.S. companies to 
bring back their manufacturing and services. It is not clear wheth-
er EDA is actually carrying out this program. And the budget pro-
poses to terminate that program. 

From reading the budget, it does not appear that Commerce will 
be working with U.S. manufacturers to try to get them to come 
back to the U.S. 

Can you please comment on that because starting in fiscal year 
2012 and each year since, the Committee has directed the Depart-
ment to establish a repatriation task force to coordinate those ac-
tivities across the department? Is the task force in place? 

Secretary PRITZKER. Well, the EDA is encouraging reshoring. 
And one of the ways that we are encouraging reshoring is through 
our Investing in Manufacturing Communities Partnership (IMCP) 
program as well as SelectUSA. 

The IMCP program was put together to try and get communities 
to better focus on manufacturing, to put together an integrated 
plan so that when we make grants, the grants are supporting their 
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well-honed, well-thought-through efforts as to how to support man-
ufacturing in the United States. 

So we are doing a number of different things to support manufac-
turing.

Mr. WOLF. But the task force. 
Secretary PRITZKER. The task force. 
Mr. WOLF. The language establishes a repatriation task force to 

coordinate the activities. I mean, there was a Web page at one 
time. They took it down. 

Secretary PRITZKER. No, no. The ACT task—— 
Mr. WOLF. It is back up. 
Secretary PRITZKER. Oh, yes. No, no. It is on the front page, I 

think, of our Web site. 
Mr. WOLF. Oh, it is back up now? 
Secretary PRITZKER. Totally. You and I talked about it. I prom-

ised you I would take care of that. 
Mr. WOLF. And the task force is in operation and that is back 

up?
Secretary PRITZKER. The function of the tool is up. Okay. I am 

not sure exactly what the task force is, so I need to make sure—— 
Mr. WOLF. Why don’t we supply that and then you can—— 
Secretary PRITZKER. And then let me get back to you. Absolutely. 
Mr. WOLF. For the last several years, the Committee has in-

cluded report language directing Commerce to create an economic 
security commission and submit a report on key investments being 
made by our economic competitors in the world economy. 

And is there any status on—— 
Secretary PRITZKER. So the status of that is the report is being 

created and we are using, since we do not have a separate commis-
sion, we are using our manufacturing advisory group to help us re-
view the report. And it is covering a number of different countries. 
I believe it was China and India. I cannot remember the exact list 
of countries, but the Economics and Statistics Administration 
(ESA) is in the process of putting that report together. And it is 
my understanding it will be completed by year end. 

Mr. WOLF. Ms. Lowey or—— 
Mrs. LOWEY. I am good. Very kind. 
Mr. WOLF. I followed instructions. I was told to do that. Mr. 

Fattah was so supportive, he told me to do that, so I did what Mr. 
Fattah told me. 

Mrs. LOWEY. He is always supportive and we are trying to move 
this appropriations process, so there are hearings that are overlap-
ping. Thank you very much. 

Secretary PRITZKER. Sure. 

BUREAU OF INDUSTRY AND SECURITY’S OFFICE OF ANTI-BOYCOTT
COMPLIANCE

Mrs. LOWEY. Madam Secretary, I would like to ask about the Bu-
reau of Industry and Security’s (BIS) Office of Anti-Boycott Compli-
ance which enforces the anti-boycott laws under the Export Admin-
istration Act. These laws discourage and in many cases prohibit 
U.S. persons, companies, and their foreign affiliates from fur-
thering or supporting foreign boycotts that are not sanctioned by 
the United States, particularly the Arab League boycott of Israel. 
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Can you please talk about the current work of the Office of Anti- 
Boycott Compliance including any resource constraints or other 
challenges the office might be facing? 

Secretary PRITZKER. Congresswoman, first let me start with the 
BIS budget request which is asking for $110 and a half million. We 
think this is an appropriate amount for us to be able to undertake 
all of the various activities that we have including execution of ex-
port control reform as well as an expansion of some of our foreign 
offices which we think are very important to be able to allow us 
to increase the number of end-use checks and things that we are 
doing.

In terms of our anti-boycott effort, we think that we are appro-
priately funded and that our request is sufficient for us to do a 
thorough job. 

Mrs. LOWEY. And I would like to work with you on that to see 
what more we can do to respond. 

Secretary PRITZKER. Absolutely. I am happy to get back to you 
and work with you on that. 

Mrs. LOWEY. Thank you. 

ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT ADMINISTRATION—ELIGIBILITY ASSISTANCE

I am proud to represent the 17th district in New York. And even 
with the economic success of the region, there are communities in 
economic distress. And I worry that the factors used to determine 
EDA assistance can dismiss large areas from needed eligibility. 

For instance, the eligibility requirement that unemployment 
rates for a region be at least one percent higher than the national 
average does not take into account that when a plant closes, the 
job losses are not restricted to just the county or the town lines. 
It impacts a whole region but may not substantially drive up the 
unemployment rate on its own. 

Meanwhile, the plant sits empty. Hundreds, sometimes thou-
sands of jobs are lost, and I really would like to work with you on 
this. And if you can share with me how could the EDA help com-
munities that may be economically healthy but may have pockets 
where plants have sat empty, jobs have been lost. 

Secretary PRITZKER. Well, first of all, Congresswoman, I would be 
delighted to work with you on this. And the EDA has a number of 
different buckets of funds that it makes available. One is the Pub-
lic Works program. We also work on regional innovation. We have 
economic adjustment assistance which is a more flexible money 
that could be tailored to meet, for example, responding to a major 
economic disruption like you are talking about. 

And, you know, I think our budget request is about $47 and a 
half million in that bucket which is money that could be used to 
address the kind of scenario that you just outlined, one of which 
is a plant closing where a community has been severely impacted. 

So we have different pockets of money that we use to make 
grants in an effort to work with communities. 

The other thing that we are very focused on is trying to leverage 
our federal commitments with either private or local dollars so that 
we can try and get the maximum value delivered to a community 
depending upon the program, of course. 
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SANDY SUPPLEMENTAL FUNDING

Mrs. LOWEY. I will follow-up on that as well. 
And then lastly regarding the Sandy supplemental, as you know, 

just over 14 months ago, the Commerce Department received $310 
million after sequestration in the Hurricane Sandy supplemental 
for a variety of purposes including improvements in weather fore-
casting, weather research, fishery disaster assistance, repairs of 
damaged NOAA equipment and facilities, coastal hydrographic 
measurements along states affected by the hurricane. 

Can you update us on the efforts that the department and NOAA 
have undertaken and are continuing to undertake with the Sandy 
supplemental funding? 

Secretary PRITZKER. Yes, I can. First of all, thank you for the 
funding to NOAA through the Sandy supplemental. 

We are using the funding, and let me give you four broad cat-
egories. One is to increase NOAA’s computing capacity to allow for 
better forecasting. We are also using it to help mitigate some of the 
satellite gap challenges that are being faced. 

We are also conducting coastal surveys for safety and resilience 
and we are working on next generation of storm surge modeling 
that can be used again for projecting potential impacts of storms. 

Mrs. LOWEY. Thank you very much. 
Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
I look forward to working with you. 
Secretary PRITZKER. Thank you, Congresswoman. 
Mr. WOLF. Thank you, Ms. Lowey. 
Secretary PRITZKER. I look forward to working with you. 
Mr. WOLF. Dr. Harris. 
Mr. HARRIS. Thank you very much. 
I am just going to ask about several different issues. And I do, 

by the way, I want to associate myself with the ranking member’s 
comments on the anti-boycott efforts. Those are very, very dan-
gerous things internationally and we should fight against those 
boycotts.

Madam Secretary, the polar gap in terms of the satellite data for 
weather, is that being resolved in the budgets? 

NOAA WEATHER AND FISHERIES

Secretary PRITZKER. Yes. 
Mr. HARRIS. So we are making efforts there. Good. 
And do you view the Department, because, you know, we have 

this little folder here on, you know, America open for business, and 
under the environment, which I think most Americans, you know, 
look to the department for weather and fisheries, I mean, those are 
kind of two big categories, interestingly weather is not number one. 

It is kind of number two and kind of climate is really number 
one which is, you know, the understanding and prediction of 
change in the environment, the world class science and observa-
tion, specifically different from 3.2 which is really weather. 

Is that a change in focus? I mean, is the Department really going 
to focus on its most important part of the environment not being 
weather but climate because I know this has been brewing in the 
Department for a couple of years? 



18

Secretary PRITZKER. I would not read into how the list has orga-
nized the level of priority. Weather service and delivering the abso-
lute best available information that we can ascertain is a top pri-
ority at NOAA and absolutely the number one priority for the Na-
tional Weather Service. 

Mr. HARRIS. Okay. No. Good. I am glad to hear that. Good. 
I will just spend the rest of the few minutes I have remaining 

talking about, you know, what was the latest hot potato, I guess, 
which is this whole ICANN controversy. 

First of all, I guess I have to ask you very briefly, I take it there 
is a role of the Department in transitioning this to potentially for-
eign control? I mean, this is your bailiwick, right? It is Commerce 
Department that is going to make this transition? 

ICANN CONTROVERSY

Secretary PRITZKER. Yes. And this—— 
Mr. HARRIS. Okay. 
Secretary PRITZKER [continuing]. Falls under NTIA. 
Mr. HARRIS. Okay. So that the quote by—because I understand 

there was a meeting, I guess, last, let me see, last week in Singa-
pore, so I guess that is probably two weeks ago, two and a half 
weeks ago, and a Syracuse University professor who attended the 
meeting said, quote, ‘‘Congress really has nothing to say about it.’’ 

Now, that is not really true. I mean, we could not possibly have 
nothing to say about a function that is being done by the Com-
merce Department. 

Secretary PRITZKER. Well—— 
Mr. HARRIS. Is this professor fundamentally incorrect? 
Secretary PRITZKER. Well, can I explain the situation and let 

me——
Mr. HARRIS. No. I don’t think we have that much time. Is he fun-

damentally incorrect about that? 
Secretary PRITZKER. Well, what Congress has to say is obviously 

about the actions of the Department of Commerce. I think what he 
is referring to is legally this is a contract that exists between 
ICANN and the recipients of a service. 

And what we provide at NTIA is an oversight of a contract. And 
so I think what he is referring to is it is not like we own the Inter-
net and, therefore, it is property of the Federal Government and 
Congress has that kind of role. 

Congress obviously has an oversight role over NTIA and over the 
Department of Commerce. So I am not exactly sure what the com-
ment is about. 

Mr. HARRIS. Well, okay. If it was a decision, a specific decision 
in the department, I guess, or somewhere in the Administration 
to——

Secretary PRITZKER. Yes, in the—— 
Mr. HARRIS [continuing]. To not do this anymore after next year, 

is that right, not oversee the contract, just—— 
Secretary PRITZKER. No. What—— 
Mr. HARRIS [continuing]. Step back from it? 
Secretary PRITZKER. No. The situation is as follows: First of all, 

NTIA which oversees this contract is absolutely committed to a free 
and open Internet. And it has been anticipated since the inception 
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of this contract that NTIA would eventually step away from its 
role. Its role was envisioned as temporary. 

And in order to make this transition, and it is a transition proc-
ess, we felt it was timely, NTIA felt it was timely to begin that 
transition process because we have one year left in the contract, 
but we also have the ability to extend the contract for two two-year 
periods.

So we have a very extensive amount of time for this transition. 
Mr. HARRIS. Unilaterally we can achieve to extend the con—— 
Secretary PRITZKER. We get to unilaterally make this decision. 
Mr. HARRIS. Okay. 
Secretary PRITZKER. And, therefore, we have said to ICANN in 

order for us to make this transition, we want to make sure that 
there is an absolute multi-stakeholder model that we maintain the 
security, the stability, and resiliency of the internet’s domain name 
system, that it meets the needs of its global customers, and that 
we maintain the openness of the Internet. 

Another criteria that we have set is that we will not accept a pro-
posal that replaces ICANN with a government or intergovern-
mental organization. So we have a series of criteria that we have 
set and a process to begin to remove ourselves from what has really 
been an administrative function of overseeing a contract that exists 
between ICANN and a set of service providers. 

Mr. HARRIS. Okay. So we, but this transition will be to another 
group, or another entity that oversees it, over a similar limited con-
tract. Just like you say our contract was time limited, their con-
tract will be time limited, the oversight? 

Secretary PRITZKER. No, the transition I believe will be that 
ICANN will remain, ICANN provides a set of services to three dif-
ferent groups, right? We are an administrative oversight of that 
contract. That administrative oversight function is to recede and 
not to go to someone else. We believe ICANN has matured enough 
to be able to execute the contracts on its own. Which it has been 
doing, we have just been overseeing several functions. 

Mr. HARRIS. Right. So we are making sure that those, but once 
we let this slip out of our hands, once this is out of the box, there 
is no putting the genie back in his bottle. I mean, we have had the 
function for 16 years. You say it is temporary, but 16 years we 
have been doing this. 

Secretary PRITZKER. Right. 
Mr. HARRIS. Once we let this genie out of the bottle, you really 

cannot get it back in. I mean, we really will have taken a step that 
may not be, and as a matter of fact the only reason I say this is 
because in the context I am far more concerned this year than I 
was last year. Because we actually have, you know, this country 
called Russia that is basically trying to expand its domain using 
Internet control or suggesting control over opposition groups. Let 
me put it this way, the world is less free today than it was two 
months ago. I suspect it may be less free a year from now than it 
is today. 

One of the things we do is we are actually pretty certain that the 
Internet does not become a tool of governments that choose to op-
pose freedom of the Internet. There is no question whether it is, 
it is even some of our allies, I mean, Turkey, you know, saying that 
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we are going to somehow, you know, not allow Facebook, or we are 
going to put a tax, an effective tax on, I mean, these are all things 
that have been discussed. This is not like these are secrets. These 
are things that have been discussed that are very antithetical to 
our ideas of the First Amendment. And if we believe that we are 
a force for expanding liberty and freedoms espoused by the First 
Amendment, why would we let this, why would we even talk about 
letting this genie out of the bottle? I do not get it. 

So those are rhetorical questions. The real question I have is it 
does take funding for your department to do this transition. So the 
professor is wrong. We clearly have a say because we have a say 
in the funding of the department. 

Secretary PRITZKER. Exactly. As I said, you have an oversight 
function on that. So I am not exactly sure what his—but let me, 
Dr. Harris, may I assure you to something. We at the Department 
are committed to a free and open Internet and your concerns about 
another government or that freedom being reduced are shared by 
us. And what in the process of this transition, unless we are satis-
fied that these functions, these services can be provided in a way 
that we feel that they are not at risk, the criteria that I talked 
about: losing multi-stakeholder, or not satisfying our customers, or 
if there is any risk that we think that I could be replaced by a gov-
ernment of some other sort, then we will not proceed. These are 
criteria that we have set up. Because protecting a free and open 
internet as you described is something that we value absolutely. It 
is extremely important, as you said, not just to the First Amend-
ment, to commerce, to government, etcetera. 

Mr. HARRIS. Well I am just going to close by saying this is just 
not my concern. Let me quote Bill Clinton on this. Because the 
former President, who I think has a pretty good read of what is 
happening internationally says I quote, and this was in a panel dis-
cussion recently at a Clinton Global Initiative event. ‘‘A lot of peo-
ple who have been trying to take this authority away from the U.S. 
want to do it for the sole purpose of cracking down on internet free-
dom, and limiting it, and having governments protect their back-
sides instead of empower their people.’’ Mr. Chairman, I yield back. 

Mr. WOLF. Well thank you, Dr. Harris. And I am going to go to 
Mr. Fattah. But I share Dr. Harris’ feelings and I think this Com-
mittee ought to act. We saw the U.N. with regard to Syria. The Ad-
ministration tried to get resolution after resolution, 140,000 people 
have been killed. We cannot not move it. We have seen with regard 
to Crimea with regard to Russia. We have seen anti-Israel things 
coming out of the U.N. that we cannot get China to go with, Dr. 
Harris is exactly right. And also former FCC Chairman Julius 
Genachowski said multilateral organizations have already taken 
disturbing steps. At the 2013 International Telecommunication 
Union Treaty Conference in Dubai, a majority of counties joined 
Russia, Iran, Iran, and China in supporting a measure calling on 
the ITU, a United Nations agency, to play a large role in inter-
national internet governance. 

Senator Warner who I just left, and I was with Senator Warner 
and Governor McAuliffe, said, ‘‘The U.S. has been inherently in-
volved in the oversight of the internet since its creation and this 
legacy of authority and stewardship over ICANN has ensured the 
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internet has remained stable, secure, resilient, and open. This tran-
sition raises serious concerns.’’ And then Senator Menendez said, 
‘‘I have not had a chance to engage but I generally would have a 
predisposition against it.’’ So I think the Committee, if the author-
izers would like, and we will wait, because we want to, you know, 
I think the Committee ought to block it. I think we ought to do ev-
erything. And if we give it up you will be gone, I will be gone, ev-
erybody will be gone, and all of a sudden we will say look what is 
happening.

When you go to China now and go to an Internet cafe, type in 
the Dalai Lama, he does not exist. Type in Xiaobo, he does not 
exist. If what we have seen coming out of the U.N. in Syria, on Cri-
mea, on these anti-Israeli resolutions. Have you seen some of the 
resolutions coming out? We will say, oh, if only. So we ought not 
go down this path. I agree with Dr. Harris. Mr. Fattah? 

Mr. FATTAH. Thank you. And Madam Secretary, you have trans-
formed Capitol Hill. Because now the majority is for more govern-
ment. And so we have arrived I think at a moment of consensus. 
Because this is an argument for the U.S. government and its im-
portance in a role in one of the most critically important infrastruc-
tures in our lives, the internet. So I want to thank you for that. 

And I want to go back to my opening statement. So the Inter-
national Monetary Fund yesterday said that the stronger U.S. 
growth this year and next will help the world economy withstand 
weaker recoveries in emerging markets, including Brazil, Russia, 
and it goes on to talk about Japan and Europe and how important 
the work of your department has been in this administration. So 
we have almost 50 months, 49 months of consecutive job growth, 
almost 9 million new jobs. But what is important is inside these 
numbers, this uptick in manufacturing. Also when the President 
announced that he wanted to substantially in a disruptive way im-
prove our exports, you know, build it here, sell it everywhere, that 
a lot of the comments, and I remember reading in the New York 
Times people saying oh, you know, this is not practical. This is, you 
know, manufacturing, we cannot do this, and so on. And you have 
proven them wrong. This administration has proven them wrong 
through the great work of the department. 

And you talked about exports. I brought the Import-Export Bank 
and some of the other people into Philadelphia to talk about export 
opportunities for our businesspeople. And it is fascinating, only one 
percent of American companies export to any other country. And 57 
percent of that one percent, Mr. Chairman, export only to one other 
country. That is that we really do need to raise our vision about 
where the markets may be for the sale of goods and services be-
yond just the borders of the United States. So the administration 
has done a lot of work in this area and you are well ahead of pace, 
of what was the goals in this effort. But we need to do more. 

And the other thing about SelectUSA is that you created some-
thing that is so important for businesspeople because now they can 
go, it is a one-stop shop. Because when we think about the Com-
merce Department and all of the instruments that are at your dis-
posal to help assist businesses, you know, you have got all these 
alphabet soup named agencies. But for an entrepreneur, they just 
want to go somewhere, talk about what they are trying to do, and 
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have someone at the governmental level figure out whether there 
is some assistance to be provided. 

So this is very important. And there was a lot of resistance to 
these efforts that have now been overcome. I think that we now see 
and there is a sense that this American recovery, which is very dis-
tinct from these other economies, you know, has been handled in 
a very good way in terms of making sure that the efforts that were 
needed in terms of the governmental levers to allow the private 
sector to be able to regain its footing to go forward. So I want you 
to just talk a little bit about how you see the U.S. economy’s role 
now given your perch going forward. And not only what the Inter-
national Monetary Fund, what the World Economic Forum talks 
about in terms of innovation being at the forefront. So talk to us 
just a little bit about your vision as the new Secretary of Com-
merce.

INVESTING IN THE U.S. ECONOMY

Secretary PRITZKER. Well I think that first of all obviously the 
International Monetary Fund is spouting a point of view that com-
pletely concur with and they have supported it with a lot of data. 
But if you start with the very fundamental things that I think are 
really important to remember, if you look at the rule of law that 
exists in our country, our intellectual property protections, you look 
at the commitment that we have made to research and develop-
ment, our great universities, the low cost and abundant energy 
that we have in our country, and not the least of which is the inge-
nuity and the flexibility of the American worker. And these are 
great assets that make the United States, and you add to that a 
financial system that has recovered and is providing access to cap-
ital. The United States stands tall as a place where companies 
from around the world want to invest. 

The other interesting thing that you see is they want to be here 
because they can make products here and successfully. But also be-
cause we have good laws and good processes and we need to con-
tinue to invest in our infrastructure and the ability to export. And 
one thing we know is that 11.3 million Americans have their jobs 
because of exporting. And those are well paying jobs. And 5.6 mil-
lion Americans work for American subsidiaries of foreign compa-
nies. And those jobs pay about $77,600 a year. 

So my vision, you know, and the Department’s vision is to con-
tinue to invest and to try and create the conditions in which the 
American economy can grow and we can create jobs in this country. 
The private sector creates the jobs. Our job is to create the condi-
tions. Doing that helps improve our ability to export, helps encour-
age companies to invest in the United States and grow their manu-
facturing here in the United States. It is to work with manufac-
turing companies. And one of the things that I am very excited to 
see happen is the potential for the National Network of Manufac-
turing Innovation, which I think has bipartisan, bicameral support 
and I think is a great investment on the part of the federal govern-
ment and a wise use of taxpayer dollars. That legislation proposes 
that we would spend, let us say, $50 million to $70 million per in-
stitute to create a series of institutes across the country what we 
have seen from the pilots that have been done. 
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Every one of the four pilots that have been created to date have 
had many, many, many communities come together wanting to 
have those grants. And I have talked to a number of the organiza-
tions that have come together, universities, community colleges, 
the private sector, and the local governments that come together to 
create one of those institutes. And what do they do? They do pre- 
competitive research and they help take that innovative technology 
to market and get passed the most risky parts of getting a tech-
nology to where it can actually be taken by companies and brought 
to market. I think that is a great opportunity. 

So one of the things you will see in our budget is lots of invest-
ments to try and encourage exports, try and encourage reshoring 
in foreign direct investment and encourage the growth of manufac-
turing. As well as making sure that our Weather Service, which is 
absolutely essential to the growth of our economy that we do a good 
job there. 

CORPORATE TAX REFORM

Mr. FATTAH. I have visited the Weather Service. I know it is very 
important. Let me ask you a question. The administration has 
pushed for corporate tax reform. As the Commerce Secretary, do 
you see that even though we get credit for helping to lead in the 
world in terms of recovery, that this is an important area that the 
administration still has interest in working? I know that we had 
the Dallas Fed Chair making some comments about the fact that 
we could do more to help move our economy forward. And I would 
be interested in what your perspective is on this? 

Secretary PRITZKER. The administration supports corporate tax 
reform. And what the corporations will tell you is that our cor-
porate tax system as currently configured is not globally competi-
tive. And it is encouraging them to keep their dollars offshore and 
not invest in the United States but instead to borrow here and in-
vest elsewhere. And so addressing those issues could have an enor-
mous——

Mr. FATTAH. The latest report is that there is $2.1 trillion off-
shore.

Secretary PRITZKER. Yes. 
Mr. FATTAH. Because of this imbalance. And I am interested be-

cause of my interest in manufacturing, you said that our tax sys-
tem is not globally competitive. I am interested in how our busi-
ness tax system affects manufacturers in a—well, I do not want to 
put words in your mouth. How you think reform of it may aid man-
ufacturing?

Secretary PRITZKER. Well I think that, you know, in bringing cor-
porate tax reform, the President has proposed bringing corporate 
tax rates down and for manufacturers down to the rate of 25 per-
cent. That would make them more globally competitive and it 
would make the United States an even more globally competitive 
place to locate one’s manufacturing. And so I absolutely support 
that and think that the administration is in the right place to do 
that.

Mr. FATTAH. Well let me thank you, and I am going to yield back 
to the chairman. But I am very supportive of the whole range of 
activities of the department. 
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Secretary PRITZKER. Thank you. 
Mr. FATTAH. I think EDA has some fabulous work, and also the 

export efforts. And we have to get you to Philadelphia so you can 
talk to some of our local business leaders. 

Secretary PRITZKER. Thank you. 
Mr. FATTAH. But I will yield back at this time. Thank you, Mr. 

Chairman.
Secretary PRITZKER. Can I just say one thing, Congressman? I 

appreciate your talking about the employees of the Commerce De-
partment. I believe the greatest asset are the people who work for 
us. And they are really dedicated to trying to create the conditions 
for economic growth in the country. So thank you. 

Mr. FATTAH. Thank you. 
Mr. WOLF. Mr. Aderholt. 
Mr. ADERHOLT. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. And Madam Sec-

retary, thanks for being here today. 

EDA FUNDING

Secretary PRITZKER. Thank you. 
Mr. ADERHOLT. You may recall about three years ago there was 

a series of outbreak of tornados that hit the South. Alabama got 
hit in a very big way. The district I represent in the northern part 
of the state got hit in a very big way. And one of the particular 
small towns in my area, Hackleburg, applied for an EDA grant in 
the aftermath of the tornados that went through, which as like I 
say has been almost three years ago. It destroyed entire neighbor-
hoods, buildings, vital infrastructure there in the community that 
I represent. 

The grant was awarded but it took more than a year to actually 
receive the funding. I have heard from local community leaders 
that these kinds of wait times are not unusual and do not seem to 
be better even if you have a natural disaster. My question to you 
would be is there any EDA directive to streamline the funding 
process after a grant is awarded in the wake of these type of trage-
dies.

Secretary PRITZKER. Well first of all, Congressman, my heart 
goes out to the families and citizens of the community hit by the 
tornado. That is terrible. The EDA is, I will say a couple of things. 
First of all in defense of EDA, we are not like FEMA in the sense 
that we are sort of able to grant in kind of an emergency situation. 
We have a process that we go through. I am excited to say that we 
have a new head of EDA has been named and nominated and I am 
hopeful is going to be confirmed by the Senate still in this working 
period and he is a former mayor, Jay Williams. And his commit-
ment in talking with me about taking this job is in how do we be 
most responsive to communities. And to come in and look at the 
EDA processes that we have and are focused so that we can be-
come as responsive as possible, recognizing that our role is a little 
different than FEMA’s role in terms of—— 

Mr. ADERHOLT. Right. No, I understand your role. But I mean, 
over a year is vastly different from being on the ground within 24 
hours. So yes, we understand that you cannot be on the ground 24 
hours later but you know I think over a year is really—— 
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Secretary PRITZKER. I will tell you, as part of my directive with 
him, is to really take a look frankly at all of EDA to see how we 
can streamline our processes. 

Mr. ADERHOLT. Do you know how long it takes typically to get 
money when something like this occurs? 

Secretary PRITZKER. I do not have those figures at my fingertips 
but I am happy to look into it. 

Mr. ADERHOLT. And just, you know, the other thing that I think 
would be interesting to look at is see what the wait time for stand-
ard EDA grants, how would it compare when you have a disaster 
like that as opposed to and also I would be interested to know if 
you could check to see if timelines vary according to the region you 
are in. But you know, this, like I said, this, you know, over a year 
I think has gone beyond. And I would appreciate when you, as you 
move forward with this new person at EDA that you would call 
this to their attention and say this is something that we need to 
look at and it is a real problem out there. 

Secretary PRITZKER. Absolutely. And I will look into the times it 
takes——

Mr. ADERHOLT. Okay. 

DUMPING AND SUBSIDIZED STEEL

Secretary PRITZKER [continuing]. That you have raised. 
Mr. ADERHOLT. Okay. Let me just quickly in closing, I have got 

one more quick question, of course the United States is currently 
facing a steel import crisis with dumped and subsidized steel im-
ports from a number of countries and across various product lines 
that are flooding the markets. The imports are causing injury to 
our steel industry and its workers. It is impeding domestic indus-
try’s full recovery from the economic recession. 

In response the domestic industry has brought several new trade 
cases in recent months against unfairly traded imports, including 
cases on rebar and oil country tubular goos, known as OCTG. Both 
of these industries desperately need relief but I understand there 
is some concern that a number of the Department’s preliminary de-
cisions in these cases may have been inconsistent with its standard 
practice and methodologies and the Department MAY have exer-
cised its discretion in a manner that is detrimental to the domestic 
rebar and OCTG industries. 

I also understand that the United States industry provided clear 
evidence of numerous subsidies yet in many of these instances the 
Department declined to make a preliminary ruling putting off the 
decision until the final does nothing to deter the imports that are 
flooding the market currently even as we speak. While I under-
stand the Department has significant discretion in many areas 
under the statute, do you agree that it should not exercise discre-
tion in a manner that harms the American worker and the indus-
try?

Secretary PRITZKER. Congressman, you know, to date I believe 
we have around 31 antidumping and countervailing duty orders on 
steel related products just from China alone and I am familiar with 
some of the cases that you brought. And as you said, there is some 
discretion but not a lot of discretion. We proceed with these cases 
very very seriously. We encourage the parties that engage to make 
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sure that all the facts are put on the table so that the review can 
be thorough and can be transparent. We are very transparent 
about the facts we find in the preliminary rulings and what we 
think the damage might be. And then we encourage another view 
between the preliminary and the final ruling to make sure that we 
have gotten the appropriate information so that we do not have an 
erroneous finding, if you will. 

Mr. ADERHOLT. Is there anything that, as far as due to lack of 
resources, that this Committee can address? 

Secretary PRITZKER. You know, as far as I am aware there are 
sufficient resources to deal with the level of antidumping and coun-
tervailing duty cases that we have to date. Thank you. 

Mr. ADERHOLT. Well I think it is critical for the Department to 
go after—— 

Secretary PRITZKER. Absolutely. 
Mr. ADERHOLT [continuing]. Unfair trade practices whenever 

they occur and wherever they occur and put the necessary re-
sources to investigate and discipline any wrongdoing. So I would 
just like your assurance from the Department of Commerce that 
you will certainly apply these U.S. remedy laws and you know, and 
make sure that you have the adequate resources to do that. 

Secretary PRITZKER. You absolutely have my assurance and we 
take these cases extremely seriously. 

Mr. ADERHOLT. Okay. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. WOLF. Mr. Schiff. 
Mr. SCHIFF. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Welcome, Secretary, it is 

great to have you here. 
Secretary PRITZKER. Thank you. 
Mr. SCHIFF. Thank you for the good work you are doing. I want 

to raise a couple of issues about the PTO. I appreciate the efforts 
that have been undertaken at the Patent and Trademark Office to 
examine the notice and take down system under the Digital Millen-
nium Copyright Act, and the degree to which it is accomplishing 
its purpose of combating online infringement. PTO most recently 
convened a meeting of stakeholders on their effort in March with 
input from a variety of people about their experience. I am con-
cerned that the current system is broken and I would like to figure 
out ways we can make it work better, ideally through cooperative 
and voluntary engagement through venues such as the PTO. 

I have the privilege of representing many constituents who cre-
ate content for a living, whether films or music. And I hear all the 
time about the frustration of sending endless numbers of take 
down notices only to see the same files uploaded literally instanta-
neously. That is not the way Congress envisioned the process work-
ing in 1996 when the DMCA was passed. 

It is a particularly overwhelming issue for small and independent 
creators who cannot afford to hire teams of people who do nothing 
but send thousands of take down notices day after day. One prom-
ising idea that came out of the initial discussion at PTO would be 
to at least standardize the format of take down notices so they can 
be processed more quickly. I would also like to see search engines 
take notices into account to downgrade the search results of fre-
quent abusers, something they have committed to do but we are 
not really seeing the results yet. So I would welcome your thoughts 
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based on what you have learned so far about how we can make a 
difference in protecting the work product of millions of Americans 
in the creative industries. 

PTO ART RIGHTS

Secretary PRITZKER. Well Congressman, first of all we completely 
support the rights of those who are in the creative industry and 
one of the things that I did very early on was spend time in Nash-
ville with the Songwriters’ Association talking with them about the 
challenges that they face in terms of protecting the rights of the 
product that they create. And for us making sure that notice and 
take down is implemented appropriately is something we take seri-
ously. I will look into the issue of standardized format. I do not 
know what we do in that case right now but I will make sure and 
look into it and get back to you about that. And protecting those 
from, it is a real problem, frankly. But it is something that I will 
look into. 

Mr. SCHIFF. Thank you, Madam Secretary . I look forward to fol-
lowing up with you on that. Staying on the PTO, last year the In-
spector General for the Department of Commerce expressed con-
cerns about the development of a secondary backlog at PTO. The 
IG acknowledged that progress has been made in reducing the 
backlog in patent applications and reducing overall pendency, in-
cluding clearing out some of the oldest unexamined applications. 
But he voiced concerns about a growing number of applications 
that are now under appeal through the administrative process 
within PTO. Two points on that. First, to the extent there is a new 
backlog developing in the appeals process it is important that PTO 
stay on top of it and increase resources and staffing to deal with 
it. Second and perhaps more important, we need to ensure that the 
secondary backlog is not the result of a decline in the quality of 
PTO reviews which have caused more appeals. I would appreciate 
it if you could look into that issue as well and get back to us about 
the IG’s warning from last year. I would like to know whether the 
secondary backlog is in fact growing, and whether we are seeing a 
higher rate of appeal than we have in the past and whether there 
is any evidence that in our zeal to reduce the backlog we are grant-
ing patents we should not or rejecting patents that we should be 
granting.

PTO BACKLOG

Secretary PRITZKER. So Congressman, let me just give you a little 
bit of some information now about that and I am happy to give you 
more later. We are continuing to grow the Patent Trial and Appeal 
Board. It is difficult, though, to find qualified candidates, but we 
are trying to deal with that. In terms of the backlog, we have 
brought the backlog down to about 600,000 cases. Our target is to 
bring it down to 450,000 cases. And we think that is the right 
amount of backlog because, and we are growing, at the same time 
we are growing our patent examiners by another thousand exam-
iners this year to I think 9,000 examiners. And when you hire a 
new patent examiner there is an enormous amount of training that 
goes into making them effective, right? And that training could 
take up to a year. So what we are trying to do is end up with the 
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appropriate amount of backlog to keep our patent examiners effi-
cient and effective at responding to new patent applications, as 
well as to make sure that we have a level inventory of work that 
we are doing. And so this is a constant balancing act, if you will. 

This is a constant balancing act, if you will, but we are applying 
IT resources as well. In fact, in this budget, we call for increasing 
the amount of IT infrastructures spent for an additional $8 million 
so that we can streamline, both, the interaction with the appli-
cants, but also improve the quality of examination of prior art, 
which is something that you were referring to—without deluding 
the quality of patents in an effort to deal with the backlog. 

One of the ways that we are addressing that is both the patent 
training—patent training of our examiners and we are going 
through an upgrade of training this year. We have a big effort 
going on this year. So the amount of backlog won’t go down as 
much this year because we are improving the quality of training. 
We are also improving the quality of our IT system which will help 
us do better search of the prior art, which will then improve the 
quality of the patents. At the same time, we are trying to grow our 
Patent Appeal Board so that we can timely deal with those. 

Mr. SCHIFF. Well, thank you. 
I think the numbers that you are referring to are the—for the 

patent backlog are not the secondary backlog in the appeals proc-
ess.

Secretary PRITZKER. Oh, no, I am giving you the primary back-
log——

Mr. SCHIFF. Right. 
Secretary PRITZKER [continuing]. And the secondary backlog, I 

will look into the specific numbers. I don’t have those at my finger-
tips.

Mr. SCHIFF. Okay. I am very interested to know whether that 
backlog is growing, as the IG was concerned, and if there is any 
indication that it is growing because we are moving too quickly to 
reduce the primary backlog. 

Finally, it has been more than a year since PTO Director David 
Kappos stepped aside. I have no doubt that the acting director for 
PTO is very capable, yet, I think it is a particularly bad time for 
the Department to lack permanent leadership with Congress con-
sidering a variety of proposals on patent reform to combat the 
problem patent trolls and frivolous demand letters. These are 
tricky and technical issues and it is important that we get them 
right and we will need input from PTO to make sure that we are 
striking the right balance. 

I realize it is beyond your pay grade to put forward a nominee, 
but I would encourage you to pass long to the White House the im-
portance of nominating a new PTO director soon. 

Secretary PRITZKER. Congressman, there is no one who wants a 
Patent and Trademark Office under Secretary more than I do. Hav-
ing said that, I have will tell you that the acting Michelle Lee, who 
was formerly from Google, is fantastic and is doing a terrific job. 
But we are on top of it and I am working closely with the White 
House to get this addressed. 

Mr. SCHIFF. Thank you, Madam Secretary . It is great to see you. 
Secretary PRITZKER. Thank you. 
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Mr. SCHIFF. I yield back, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. WOLF. Mr. Diaz-Balart? 
Mr. DIAZ-BALART. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 
Thanks again for being here today. 
Secretary PRITZKER. Thank you. 
Mr. DIAZ-BALART. A couple of issues that I wanted—and one of 

them may sound to some—as something that is way far in ad-
vance—but it is the issue of the census. 

Secretary PRITZKER. Yes. 
Mr. DIAZ-BALART. And obviously it is one of those issues that if 

you don’t get it right now and soon and when we get there, we are 
in deep trouble, right? 

And so I know that your budget request includes $1.2 billion. 
That is for the ramp-up of the census which is an increase of about 
28 percent, and again, we all understand the necessity of the cen-
sus and also understand what you are doing, you are looking at 
technology to hopefully lower costs, et cetera, but any idea what— 
the 2010, was—$13 billion, I believe was the total number. What 
do you expect the 2020 census to cost, is it going to be more, do 
you think, and equally as important, if not potentially more impor-
tant and money is important, but based on the recent GAO report, 
are you confident that the census will have the technology and will 
be ready before 2020? 

CENSUS 2020

Secretary PRITZKER. Congressman, thank you for asking about 
the census. You know, first of all, let me assure you that our goal 
is to make sure that we provide a timely, trusted, and accurate 
census, and we are also focused on how we do that at a lower cost 
per household. 

And we are researching the innovations that we think can help 
us to save, frankly, billions of dollars. One of the biggest costs that 
we have in the census is non-response. If we do the census the way 
we did the 2010 census, our estimates are that it will cost us $18 
billion to do the census. We think that we could save up to $5 bil-
lion by making it easier to respond; by leveraging the Internet; by 
using modern approaches to our field operation by using data that 
has already been provided to the Government and by having more 
targeted address list development. 

And our objective is, during fiscal year 2015 with the increased 
resources that we have asked for in the budget, is to test all of 
these efforts to see that they can deliver the kind of savings that 
we are projecting that they can, and I have a lot of confidence in 
our census—our Assistant Secretary running the census, John 
Thompson, that he is on top of our conducting this research in a 
timely fashion so that we can be ready to effectuate the census at 
the appropriate time. 

Mr. DIAZ-BALART. And I think that that makes sense, I mean, 
looking at, again, new technology and other ways to not only make 
it less expensive, but, more efficient and more accurate. 

You know, after the last census, the City of Miami and Hialeah, 
they saw dramatic decreases in many of their Formula Grant pro-
grams, specifically in CDBG funds. We had multiple meetings with 
the census folks. They were great; they were responsive. And in es-
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sence, the folks in Hialeah and Miami, just couldn’t believe that 
the numbers were accurate because, they are not rich cities. As you 
know, they are poor cities and the numbers didn’t make sense 
and—it appeared that, for example, Miami that census was count-
ing unoccupied high-rise condos after the collapse of the market, 
and so there was all these issues. 

And one of the things that we also hope that you are looking at— 
and, again, I appreciate that you are looking in innovation. 

Secretary PRITZKER. Yes. 
Mr. DIAZ-BALART. But it is to also figure out ways to be more in 

contact with the local communities, who, in many cases—and in 
some places in south Florida, as you know, where we are basically 
the exile community of particularly all Latin America. 

Secretary PRITZKER. Uh-huh. 
Mr. DIAZ-BALART. There is a strong reluctance to trust in Gov-

ernment, and so hopefully that is something that you will also look 
at to try and do a good job there. 

Secretary PRITZKER. We are committed to making sure that we 
have an absolutely accurate census and working with local govern-
ments.

Mr. DIAZ-BALART. Mr. Chairman, do I have any time to ask one 
other question? 

Mr. WOLF. Absolutely. 

NATIONAL TRAVEL AND TOURISM

Mr. DIAZ-BALART. And this is kind of unrelated to you but—it is 
related, but it is not really in your realm—but the President 
launched the National Travel and Tourism Strategy—— 

Secretary PRITZKER. Uh-huh. 
Mr. DIAZ-BALART [continuing]. To make the United States more 

attractive and accessible as a destination, which obviously in south 
Florida, we are all in favor of that attitude. Many of the visitors 
that come to the United States, come through Miami, through 
south Florida. It is one of the largest—Miami is the second largest 
international gateway to the United States. We have a serious 
issue, however—and then we also have the folks that are going to 
go to the World Cup, who, a lot of them, we think—we hope will 
pass through south Florida on their way there and spend a lot of 
their money, et cetera—and one of the concerns is the fact that we 
just don’t have enough CBP officers and the wait lines are frankly, 
clearly unacceptable. 

This committee, the Appropriations Committee, did a great job 
and so there are going to be some new ones going to south Florida, 
so I clearly realize that CBP staffing issues are not handled by 
you—they are handled by DHS—but given that the Department of 
Commerce’s role in attracting visitors, is that an issue that you all 
have talked about, to look at reducing those waits, that obviously— 
even though you don’t control that, but it does affect what you are 
trying to do—and I am hoping that that is something that can be 
addressed at the interagency level. 

Secretary PRITZKER. So, Congressman, first of all, the National 
Travel and Tourism Strategy came out of the Department of Com-
merce as something that I chair the interagency effort on the Na-
tional Travel and Tourism Strategy, and I am quite excited, frank-
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ly, with the partnership that we have developed with the Secretary 
of Homeland Security. In fact, he commented to me, he thought he 
was in charge of a law enforcement agency, but he realizes that 
there is an enormous trade component that he has engaged with, 
and he and I have spent significant time—and yesterday an-
nounced to both of our staffs a set of principles, in terms of commit-
ment, to travel and tourism and trade to work very closely to-
gether.

And we have an initiative, interagency initiative, that we’re 
working on to bring down the wait times. Because we only have 
one chance to make a first impression on the travelers that we do 
want in this country. We have seventy million travelers who came 
to the United States last year and our objective is to get to a hun-
dred million by 2021, and if we can’t bring down the wait times, 
then these folks are not going to return again or be encouraging 
the others that they know to visit. 

So it is a high priority for those of us at the Department of Com-
merce and I feel very good that Secretary Johnson is, number one, 
committed to our Homeland Security, but acknowledges that there 
is still an opportunity to accomplish that, at the same time, as ad-
dressing the wait lines. 

Mr. DIAZ-BALART. Mr. Chairman, thank you, again, for your in-
dulgence.

I am glad to hear that you are also focused on that because, yes, 
it is an issue that, as you say, we only have one shot at it, and 
right now we are not doing really well in some highly utilized areas 
like in Miami where we did the wait line. 

We had, Mr. Chairman, a couple of weeks ago, the wait line was 
over three hours. So people were missing flights and you can imag-
ine that when the numbers increase, which we need them to in-
crease, and for example, just during the World Cup that is taking 
place in Brazil, if we don’t deal with that, we are in serious trouble, 
but I am glad to hear that you are doing that. And I, for one, any-
thing that we can do to help, please stay in touch. 

Secretary PRITZKER. And I would just add something—Congress-
man, in fact the—one of the things that the Secretary of Homeland 
Security asked me to do is to help him get loaned executives from 
some of our private sector companies that are experts in dealing 
with these areas of wait lines. 

Also, I know that they are speaking on behalf of—not of the 
Commerce Department, but a department—they are deploying ki-
osks and they have—the beta site was in Chicago and actually 
early on in my tenure, I did go through that site. We were trav-
eling outside the United States and we connected through Chicago 
and we re-entered the country through Chicago and were able to 
use the kiosks and talk with the head of CBP there. And what I 
would say is that they are very focused on the challenge, and I 
think the Secretary is very committed and we are working very 
closely on it. 

Mr. DIAZ-BALART. Thank you, Madam Secretary . 
Secretary PRITZKER. Thank you. 
Mr. DIAZ-BALART. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. WOLF. Mr. Honda? 
Mr. HONDA. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
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This is a very interesting discussion. On the wait lines—just so 
I don’t step on anybody else’s line—the wait lines have been a real 
difficult thing to deal with, essentially after 9/11 in the airports. 
And before it went to DHS, the Secretary went to Disneyland be-
cause Disneyland is an expert on wait lines, and so, you know, we 
may be looking at other areas that we never think about to bring 
in their expertise to help us out. 

Secretary PRITZKER. Well, Congressman, just on that note, the 
folks at Universal and at Disney have offered to help the Secretary 
of Homeland Security on just precisely this issue. 

Mr. HONDA. So I think that, you know, Mr. Diaz-Balart’s com-
ments are timely and in talking about the census, I think that is 
timely too because even though it might be ten years down the 
line, it is still, on an annual basis, we have to stay on top of the 
issues, especially with the issues around technology—— 

Secretary PRITZKER. Yes. 
Mr. HONDA [continuing]. When the last go-around, it was a fiasco 

and an embarrassment. 
But I just wanted to welcome you, Secretary, for coming in. 
Secretary PRITZKER. Thank you. 
Mr. HONDA. And I also want to thank you for coming to Sunny-

vale in our district back in February. It was really a good visit. We 
did talk about USPTO and we just want to also express the grati-
tude that USPTO is in San Jose. 

But I share the concerns of my colleague, Adam Schiff, regarding 
the backlogs and everything else like that. I was wondering if that 
backlog was due to the way that we are not allowing the income 
that is coming from fees to be utilized in an appropriate manner, 
the way that it was supposed to be used, for the USPTO. 

Can you comment on that? 

PTO FEE USAGE

Secretary PRITZKER. Well, one of the things that I am excited 
about is that the fee level, I think, this year is projected to be about 
$3.2—$3.4 billion, which is a 14 percent increase. 

Mr. HONDA. They increased it, right. 
Secretary PRITZKER. And so this is going to allow us to do several 

things. First of all, invest in our IT system, which you and I dis-
cussed——

Mr. HONDA. Right. 
Secretary PRITZKER [continuing]. At another time and the impor-

tance of that. That got delayed due to various reasons and now it 
is really important that we continue this investment in our IT in-
frastructure because that will both empower the new examiners 
that we have to be more effective and also to streamline the work 
that they do. 

I think that we are also building a good operating reserve, and 
the reason I think that is important is because as we have eco-
nomic ups and downs, it is important that we not lose the assets 
of—the great human capital assets of the Patent and Trademark 
Office. As I said, the examiners are folks that we invest highly in 
when they join us and they become real experts and able to really 
become more efficient and effective at granting patents. So what we 
don’t want is the ups and downs of the economy and maybe the ups 
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and downs of fees to affect our ability to keep a strong workforce 
so that we can be servicing the innovation economy. So I feel that 
I am actually—having continued to examine this, I feel really good 
about where we are at. 

Mr. HONDA. Well, I think the way that the money was flowing— 
not flowing appropriately, it seems to me, that affects states like 
California and Virginia, the chairman’s district, where we depend 
upon the processing of patents and trademarks as part of our econ-
omy. And when that slows down, it slows down everything, so I 
think it behooves the entire country that we understand how to 
support the USPTO. And I don’t know how we are going to do it, 
but I think the sequestration should not have impacted your budg-
et because it was fee-based and not based upon monies allocated 
from our budget. 

Secretary PRITZKER. We think with the fees that we are going to 
have this year that we are going to be able to adequately address 
the challenges that we faced before, so we feel good about where 
we are. 

Mr. HONDA. Okay. I just want to make sure that you know that 
folks like us are willing to push, because when you experience a 
backlog, you end up getting blamed if we don’t understand how— 
what is really happening and I think we need to expose that and 
make sure that all of us understand the kind of challenges that you 
face really depends on the flow of your funding and it affects your 
staffing, your training, your backlogs, and everything else like it. 
It ultimately ends up determining how well we do in this country 
in terms of protecting our patents and providing patent protections. 

PROMOTING INNOVATION

Secretary PRITZKER. Absolutely. 
Mr. HONDA. So now I will get back to my notes. So on your com-

mitment for promoting innovations through initiatives like NNMI 
and entrepreneurship and boosting the American competitiveness, 
you know that those priorities, we do have in common on investing 
and rebuilding our domestic manufacturing base. 

In Silicon Valley, one out of five jobs are in the manufacturing 
sector and we are the number one area for manufacturing, Detroit 
is number two. I was told by Detroit that we are number one. And 
I don’t have to tell you that not all jobs are created equal. Manufac-
turing jobs pay higher wages than most jobs in the service sector. 

We need a national manufacturing vision, the way that Silicon 
Valley has vision for manufacturing, so we can have more Amer-
ican jobs that pay better wages and a strong economy. We want to 
make sure that we invest and enhancing the competitiveness of our 
small and medium-sized manufacturers. 

I am glad to see that the 141 million requests for the National 
Institute of Standards and Technology, NIST; Manufacturing Ex-
tension Partnership, the MEP, I am glad to see that, and in Cali-
fornia, MANEX, in northern California, CMTC. In southern Cali-
fornia we play a critical role in helping small manufacturers in our 
state create and retain jobs, increase profits and save time and 
money. The MEP provides important services from innovation 
strategies to process improvements, to green manufacturing. It also 
works with partners at the state and federal levels to help pro-
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grams that put manufacturers in positions to develop new cus-
tomers, expand into new markets and create new products. These 
investments will help our manufacturers overcome today’s and to-
morrow’s challenges so that high-paying skilled labor can find a 
good home on our shores. So would you talk about the Commerce 
Department’s goals for the MEP program and where it fits in, in 
the Administration’s manufacturing vision? 

Secretary PRITZKER. Well, Congressman, I, too, think the MEP 
program is really terrific. When I took this job, I was unfamiliar 
with the MEP program and so I made it my business to go out and 
visit with a number of manufacturers, particularly some small 
manufacturers, and talk with them. The MEP program is a pro-
gram that partners with local groups and works as an advisor to 
local manufacturers, particularly small manufacturers, to help 
them adopt state-of-the-art processes and programs to be competi-
tive. And it is fantastic when you see the effect of their work. First 
of all, the federal dollars are well-matched, locally, which is some-
thing that is important. 

Mr. HONDA. Yeah. 
Secretary PRITZKER. But, also, it is great to talk to a manufac-

turer and hear about the streamlining, the effectiveness, the effi-
ciency, the processes that are brought to bear through the con-
sulting work that our MEPs do, so I think it is an extremely impor-
tant part of our manufacturing agenda. 

Mr. HONDA. While you were mentioning that, and there was a 
discussion earlier on asking for consultants to help solve problems, 
I think someone said that we are looking for experts in the dif-
ferent fields to help solve our problems. 

Was that—— 
Secretary PRITZKER. That was for the Department of Homeland 

Security.
Mr. HONDA. One of the bills that we wrote is called EIR, the En-

trepreneur-in-Residence, and it is a no-cost bill that we were trying 
to move forward and perhaps the members of this committee and 
the chairman might want to look at it to help us move it through. 
It is no-cost and it is looking at entrepreneurs who are successful 
and they are willing to volunteer their time for two years without 
way, they would absorb it, and to be placed into different depart-
ments and perhaps into DHS to help places like Florida to solve 
their problem with the backlogs. If the chair wouldn’t mind looking 
at that and discussing with yourself on that, it may be something 
that will benefit a lot of departments, a lot of neighborhoods in 
terms of the kinds of strategies that we may be able to pull from 
the experiences of the entrepreneurs that are successful. 

Secretary PRITZKER. I am not—— 
Mr. HONDA. They don’t need an income and so they are prepared 

to volunteer, and Oracle and a couple of other companies have al-
ready done that, and so we are moving forward on that, so I would 
love to have that shared with you. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. WOLF. We will take a look at that. It sounds like—years ago 

there was the SCORE program, I think it was called—where execu-
tives came in and did that, and I think it makes a lot of sense. 

Mr. HONDA. Yeah. 
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BIS EXPORT ENFORCEMENT ACTIVITIES

Mr. WOLF. So we will take a look at it. 
Your budget includes nearly $111 million for the Bureau of In-

dustry and Security. This amount is an increase of about $9 million 
or nearly 9 percent that will largely support export enforcement ac-
tivities. I am somewhat concerned that sensitive technology will 
make its way into the hands of unfriendly groups or nations. 

Can you assure the committee and can you raise our comfort 
level with regard to that issue? 

Secretary PRITZKER. Congressman—or Chairman, first of all the 
budget calls for about $8.4 million to increase enforcement capa-
bility, analytics, and investigative capabilities for the 30,000 new 
items that we are responsible for under expert control reform. We 
are absolutely committed to making sure that we have tight con-
trols on where our products are going. 

And one of the things that we call for is additional funding also 
to have additional expert control officers in Turkey, in Germany, in 
the UAE so that we can have increased end-use checks in regions 
where we are concerned about trans shipment. These are places we 
think were vulnerable, and our budget have, I think, an additional 
$2.6 million focused on that. 

So we are very much focused on making sure that not only in our 
own capacity, but also working with our interagency counterparts, 
as well as the FBI to address any kind of vulnerabilities or illicit 
transfer of U.S. technology. 

Mr. WOLF. We understand your Department’s Chief Information 
Officer is stepping down. Obviously this is a crucial position. You 
and I have spoken about cyber security concerns. A recent IG re-
port found that the Bureaus were not even following basic IT secu-
rity practices. 

Any comments about that? 

IT LEADERSHIP AND CYBERSECURITY

Secretary PRITZKER. Chairman, I would say that my IT leader-
ship needs an upgrade and so I am focused on making sure that 
we get the best quality individual in to lead. In the meantime, we 
have brought in the Chief Information Officer from NIST to help 
us run the Department’s IT. We are going to run a national search 
to find someone, but we absolutely need the best quality person. 

In terms of cyber security, I am absolutely committed to trying 
to get in place the best quality cyber security that we can. I am 
well aware of the threats as you and I have discussed, and you 
have made sure that I am well-educated on the issue and it is 
something that I take very seriously. 

WEATHER SERVICE

Mr. WOLF. You are requesting increases for a number of pro-
grams across the Department, but one significant cut sticks out. 
You are recommending a $45 million in the weather service. 

Would you please provide us with your rational for cutting fund-
ing for weather forecasting activities? 

Secretary PRITZKER. The weather service needs to go through an 
evolution, and if we continue to do the weather service the way 
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that we are doing the weather service today, we will be failing our 
users, and we need to begin to evolve the operations. And this is 
not a radical change, nor a wholesale change. This is an evolution. 

What we want to do is to free up capacity to focus on the last 
mile of our services, so that we are getting high quality, consistent 
information into the hands of decision-makers, and what we are 
trying to do is really realign our budget at the weather service to 
increase transparency and alignment with our operation. 

So, we have a number of things going on in the weather service 
budget. It is actually to improve the quality of what we are doing. 
For example, we are talking about centralizing some of our IT serv-
ices, which we think is necessary to make sure that we provide a 
consistent service across the country. It allows for better quality as-
surance; it allows for better cyber security. Frankly, from business 
standpoint this is a best practice. 

So, a part of what is happening with the weather service budget 
is a real evolution—the beginnings of an evolution towards better 
management, and frankly, taking advantage of the evolution of 
technology, too. 

Mr. WOLF. Is there a team looking at that or is it just a few peo-
ple within the Department—— 

Mr. PRITZKER. No. In fact, in our budget we suggest we create 
a Transition Office where we have a team dedicated to managing 
this evolution. 

Mr. WOLF. Any people from outside of government? 
Secretary PRITZKER. At this point, we are assembling the team 

and it will be a mix of people, both inside and outside. 

SATELLITE LEADERSHIP

Mr. WOLF. We want to recognize Mary Kicza, your NOAA Assist-
ant Administrator for satellites. We understand that she has an-
nounced her retirement. She has had a long and distinguished ca-
reer at both NOAA and NASA. We thank her for her service. She 
has done yeoman’s work. 

What are your plans to fill that position? Probably one of the 
most crucial in the Department, particularly when you look at— 
you were not here—— 

Secretary PRITZKER. Yes. 
Mr. WOLF. The history of the problems in the satellites. I mean, 

it has been an area that—— 
Secretary PRITZKER. Mr. Chairman, I am well aware of the chal-

lenges that have existed with the satellites. Mary’s announcement 
to retire—first of all, I am grateful to her for getting us to a posi-
tion where the satellites are today on budget and on schedule, and 
to managing through what was a difficult situation. 

Under Secretary Sullivan and I are working closely hand in glove 
to try and identify someone to fill that position. I am assured by 
the Under Secretary that the team around Mary is strong enough 
to handle the situation in the interim while we fill that vacant po-
sition.

I appreciate, first of all, how significant the satellites are as a 
function in terms of providing information but, too, how important 
this part of our activity is and how sensitive it is, given the 
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vulnerabilities that exist within the satellite program, and our ob-
jective to try and deal with issues like the Gap, and other things. 

So, I am deeply involved in trying to make sure that not only do 
we have the right personnel but that we don’t lose the benefits of 
having to put the satellite program back, as the external group 
said, ‘‘back into good management,’’ and I do not want to lose the 
fact that we are on schedule and on budget. 

Mr. WOLF. Well, you have covered the Gap question, so that is 
not a position that has to be confirmed by the Senate, is it not? 

Secretary PRITZKER. I do not believe so. 
Mr. WOLF. Then you must move quickly. 
Secretary PRITZKER. That is my hope, and Under Secretary Sul-

livan and I are on it. 
Mr. WOLF. So, when do you think you would have it filled by? 

When is she leaving? When would she walk out of the door? 
Secretary PRITZKER. I do not know the exact date she is leaving, 

but she is leaving in the next couple of months and we are in the 
process of beginning a search right now. When she told us we 
began the search. We are moving post-haste on this. 

2020 CENSUS DEVICE TESTING

Mr. WOLF. Okay. On the census, the Subcommittee understands 
the census may employ a ‘‘bring your own device.’’ If you can ex-
plain that to me a little bit, too. What does that mean, or what 
does that mean for ensuring security of the data that is collected 
on personal cell phones—but what does that mean? 

Secretary PRITZKER. Well, it begins first by saying that we are 
going to use off-the-shelf technology. We are not looking—I believe 
the 2010 census at one point looked at creating its own technology. 
We are not going to do that, nor is it at all necessary, given the 
advancement in handheld devices. 

The security of the census is something that is extremely impor-
tant to us, and exactly how we deploy what kind of devices is part 
of the testing that we will do, making sure that information is se-
cure and that we have the appropriate cyber security available to 
protect how we deploy in the field is something that is of high pri-
ority. This is part of what we are doing in the testing and the mon-
ies that we want this year. 

Mr. WOLF. Bring your own does not mean everybody just has 
their own cell phone and they are going to kind of—— 

Secretary PRITZKER. Well, it may be that—I do not know. It actu-
ally does, but what the question is—you went right to the heart of 
the issue. How do we assure that we do not have vulnerabilities 
in terms of the data being at risk, right? And that is the most im-
portant thing, and this is all of what we are testing throughout the 
year.

Mr. WOLF. But look at Target. Look at Neiman Marcus. Look 
at—everyone takes their own. I do not know. To raise my comfort 
level and not answer when they call me. I refuse to—I might ask 
if—I think you are really, this is again, it was a great embarrass-
ment the last time and there were problems, and I think you are 
going to have to be careful with this. 

Secretary PRITZKER. Terrific. And, Chairman, I take very seri-
ously the security and sanctity of what we are going to do, and the 
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data and being able to collect it. So this is part of what we are test-
ing to see if it works. If it does not work, we are not going to do 
it.

AMERICAN COMMUNITY SURVEY

Mr. WOLF. The American Community Survey, over the last three 
years, amendments have been offered on the House Floor regarding 
the American Community Survey. One made compliance optional, 
the other prohibited use of funds to conduct the survey. 

What is the Census Bureau doing to make this survey less intru-
sive for respondents? 

Secretary PRITZKER. Well, we are doing a number of things, but 
let me back up a little bit. The American Community Survey obvi-
ously was a continuation of the long form survey. We have been re-
viewing top to bottom review of all of the questions on the Amer-
ican Community Survey. We are trying to reduce respondent bur-
den because we are aware of its importance. The American Com-
munity Survey provides, as you know, important data and the fre-
quency of it being updated is very important, not just to govern-
ments and their funding, but also to businesses. 

So we need to balance how we reduce respondent burden. We are 
doing that by reviewing the questions to make sure that those 
questions are necessary and we have established a respondent who 
will advocate on behalf of the respondents. 

Mr. WOLF. Is that new? 
Secretary PRITZKER. Yes. 
Mr. WOLF. So will that person be known? How will the word get 

out, or will that be under—— 
Secretary PRITZKER. We will get the word out. I do not know the 

specific ways that we will get the word out, but we will get the 
word out. And for the first group of questions, we will obtain feed-
back from federal data users by the end of May. 

PATENT AND TRADEMARK OFFICE

Mr. WOLF. Okay. Patent and Trademark—in the budget request 
for the Patent and Trademark Office is $3.4 billion, an increase of 
$417 million, or nearly 14 percent. PTO has begun to divert fee col-
lections into an operating reserve fund to provide it with a cushion 
for times when fee collections may be insufficient to sustain the 
PTO workforce and operational needs. In fact, the estimation is 
that their reserve will be $800 million at the end of Fiscal Year 
2014, and more than $1 billion in Fiscal Year 2015, and the num-
bers in the out year continues to grow. 

Will PTO be lowering its fees? One billion dollars seems more 
than excessive as an operating reserve. Has PTO established ap-
propriate protocols to ensure that these funds, if and when they are 
spent, are spent wisely, and is there a plan to use this funding to 
work down the backlog or is there a number—like if I hit 1 billion 
one, we are going to stop? I mean, or is this going to be reserve, 
reserve, reserve? 

Secretary PRITZKER. Mr. Chairman, first of all, as I mentioned 
earlier, the importance of having a reserve is so that we can man-
age through fluctuations and that we can assure the—— 

Mr. WOLF. Is that the largest reserve you have ever had? 
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Secretary PRITZKER. Yes. Having said that, we are looking at— 
now that we are building up a reserve that we think is—I do not 
know exactly what the right number is, but given the size of the 
reserve we are looking at whether we should consider lowering our 
fees or adjusting our fees now that we are achieving a significant 
sized reserve. 

DEPARTMENT SENIOR LEVEL VACANCIES

Mr. WOLF. I think that would be a good idea. I am going to go 
one question of Mr. Fattah, and then back to Dr. Harris. 

While Commerce has filled a number of positions over the last 
year, there are still a number of senior level positions at the De-
partment that are vacant and filled with acting personnel. Deputy 
Secretary Pat Gallagher, who really—he was a good person. You 
lost—you should have gone out to his house and—— 

Secretary PRITZKER. I did. I begged. I was on my knees. 
Mr. WOLF. And he is one of the most capable people that I think 

ever came before the Committee. I mean, he was really. Now, it is 
Pittsburgh’s gain, but—— 

Secretary PRITZKER. And our loss. 
Mr. WOLF. Yes, your loss. I mean, has he actually walked out of 

the building? 
Secretary PRITZKER. June 12th, and he and I have been working 

on a transition plan and I have been working with the White 
House on his replacement, and I share with you that this is a big 
loss for us. And I have been working with him to make sure that 
we have the right leadership and, yes, that we have the right tran-
sition plan, that things do not fall through the cracks. 

Mr. WOLF. Okay. But PTO, as Mr. Schiff mentioned, EDA, 
NOAA, CFO, no budget offer. I mean, they are really—because I 
will tell you, I used to work for a Cabinet Secretary . When all of 
those are vacant, I would—and if you noticed, I did not put you on 
the spot there. I did not ask if you knew or did not know anyone 
on this, but my best guess, I mean, you probably did not know— 
maybe you did, but you need your people there, and good peo-
ple——

Secretary PRITZKER. Mr. Chairman, there is no one who wants 
their people there more than me, and I hope you might talk to your 
friends or colleagues in the Senate that I might get the folks 
through, the process there, and I have been doing everything I can 
with the White House to get people named and then through the 
process.

So I am totally—you and I are completely aligned on this and 
very focused. 

Mr. WOLF. I think that is why some of the problems develop. 
Last year you had Acting acting, basically, and they were leaving. 
They did not really—so anyway, Mr. Fattah? 

SKILLED WORKERS NEEDED

Mr. FATTAH. I represent Philadelphia, but to Pittsburgh’s credit 
it has gotten two great leaders for two of its universities, the 
former head of the National Science Foundation is at Carnegie 
Mellon, and now Pat Gallagher is going over to the other great uni-
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versity there. So it is a great win for—at least for the home state 
of Pennsylvania and a loss for the Federal government. 

But I want to talk to you about this question of job openings, not 
in your Department, but in the country. The Administration posted 
a report from the Labor Department last month, saying that they 
are the highest number of openings ever—4.2 million job openings 
nationwide. There are companies in Pennsylvania, air products 
manufacturing and others, who have had job openings for over a 
year that they have not been able to fill. 

We talk about MEP. One of the things that MEP does is they 
have a meeting with all of their local manufacturers. I went to one 
at 7:00 in the morning, and they go around the table and talk 
about their challenges. And to a person, every single one of them 
said that their number one challenge was finding qualified people 
who had the math skills and the other skills needed to work in 
their manufacturing plant. 

I went out and visited a young lady out near southwest Philadel-
phia in Broomall. She has got a company called NK, and they 
make boutique electronics. So if you are a professional rower, or 
anyone who is interested in what is going on with the wind and 
speed—every tactical sharp shooter in the country probably uses 
one of her product. She has got a great company and she said she 
has not seen any recession. It is just growth each year, but hiring 
good people is a big issue. 

And so I want to talk to you a little bit about—you know, be-
cause we talk about, you know, job creation each month, and it has 
been averaging around 200,000. But if there are 4.2 million jobs 
open in our economy, those are Americans who are not working. 
Those are incomes that are not being generated. These are compa-
nies that are not being able to meet their challenges or the oppor-
tunities in the marketplace as they see them. And, of course, it is 
slowing our economy. 

So I know that this Administration, that you have a number of 
these interactions with other Department heads, I was wondering 
in your interactions with the Department of Labor, how you see the 
Nation being able to think anew about how to create more people 
who are not just unemployed, but who are job-ready. 

Secretary PRITZKER. So, Congressman, first of all, the workforce 
training and skills development is something that is near and dear 
to my heart. Prior to taking this job, one of my major civic engage-
ments was something I founded called Skills for America’s Future, 
and then I founded an effort called Skills for Chicagoland’s Future. 
And Skills for Chicagoland’s Future was focused on the long-term 
unemployed, and your figures are precisely right—north of four 
million Americans—I mean, four million open jobs today. 

In Chicago, we had 200,000 open jobs and 240,000 long-term un-
employed, and frankly, addressing the long-term unemployed situa-
tion is a very serious question. We created, in Chicago, an inter-
mediary to work between the businesses, made up of the Board of 
Directors of the 501C3, funded partially by the city, partially by 
the county, and partially by private foundations. And the job was 
to work between the employers in the region and the long-term un-
employed, and what we found is there was actually a real bias 
against hiring the long-term unemployed. 
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Long-term unemployed is defined as being out of work for six 
months, and that the recruiting processes—it was not at the CEO 
level and it was not really even at the Chief Human Capital Officer 
level, but the recruiters basically felt that, why would I go and find 
someone who had been long-term unemployed to fill a job? I am 
just better off stealing from my competitor, if you will, and moving 
people around in the jobs. 

And so we really addressed that by both addressing bias, but also 
working with the companies to say they will hire the long-term un-
employed, and then we brought on-the-job training dollars to Baird 
to help those who needed re-training, and it has been enormously 
successful, a public/private partnership in Chicago that we created. 

When I arrived here at this job, I made skills and workforce 
training one of the priorities of the Department of Commerce, and 
why do that? And it is not that we are spending big dollars. We 
do not have dollars to spend on it. But the business community 
needs to lead in job training, and the challenge that we face at the 
Department of Labor—and the Secretary of Labor completely un-
derstands this, and so he and I have been working hand in glove 
that business has to lead in terms of what do they need to fill the 
jobs that they have open. 

And so I have been bringing the business community to the table 
to work with the Labor Department to try and redirect the dollars 
that the Labor Department is spending so the job training is fo-
cused on jobs that exist and jobs that will exist, as opposed to just 
as the Secretary of Labor would say, train and pray. 

There is a significant effort that we have put forward and I think 
there are a number of tactics that can be applied to address this 
challenge.

Mr. FATTAH. Well, because I think as we sit here and we think 
about this, you know, if you had—if we could match up Americans 
with these four million jobs that are open, 4.2 million, right? Our 
economy would just—it would be vastly different than it exists 
today, but we need to do more in this area. 

You know, it is fascinating to hear these manufacturers go 
around the room and talk about it, and in particular, Mr. Chair-
man, they talked about the fact that males of almost any type were 
a challenge in the workplace in terms of what normally in polite 
company we refer to as job readiness skills. They will either show 
up at work on time and be prepared to, you know, learn, because 
machinists in this manufacturing process have to—they are going 
to make a lot of mistakes early on, and they have to be able to stay 
on the job long enough to the point where they are producing more 
products that are correct than are incorrect. 

NIST

So, anyway, it is an important area. I want to talk to you about 
NIST. Now, you have some $600 million. I have worked with NIST. 
We did a number of important projects together. One, we had a 
signing here in the Capitol, which I was able to host between a Eu-
ropean union and NIST. They had come up with joint standards, 
because as we see these economic groupings around the world, it 
is important if we are going to export that we have uniform stand-
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ards with other markets. And so, Pat Gallagher did some great 
work in this regard. I am going to miss him. 

But you talked a little bit about these manufacturing hubs or 
centers of excellence that are being set up. I think they are criti-
cally important, but we also need to have a broader pathway for 
other manufacturers to know about the resources of the Federal 
government. So beyond these centers we have our National labora-
tories, that are there to help businesses who have technological 
challenges, also done free of charge. A lot of our businesses, our 
manufacturers do not know that the National Lab infrastructures 
are there in place. 

And I hope that as you lead the Commerce Department, Chicago 
has two of our National Labs right there—Argonne and Fermi— 
that we will do more to make sure that large and small businesses 
know about those resources that are available on behalf of our gov-
ernment to help businesses think through some of their challenges 
in a manufacturing space so that we can keep the advantages that 
we have. 

Secretary PRITZKER. Absolutely. I think that getting the word out 
about the resources that the Commerce Department offers, whether 
it is in manufacturing or it is in exporting or different areas is one 
of the things that I am very focused on, because I find these are 
some of the best kept secrets in the country, which is crazy. We 
need to make sure that these resources are well understood. 

Mr. FATTAH. I will not recount the actual incident, but we had 
one very significant business in the process who had a challenge 
around batteries. Argonne is the leading experts in the world on 
batteries.

Secretary PRITZKER. Yes. 
Mr. FATTAH. We were able to marry them up and work out a 

problem that was very, very important for this American company 
to come to a better understanding around. But these resources are 
not as well known, and a lot of our businesses may think that 
there would be costs involved in it. In truth, a lot of our National 
Labs are there. We have a tremendous infrastructure in place—in-
tellectual infrastructure in place to help businesses with these 
challenges.

So, I thank you. I yield back, Mr. Chairman. 
Secretary PRITZKER. Thank you. 
Mr. WOLF. Dr. Harris? 

RECREATIONAL FISHING

Dr. HARRIS. Just very briefly. I am going to submit a couple of 
questions for the record. You know, my District is the Eastern 
Shore of Maryland and the suburbs of Maryland. The southern 
part that is on the coast is really a poor economy, so they do de-
pend on the recreational and for-hire fishing fleets, and there is 
some concern, you know. 

They are just great for the economy, those two sectors, and there 
is just some concerns about the estimates, like sea bass, and we are 
going to submit some questions—things like concerns with the 
changes in the sea bass size limits. 
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And again, I would just appreciate and I look forward to your an-
swers on that, again because those industries are just so important 
to those economically depressed areas of the State. 

Secretary PRITZKER. Well, Dr. Harris, I am well aware of how im-
portant that the recreational fishing is as an industry in general, 
and I would be happy to respond. 

Dr. HARRIS. Thank you very much. I yield back. 
Secretary PRITZKER. Thank you. 

JOB CREATION IN AMERICA

Mr. WOLF. Thank you. I just have one comment at the end, and 
it is back to the Select USA, I hope you are going to look into this 
and call me, and I think that it is good that we encourage foreign 
companies to locate their manufacturing facilities in the U.S., but 
we need to ensure that Commerce is fulfilling its goal and working 
with U.S. companies to export their products. 

The budget, though, is requesting a larger increase to support 
foreign direct investment, and not to place more foreign commercial 
service officers at our embassies overseas, and that is troubling. All 
you have to do is get on the train in Washington. I have family in 
Princeton, family in Philly, family in New York, and family in Con-
necticut and family all the way up to Boston. 

You go through the neighborhood, you go by my old neighbor-
hood, it is in decay. The factories are closed. The windows are bro-
ken. The graffiti is on the walls. The weeds are growing out, and 
we were a manufacturing base, and if you look at what is taking 
place in China—the pollution, the corruption—and I am sure you 
are going to be at the conference that we have. 

Secretary PRITZKER. Yes, of course. 
Mr. WOLF. But I think it is important because we compete. We 

can.
Secretary PRITZKER. Absolutely. 
Mr. WOLF. We can, and I think it is great if we can get a com-

pany from the Netherlands to come. I am all for that. And I am 
glad the VW one that you mentioned, my first car was a VW. I 
bought it in a little used car dealership up in his District, up on 
North Broad Street. But I want American made. 

Secretary PRITZKER. Yes. 
Mr. WOLF. And it is almost insulting to the American worker to 

say that we cannot make things. And, you know, the Administra-
tion put this guy, Jeff Immelt, head of GE, who took jobs out of 
America to be in—he was a disaster. He was the guy taking jobs 
out. He took a large facility from Winchester, and anyhow, so you 
can be like Esther in a bottle for such a time like this, and I think 
you have a very, very unique background. I am not overly thrilled 
with this Administration, but I think your appointment is a good 
appointment, and I think you understand, coming to visit. 

This can be—not that you are going to solve the problem for the 
rest of your term, but you can begin to turn this around. And so 
we want to bring these jobs back. If an American company is 
abroad and their plant manager and CEO is working and he gets 
in trouble, or gets kidnaped, he doesn’t call the Mexican police or 
he doesn’t call the English police. He doesn’t call the—he calls the 
FBI.
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Secretary PRITZKER. Right. 
Mr. WOLF. And so, anyway, I think this is really important that 

we do this. The Committee appreciates your testimony. We will 
look forward to working with you as we mark up the Bill and do 
everything that we can to help you be one of the most successful. 
One of my former bosses was the Secretary of Commerce—Rogers 
C.B. Morton. I worked for Secretary Morton, who represented the 
Eastern Shore, where Dr. Harris was from. He left—I worked for 
him at the Department of the Interior, then he left and went over 
and became the Secretary of Commerce. And in many ways, they 
were big shoes to fill. He was a big man. He was about six feet 
eight, something like that. 

But we want to help you do well so that we can create more jobs 
for Americans, and unless you have any closing comments, we will 
just kind of end now. 

Secretary PRITZKER. Mr. Chairman, I have no further closing 
comments except to say thank you very much, and I share your 
passion for creating jobs and having American businesses grow and 
made in America. Thank you. 

Mr. WOLF. Thank you. The hearing is adjourned. 
Secretary PRITZKER. Thank you. 
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TUESDAY, APRIL 8, 2014. 

NASA REQUEST AND OVERSIGHT OF NASA SECURITY 

WITNESSES
RICHARD THORNBURGH, PANEL CHAIR, NATIONAL ACADEMY OF PUB-

LIC ADMINISTRATION, 
HON. CHARLES F. BOLDEN, JR., ADMINISTRATOR, NATIONAL AERO-

NAUTICS AND SPACE ADMINISTRATION 

CHAIRMAN’S OPENING REMARKS

Mr. WOLF. Good morning. The hearing will come to order. 
We welcome everyone to today’s hearing on the National Aero-

nautics and Space Administration. Our witnesses are Governor 
Richard Thornburgh, a former Governor of the great State of— 
Commonwealth of Pennsylvania and Attorney General, and NASA 
Administrator Charles Bolden. 

Thank you both for being here. 
The first panel today will focus on issues in NASA’s security con-

trols that were brought to light through the work of the National 
Academy of Public Administration. 

Governor Thornburgh, a NAPA fellow, led a team of experts in 
a comprehensive review of NASA’s security practices, culminating 
in a report that was issued about 2 months ago. 

The review was initiated after this subcommittee drew attention 
to allegations of serious security problems at NASA’s Ames and 
Langley Research Centers. 

I hope anyone who questioned the accuracy or the motivation of 
the allegations is listening today because the review conducted by 
NAPA, along with separate reviews of the Ames and Langley inci-
dents by the NASA Inspector General, validate that serious prob-
lems do exist at NASA and require substantial corrective actions. 

To my great frustration and concern, the full contents of those 
reports are restricted and the publicly available executive sum-
maries are lacking in many of the details and examples that are 
needed to fully understand the scope of the problem. 

Nevertheless, I can say that all three reports drive home the 
need for NASA to revise, tighten, and standardize its security poli-
cies, put in place review mechanisms to better identify instances of 
noncompliance and more effectively communicate with its employ-
ees about security threats, countermeasures, and requirements. 

The most upsetting findings in the reports are serious defi-
ciencies in NASA’s culture of accountability. Violations of security 
protocols can and do go effectively unpunished, a fact which pro-
vides employees with little or no incentive to make security compli-
ance a personal and a professional priority. 

These circumstances need to change. Security compliance is not 
a trivial concern. And while much of NASA’s work is intended to 
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be widely shared, the agency is still responsible for the develop-
ment and protection of technologies and information that could eas-
ily be used against us by those who seek to damage this country’s 
security or economy. The subcommittee expects that NASA will do 
better, and I know Administrator Bolden does as well. 

The framework for the necessary changes has been established 
through the work of Governor Thornburgh and the rest of the 
NAPA team, which made 27 recommendations for improvements to 
NASA’s practices. 

I understand that NASA is working now to finalize its plans to 
implement those recommendations and I appreciate that effort, but 
the Agency should know that the subcommittee will be following up 
to ensure that real and lasting institutional changes are made. It 
would seem to me it would be appropriate for NAPA to come back 
a year from now and see what progress has been made. 

This hearing today is the first step. By establishing a public 
record on both the nature of the problems and the corrective ac-
tions needed to respond to them, it will be harder for NASA leader-
ship, current or future, to walk away from the difficult task of see-
ing the necessary reforms through to completion. 

The topic of security reforms will carry into the start of our sec-
ond panel with Administrator Bolden, who will have an oppor-
tunity to respond to the findings in the NAPA report and outline 
the Agency’s proposed responses to NAPA’s recommendations. 

In addition, the second panel will take on the task of discussing 
NASA’s 2015 budget request and the agency’s programmatic plans 
for fiscal year 2015. 

NASA’s request of $17.46 billion represents a 1 percent decrease 
from the fiscal year 2014 enacted levels, despite the relatively con-
stant government-wide top line. 

The impact of the proposed decreases, which would primarily af-
fect perennial targets like the Space Launch System and Planetary 
Science, is actually much larger than the agency total would sug-
gest, as the full scale of the proposed cuts are obscured by several 
substantial requested increases, including new funding for the com-
mercial crew program and Space Station crew and cargo transpor-
tation.

We are anxious to discuss NASA’s justification for these changes 
and their expected effects on the agency’s ability to achieve its stra-
tegic goals. 

We also want to consider more generally the efficiency and effec-
tiveness of NASA’s operations and its stewardship of Federal 
funds.

I am sorry to say that a series of recent reports has been really 
questionable, casting doubt on NASA’s decisionmaking in areas as 
diverse as potential abuse of premium air travel, to lack of control 
over mobile IT devices, to possible favoritism in awarding of leases. 

If NASA is going to continue to receive the support of the Con-
gress, it absolutely must do a better job of demonstrating commit-
ment to fiscal responsibility and compliance with oversight require-
ments.

In a moment, we will begin our first security focused panel with 
some brief opening remarks from Governor Thornburgh, who will 
then answer questions from the subcommittee. 
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Then we will turn to Administrator Bolden, who will provide his 
own opening remarks about the security report and the budget re-
quest and then proceed to questions on these topics. 

Before we get started, I want to recognize the ranking member, 
Mr. Fattah, for any opening remarks that he would like. 

Mr. Fattah. 

RANKING MEMBER’S OPENING REMARKS

Mr. FATTAH. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
And let me welcome our witnesses and, in particular, my Gov-

ernor to the hearing. 
I started in the State legislature—elected in 1982 and was sworn 

in in January of 1983, some 32 years ago, and Governor 
Thornburgh was running the shop. 

We worked together on a number of important initiatives that 
the Governor would be happy to know are still doing extraordinary 
work on behalf of people of Pennsylvania, the Ben Franklin Part-
nership, which I legislatively sponsored, but the Governor helped 
provide the resources and the political leadership to get it signed 
into law, has centers all over the State bringing technical-based en-
terprises into the State that employ Pennsylvanians and, also, 
sponsors customized job training efforts at our community colleges. 

And we were just together technologically, speaking for the Pro 
Bono Awards for the Legal Services Corporation, which had its 
event in Pittsburgh maybe 4 months or so ago. And the Governor 
spoke by technological means and so did I. Neither one of us were 
able to be there, but we did want to indicate our support for the 
work of the Legal Services Corporation. 

So I welcome you and I look forward to your testimony. 
And I want to note in my opening comments that the Governor 

is going to say what I think we all agree on as Americans, that 
NASA is one of the most accomplished agencies in the United 
States Federal Government and one of the most respected agencies 
in the world. 

But most importantly as he points out in his written testimony, 
NASA and its leadership at every level cooperated fully with this 
analysis and review even those charged with top secret activities 
and as we have seen with a lot of Federal agencies, there are chal-
lenges with security. I reference now the Snowden matter and 
other matters that have been challenging to our government over 
time.

But this is an important contribution. I want to thank you for 
doing this work, and we look forward to your comments. 

And I also want to acknowledge the presence of the Adminis-
trator from NASA and his top leadership team, and we will be 
hearing from them shortly. 

So thank you, Chairman, and I look forward to the testimony 
and the comments back and forth. 

Thank you. 
Mr. WOLF. Thank you, Mr. Fattah. 
Governor, you can proceed. 
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GOVERNOR THORNBURGH OPENING STATEMENT

Mr. THORNBURGH. Mr. Chairman, Ranking Member Fattah, and 
members of the committee, thank you for the opportunity to 
present the National Academy of Public Administration’s assess-
ment of NASA’s Foreign National Access Management process. 

It is an honor to appear before this committee and to present the 
National Academy panel’s findings and particularly to have the op-
portunity to provide this information to you, Mr. Chairman, in this 
your final year in the Congress that you have served so well. 

I have had the privilege to work with you on a number of impor-
tant Academy studies, the FBI that helped improve the Nation’s 
vital law enforcement efforts, an effort where your leadership and 
wise counsel was terribly important and will be greatly missed in 
years to come. So hats off to you, Mr. Chairman. 

So what is the challenge here? It is implicit in NASA’s charter, 
which directs the agency to work cooperatively and share informa-
tion with other nations while simultaneously safeguarding its clas-
sified and proprietary information and assets. This, as you can 
imagine, can prove to be a challenging task. 

Over the past year, security incidents involving foreign nationals 
at NASA research centers have led to justifiable scrutiny by the 
NASA administrator, the media, and most particularly by this com-
mittee. Based on a suggestion from the committee, NASA con-
tracted with the Academy to review its Foreign National Access 
Management effort. 

This Academy panel, which I chaired, found that NASA was not 
doing a thorough and consistent job managing foreign nationals 
that visit or work at NASA centers or access NASA information 
technology.

Some NASA centers visited during our review were found to 
have had very good programs in place while others struggled to 
meet their foreign national access responsibilities. 

This has resulted in inconsistent, ineffective, and often fun-
damentally flawed outcomes, some of which the committee has al-
ready explored. The reason for these unwelcome outcomes are rel-
atively straightforward, and I will highlight two of them. 

First, the panel found that, while NASA is among the best orga-
nizations in the world, when it comes to managing complex techno-
logical efforts, the Agency does not apply its normal degree of pro-
gram management rigor to Foreign National Access Management, 
a largely administrative process, FNAM, as I am going to refer to 
it.

I wish they would come up with a good acronym for that. 
‘‘FNAM’’ doesn’t make much sense. 

But the Foreign National Access Management program is not 
managed as a program but, rather, in a more stovepiped organiza-
tional fashion. 

Individual headquarters elements produce overly broad program 
directives, which, in turn, are subject to widely varying interpreta-
tions by NASA centers. 

Additionally, NASA headquarters has inadequate means for de-
termining the overall efficacy of their directives and mandated 
processes so that problem areas can go unrecognized. 
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Second, during this review, NASA IT professionals expressed 
strong concerns about the security of the Agency’s nonclassified 
systems, with some believing that these systems have already been 
compromised.

This finding is reinforced by other reviews of NASA’s information 
technology, including those done by the NASA inspector general. 

The fundamentally flawed outcomes that I mentioned earlier re-
sult when you couple this loosely structured program with rel-
atively easily penetrable information technology security systems. 

I would be remiss if I didn’t also note that, while the Academy’s 
focus was on the threat posed by foreign nationals, many of the 
panel’s findings apply equally to threats arising from trusted insid-
ers as well as other parties looking to compromise NASA’s informa-
tion technology. 

Before I summarize the panel’s findings, I would like to note that 
NASA provided complete cooperation for this review and that 
NASA interviewees were candid, cooperative, and eager to both 
offer their insights and be involved in problem solving. 

Most NASA employees understood the challenge to share with as 
well as to protect information from foreign nationals. NASA senior 
leaders, including Administrator Bolden, were actively involved in 
and supportive of the Academy’s review. 

The panel report describes a number of important steps the 
Agency can take to improve Foreign National Access Management 
and has proposed 27 specific recommendations, which I will sum-
marize under six topic areas. 

The first topic area is for NASA to manage Foreign National Ac-
cess Management as a program, that is, eliminate the stovepiped 
approach and provide some specific guidance. 

Second, NASA needs to reduce the flexibility given to centers to 
interpret Foreign National Access Management requirements, pri-
marily by writing a comprehensive and detailed operating manual 
covering all functional aspects of the program. 

Third, the agency should determine its critical assets and build 
mechanisms to protect them. This would begin with NASA com-
piling a comprehensive assessment of threats to its assets and es-
tablishing a board to manage the overall effort. 

Fourth, NASA needs to correct long-standing information tech-
nology security issues, including establishing clear, specific, and 
mandatory requirements for all centers to follow regarding remote 
access of their information technology systems and giving the 
NASA chief information officer more control over IT operations in 
field centers. 

Fifth, change several aspects of NASA’s culture. This includes re-
ducing unnecessary competition between NASA field centers, en-
suring individuals are held accountable, particularly when serious 
mistakes are made or important mandates are ignored, and to 
guard against the organizational tendency to revert back to prior 
lax habits once a problem has been deemed to have been solved 
and the tension of the moment has passed. 

The sixth and final area involves communicating importance of 
these changes clearly, firmly, and consistently. The importance of 
security, the existence of real world threats to NASA assets, and 
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the need for improvements in handling foreign national issues have 
not been clearly and consistently communicated throughout NASA. 

Senior leaders must firmly establish and communicate their total 
commitment to an effective Foreign National Access Management 
program that enhances cooperation while safeguarding information. 

In closing, Mr. Chairman, let me note that the Academy was 
pleased and honored to have the occasion to work with NASA and 
the committee on this review and to present our testimony today. 

I believe that we have provided NASA with a good template for 
building a more robust and effective Foreign National Access Man-
agement program and that the agency has the right leadership 
with Administrator Bolden and Associate Administrator Robert 
Lightfoot as well as the commitment to make that happen. 

I recently reviewed NASA’s response to our review and was 
pleased to note the consistent endorsement of the panel’s findings 
and recommendations. 

By implementing the review recommendations, the panel believes 
that NASA will not only make mission and security improvements 
to existing foreign national access systems, but can also realize 
long-term potential savings by managing its foreign national efforts 
in a more efficient and effective manner. 

Having a well run Foreign National Access Management pro-
gram is in the best interests of NASA both in terms of protecting 
vital U.S. security and proprietary information, as well as capital-
izing on the talents of foreign nationals. With the committee’s sup-
port and oversight, I am certain that the Agency will build just 
such a program. 

With me today is Joe Thompson of the NASA staff, who put in 
long hours and important effort in bringing this report to fruition, 
and I have asked him to join me at the table here so that he can 
flesh out some of the answers that I give in a more comprehensive 
way.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman, for providing us with this opportunity 
to share these findings with you. 

Mr. WOLF. Thank you, Governor. 
[The information follows:] 
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SECURITY COMPLIANCE AND PERFORMANCE

Mr. WOLF. The report’s public executive summary contains a 
high-level discussion of your findings, but lacks the details and ex-
amples to put these findings into context and drive home their real 
meaning.

Without being able to discuss those details and examples here, 
can you instead characterize the seriousness of the problems that 
you discovered in NASA? Can you confirm that the issues you ad-
dressed are not trivial and are, in fact, serious and important? 

Mr. THORNBURGH. Without question, Mr. Chairman, these are in-
sidious threats that are posed to the integrity of an operation that 
is bound by its charter to interact on an almost daily basis with 
foreign nationals, and I think that the more attention that is paid 
to the effort to ensure that our security and our technology is not 
compromised by access of foreign nationals, which is part of its re-
sponsibility, I hasten to add, but—that steps be taken to ensure 
that that cooperation and that program is carried out in a way that 
is not going to have an adverse effect on our national security. 

Mr. WOLF. Based on your personal knowledge or any formal eval-
uations that were conducted as part of the NAPA team’s work, how 
would you compare the level of security enforcement and compli-
ance at NASA with other Federal agencies? 

Mr. THORNBURGH. That is a tough one, Mr. Chairman. I am not 
sure I am in a position to answer that. 

I would hope that—in many respects that NASA is a model for 
other agencies, but I suspect that, in the particulars that we have 
identified in our report as being detrimental to the integrity of the 
program, there are counterparts in other areas of government. But 
our charter didn’t extend to that; so, I can’t really give you a re-
sponsible answer. 

Mr. WOLF. Part of accountability is punishing the guilty. Another 
part is ensuring that the innocent know that the guilty have been 
punished, which promotes confidence in the system. It deters fu-
ture violations looking forward. 

Spreading the word about ramifications, however, is complicated 
by legal requirements to keep private many human resource-re-
lated actions, such as demotions, letters of reprimand or a denial 
of bonuses. 

What can NASA do to demonstrate the rigor and legitimacy of 
the system of accountability while still abiding by these human re-
sources requirements? 

Mr. THORNBURGH. I think, Mr. Chairman, what we have pointed 
out in our review is that there is a broad—within NASA, in signifi-
cant portions of its operations, a feeling that there is no sanc-
tioning process worthy of the name when it comes to these kinds 
of lapses. 

There are specific responsibilities imposed presently and would 
be increased under our recommendation that have to be enforced 
by having a monitoring-auditing process, if you will, that would 
identify and mete out appropriate sanctions to people who violate 
their responsibilities under this. 

These are not criminal cases. These are not things that you 
would want to investigate necessarily from that point of view, al-
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though I am sure that, as you know, there have already been crimi-
nal cases identified out of this. 

But I think what we are talking about here is the culture, and 
the culture has to be one that recognizes that there is a price to 
be paid for failure to abide by the rules. And our approach was 
framed along that line. 

COST OF IMPLEMENTING NAPA’S RECOMMENDATIONS

Mr. WOLF. On to cost. You mentioned it briefly there, but you 
can go into more detail. 

Can you describe how NAPA took potential costs into consider-
ation when assigning priority levels to your various recommenda-
tions

It appears the answer may very well be ‘‘yes’’ based on your sen-
tence or two, but could the full implementation of some of your rec-
ommendations actually result in long-term cost savings to NASA 
through the elimination of inefficient or duplicative systems? 

Mr. THORNBURGH. That is an often-expressed desire on the part 
of people who are proposing changes in programs, that they will ac-
tually reduce costs. 

But I think here you have an example of a case where that could 
be accomplished, and I think that the easiest way to validate that 
statement is to look at what we have described as the stovepiping 
approach that is made among several of the centers. 

There are also problems that have been solved at the level of the 
centers that have not been shared or dedicated throughout the 
Agency.

It doesn’t make any sense at all to have two separate components 
working on a problem that one of them has already solved, and, 
unfortunately, that crops up from time to time. So, again, it is a 
management challenge. 

And given the esprit de corps that exists within NAPA and its 
staff, that direction, if made clear by those in authority, I am sure 
would be followed. 

But too often now, because of this fragmented nature of the oper-
ation, those—any attempt to impose a uniform structure runs into 
predictable problems. 

But here I think what we have recommended are all things that 
can be carried out without disruption and, as I have expressed, I 
hope, could actually result in some savings by cutting down on du-
plication and the like. 

NASA FOLLOWING RECOMMENDATION OF THE NAPA REPORT

Mr. WOLF. One of your report’s findings was that NASA has the 
tendency to revert back to bad habits once a crisis has passed. 

What is the best way to ensure that doesn’t happen in this case? 
Are follow-up assessments of NASA’s progress a good idea? 

I will ask the Administrator, too, but do you think it makes sense 
for the committee to direct or NASA to commit to have NAPA come 
back and see if the report’s findings have been followed? 

Mr. THORNBURGH. Well, obviously, there is a tendency here as 
elsewhere to—problems are sometimes out of sight, out of mind. If 
they are identified and not acted upon, the symptoms are going to 
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persist and you are going to have additional difficulties down the 
road.

Clearly, in an exercise like this where we have undertaken to 
identify problems and propose some solutions, an audit function 
somewhere within the government has to ensure that either those 
recommendations have been followed and implemented or there is 
a good reason why they haven’t been followed or implemented. 

And the chairman will recall, I am sure, the modus operandi that 
we used in connection with the post-9/11 FBI matter where an ini-
tial report was undertaken followed by a series of more tailored re-
sponses to particular problems. 

I happen to think that that is a good way of doing business. I 
hope I am not falling into the category of being too familiar with 
what has gone forward. 

But I think there is a need either inside or outside of the govern-
ment structure to absolutely check on whether or not these rec-
ommendations have been implemented or, if not, whether there is 
a good reason why they haven’t. 

I did not see in the Administrator’s response to our review any 
strong objection to any of the recommendations made and, there-
fore, would hope that there would be a smooth, cooperative effort 
to see that they are implemented. 

Mr. WOLF. The FBI thing went on for how many years? 
Mr. THORNBURGH. Seven years. 
Mr. WOLF. Yeah. 
So this is not as difficult as that, but I think that the committee 

should carry language and we will ask the Administrator about it, 
too.

But I think—— 
Mr. THORNBURGH. Seven years you won’t be here. 
Mr. WOLF. No. I won’t. 
Mr. THORNBURGH. And I probably won’t be here either. 
Mr. WOLF. Well, now, don’t say that. You know, I think you will 

be here. Maybe we will continue—— 
Mr. THORNBURGH. I don’t mean in the physical sense. But I don’t 

think this will go on for 7 years. 
Mr. WOLF. Okay. I wanted to cover that for you, and I wanted 

to call your wife to tell her that, too. 
But, I think we do have to look at it one more time. 
Mr. THORNBURGH. I thought the FBI thing worked pretty well. 
Mr. WOLF. It worked very well. 
Mr. THORNBURGH. And we had—as we have had from Adminis-

trator Bolden, we had from Director Mueller full and total coopera-
tion.

And some day that story will be told and it will be worth telling 
because it is a little bit like trying to turn around the QUEEN 
MARY when you are dealing with the FBI. 

It really took a concerted effort on the part of people in and out 
of government to create what I think today and preserve what is 
today as the world’s best, finest law enforcement agency. 
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INFORMATION TECHNOLOGY SECURITY

Mr. WOLF. Right. I think that is something that worked very 
well. I also think you made a tremendous difference, having been 
the Attorney General of the United States. 

I don’t think the FBI quite felt so threatened, as they would have 
if we brought in somebody who didn’t quite understand them. 

Secondly, I think it is a tribute to former Director Mueller that 
he was very open. 

Last two questions, and then I am going to go on to Mr. Fattah. 
Your panel’s intention was to focus on foreign national access to 

Facilities, systems and information, but your report makes a num-
ber of findings and recommendations on IT security that are broad-
er than just foreign national access. 

Why did you feel the need to widen the scope of your review in 
this area? And were you surprised by the scope of IT security 
issues you discovered at NASA? 

Mr. THORNBURGH. I think it is a frequent experience that, when 
you start pulling at a loose thread, pretty soon you have the whole 
cloth in your hand. 

And here I think a number of the issues that we looked at in de-
tail predictably leeched over into other aspects of NASA’s oper-
ations, and we felt that, although it wasn’t specifically within our 
charter to—felt obliged to take note of that and bring it to the at-
tention of the Agency so that they could act on it. 

I think—look, I have got to admit, Mr. Chairman, I am a big fan 
of NASA and a big fan of the FBI, and working on programs from 
you such as this is in no way meant to disparage the efforts that 
have been done previously or being carried out now to effect the 
kind of changes that we are talking about. 

But it is healthy to have an outside review made, and I think 
that, in this case, that review, as I said, inevitably will affect other 
aspects of the NASA operation that are not encompassed within 
the Foreign National Access Management. 

Mr. WOLF. Which is important, too, because I just saw a report 
this morning, ‘‘How to target NASA’s $2 billion opportunity.’’ 
NASA’s fiscal 2014 IT budget was around $1.44 billion. So it is 
very broad. 

Thank you, Governor. 
Mr. THORNBURGH. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. WOLF. I appreciate your good work. 
Mr. Fattah. 

COMPETITION BETWEEN NASA CENTERS

Mr. FATTAH. Thank you, Governor. 
So you have done this analysis and at the heart of it is that 

NASA has hundreds of cooperative agreements, probably 600 or so, 
and has over 100 partners on the International Space Station 
alone, like—I had a meeting this morning with a number of people 
from Europe, the European Space Agency. I mean, there is a lot— 
you know, there are a lot of moving parts here. 

At the heart of what you are saying is that—when you glean 
through it all, is that what needs to happen is that there needs to 
be an actual program with policies and people that look agency- 
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wide at NASA’s interactions with our international partners and 
individuals who are not American citizens. And that NASA—whose 
Administrator agrees with you and who—we are going to hear from 
momentarily, should move forward with implementing this. And 
NASA, as the heart of our space effort and the premier space agen-
cy in the world, has been engaging its partners in and around 
these issues. 

We want to do that, obviously, with common sense, and we want 
to apply appropriate security protocols to each and every activity 
that this agency and other agencies are engaged in. 

So I want to thank you for your work. I think it is instructive 
and will be helpful to NASA. And I am happy that there is both 
the report and the agreement to proceed. 

I do have one question. Part of one of your recommendations is 
this issue around what you refer to as unnecessary competition be-
tween NASA centers. 

Now, in Philadelphia, we don’t have a NASA center. In Pennsyl-
vania, we don’t have a NASA center. It is not a parochial matter 
for me at all. 

In terms of space exploration, however, there is a certain sci-
entific rigor that is applied, and competition has always been be-
lieved in our country to bring out the best and that the idea of— 
as in with our national labs all over the country, there are various 
forms of engagement and advanced manufacturing issues. Right? 

And they are, by their design, competitive one to another for var-
ious purposes because it—you know, it brings—in terms of recruit-
ing the best people, having the best leadership, and getting—most 
importantly, when you talk about sending human beings, for in-
stance, to Mars, getting it right. Right? Getting it right. 

Sometimes—the same way that your report brings a different 
view on questions, competition between these centers at NASA 
brings a different approach to solving technological challenges. 

So I want you to just—that is my only question, as to whether 
you think, one, eliminating this competition, which is a way to deal 
with one problem, could potentially challenge us in terms of mak-
ing sure that we continue to lead the world in terms of space explo-
ration and technological advancement. 

Mr. THORNBURGH. I think that we have got to make a distinction 
here that is important in terms of the impact of competition. 

When you look at—there is healthy competition and there is non-
healthy competition, and I think the latter is exemplified when you 
have a heavily stovepiped operation, that is to say, that what is 
done in sector A is not within the purview of what is done in sector 
B, C, D, et cetera. 

And the worry is that with—that kind of effort being expended 
to ensure that a particular operation is number one could well bet-
ter be spent on efforts to secure real cooperation, at the very least, 
to have a clearinghouse to ensure that potential competitive forces 
that might exist down the road are checked and reined in before 
they carry the day. 

The problem of stovepiping is compounded by the problem of 
competition. Let me put it that way. I think that, to that extent, 
not only, as you pointed out, are there savings available, but there 
is also a cultural change. 
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The matter of dealing with this problem of competition is a chal-
lenging one, and it is going to require some extraordinary leader-
ship to break down some of those walls that exist when you have 
got an operation that is stovepiped. 

And I suspect I would be very surprised if the Administrator 
didn’t agree with us fully and wholeheartedly that this kind of—— 

Mr. FATTAH. I think he does. But, you know, the—I think it is 
the Felzian (ph) mind, right, is about holding two intellectually op-
posing views at the same time. 

And I just want to challenge—I know that the Administrator 
agrees. I still want to challenge the point. 

Joe, can I ask you a question? So what is the utility—the positive 
side of the competition between the NASA centers for the mission 
of NASA? 

Mr. THOMPSON. If I could, I think the important distinction is 
when you are competing in technological areas as opposed to ad-
ministrative processes, I think that is the distinction the panel 
drew, where competition does improve the breed when it comes to 
developing technology. But when we did our study and we visited 
these NASA centers, we would see a center struggling with an 
issue that another center had already solved with the same exact 
process in front of them and we didn’t see that sharing. 

The reluctance seemed to be that, in one case there is a lot of 
competition between NASA centers. I don’t think that will surprise 
anybody on the committee—that reluctance to share information 
will strengthen someone else and a reluctance to say ‘‘I need help’’ 
will make me look weak. So I think that kind of psychology was 
driving what we the panel referred to as unnecessary competition. 
A lot of competition is good, but—— 

Mr. FATTAH. I visited NASA headquarters—right?—I would say 
a year ago—and I sat in on one of these reviews where they had 
everybody from all the centers. Nobody knew I was coming; so, you 
know, it wasn’t put on for me. 

This was a regular meeting in which they went through issue by 
issue area, and they had all center directors, had all the top leader-
ship staff. 

It seemed to be a very, you know, rigorous and sharing process 
in which people were talking about how they were solving prob-
lems.

So I will dig into this a little bit more. I want to thank you for 
the report, thank you for your service to the country. 

And I thank the chairman. I yield back. 
Mr. WOLF. Thank you, Mr. Fattah. 
I just want to stress again we have tried to be very delicate on 

this.
But if you read the Governor’s report, it said: The Academy 

found there was little accountability for noncompliance when iden-
tified through specific incidents or periodic assessment. 

Mr. WOLF. Another thing it says: Due to the fact that NASA’s 
systems lacked the necessary controls to protect information, al-
lowed foreign nationals access to the networks, and allowed remote 
access, the panel concludes that NASA networks are compromised. 
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It goes on to say: NASA’s headquarters officials and center direc-
tors have not adequately communicated that strict compliance is 
needed.

Another thing it said: Directives and orders can be seen more as 
guidance as opposed to mandatory policy. 

Another thing it says: After fixing a problem, the agency has a 
tendency to lapse back in to bad habits. 

Another sentence says: A number of the NASA leaders also noted 
the agency tends not to hold individuals accountable. 

Another sentence says: Certain NASA centers take a more lais-
sez-faire approach with training. 

It is on and on. 
I think a lot of this should have been released. But NASA said 

we shouldn’t do it, and I took them at their word. 
But this is serious. This is not just a little competition between 

the junior varsity and the varsity. This is serious. And so I urge 
the gentlemen, read the report. 

NASA, at first, didn’t want to go here but because of my respect 
for NAPA, having used Governor Thornburgh on the transition in 
the FBI, his record from Pennsylvania I felt he is an objective per-
son, analytical, but also with a history. 

So this was serious. Now, that is why I think we are going to 
direct that NAPA be involved in any follow up. I don’t want to pick 
another person from outside to make sure that it is followed up. 
We have not tried to hurt anybody. We have tried to do this based 
on information to protect the country. 

With that, Mr. Harris. 

BALANCING SCIENCE WITH SECURITY

Mr. HARRIS. Thank you very much. 
And thank you, Governor, for appearing before us. 
Let me delve a little bit into the stovepiping idea because, with 

regards to security, clearly stovepiping has some benefit with secu-
rity.

I mean, you don’t have access to the entire system, you know. 
With Target credit card fraud, I mean, you know, an HVAC sub-
contractor had access to the entire Target system. 

So when you talk about the need to eliminate stovepiping, I take 
it as mainly to guard the security, but not necessarily as an IT so-
lution to the problems. 

Mr. THORNBURGH. Maybe what I am referring to is the processes 
that are used to ensure that the rules and regulations that have 
been adopted and set forth are observed. It is very difficult to do 
that sometimes. You don’t have the cooperation of the people who 
are on site at the particular stovepipe in question. 

And we did find that that was an extant fact here within NASA 
and that there was a price to pay for it. And particularly all of this 
is compounded by the charter admonition to involve people from 
other countries, friends and foes. 

And I think that what we have got to do beginning with the iden-
tification of the problem—and I think Joe stated very well the dis-
tinction between the administrative side and the science and tech-
nology side where you find a great deal of innovative practice 
which characterizes NASA—has characterized NASA from its very 
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beginning on the technological side, but, in many cases, pretty 
much close to a shutdown when it comes to the administrative side, 
particularly when it comes to sanctions. 

We have identified in the record examples of where a violation 
of rules and regulations was not followed up with any particular 
sanction. It was not part of the message, and it has got to become 
part of the message. 

Mr. HARRIS. Let me just ask—just historically speaking, you 
know, the origins of the space program were—I imagine, at the be-
ginning, there was probably far more security as science—for the 
sake of science was less of an objective than science to beat the So-
viet Union into outer space. 

Is that—over time, I mean, is it reconcilable if you don’t—and I 
will use—bar the term seque—if you don’t sequester defense-re-
lated potentially, you know, technology for weaponizing space, if 
you don’t put that off to the side, I could see where it is just dif-
ficult to achieve the balance that you seek, which is sharing what 
is good to share with foreign governments and protecting what is 
not good. 

I mean, is it—I am going to ask you: Is it really possible to do 
that, to create that clear a firewall? 

Mr. THORNBURGH. Yeah. I am not sure I am technically com-
petent to answer that question in particular. 

But let me counter by observing that what our restriction—what 
our recommendations are designed to do is to establish a workable 
framework within which this program—and I specifically identify 
it as a program in the hope that that is what will result—can be 
carried out with due respect to the somewhat conflicting nature of 
the charge that is given to NASA. 

And I have no doubt but what—they are capable of doing that, 
and I think it is a matter of just changing the culture. We ran into 
numerous occasions where palpable violations had taken place with 
regard to what the policy of NASA was with regard to particular 
activities and nothing happened. 

Mr. HARRIS. And let me just follow up. 
Mr. THORNBURGH. And when that happens within an organiza-

tion—excuse me—— 
Mr. HARRIS. Sure. 
Mr. THORNBURGH [continuing]. That message travels at warp 

speed.
Mr. HARRIS. Sure. 
And just—in those instances—and I will close with this question: 

Was the feeling that it was just carelessness or was it a feeling 
that, you know, ‘‘This is science and we really shouldn’t have these 
boundaries’’?

I mean, was it—in other words, was it carelessness or was it, you 
know, well intentioned, but just the wrong thing to do? 

Mr. THORNBURGH. It is probably both. And I don’t think either 
of them should be looked at other than in a serious way, that if 
there is a laissez-faire, as my French coach here identified for us, 
attitude, that that is going to have an effect that transcends what 
the particular project is. And it sends a message that is not a 
healthy one. 

Mr. HARRIS. Thank you very much. 
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Yield back. 
Mr. WOLF. Thank you, Mr. Harris. 
Mr. Diaz-Balart. 

COUNTERINTELLIGENCE AWARENESS AND EDUCATION

Mr. DIAZ-BALART. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
I actually just want to just add my support to what the chairman 

was saying a little while ago. These are big issues. These are not 
small, unimportant issues. And so I just don’t want to repeat what 
he said, but I just want to make sure that I am on record kind of 
also just saying and agreeing to what he said. 

What kind of information are foreign governments or foreign en-
tities actually trying to gain through their activities, through these 
espionage activities? 

What is it specifically that they are trying to gain? Do we know? 
Is it anything specific? Is it—what is it—what is their goal? 

Mr. THORNBURGH. Well, let me say at the outset I am a little bit 
constrained by the fact that the report and our work is not in the 
public domain. It is, of course, in your domain. And I—— 

Mr. DIAZ-BALART. Let me reword it. 
Do we know what, in essence, those goals are? We are pretty 

sure what they are looking—in other words, are we pretty sure 
what it is that they are looking for, what their areas of interest 
are?

Mr. THORNBURGH. Well, there are counterintelligence consider-
ations that are within the charter of NASA, and those folks clearly 
are charged with the responsibility of answering that very ques-
tion.

I don’t presume to know as much as could be produced from that 
kind of an investigation other than to realize and emphasize that 
this is not an exercise in checking the boxes and coming up with 
some recommendations. 

In the quest for best practices in the administrative side, inevi-
tably, you are going to have to answer those kinds of questions. 

And, as we suggested in our report, the first step to be taken is 
to analyze the most important of the assets that NASA has, which 
might be compromised. 

Because, clearly, while we have identified all of these as being 
serious matters and big issues, it doesn’t involve any kind of magic 
with regard to determining where the primary effort should be put, 
but it does require a recognition that these are important matters 
and a respect for the product calls that have been adopted from 
time to time and a review of those product calls from time to time 
to see that every step possible is being taken to protect our na-
tional interests. 

Mr. DIAZ-BALART. If I may, Mr. Chairman, just very briefly—and 
it was already touched upon, but—the fact that some of the find-
ings say that the counterintelligence awareness briefings do not 
seem to be a priority and that counterintelligence and awareness 
and education at the centers and at headquarters varies greatly, 
with some being ineffective, are you convinced that that will 
change? And is it something that, again, is going to—how much of 
a priority is it to you and to leadership there? 
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Mr. THORNBURGH. Well, I think it is a high priority in terms of 
the recommendations that we have made. As to whether they are 
implemented or not, I think you will have to ask the witness fol-
lowing. He is nodding his head vigorously; so, I am sure that that 
is going to happen. 

The important thing to recognize here is you have got a real 
world that you live in out there and that real world is made up, 
to be sure, in part of people for whom it is productive for us to co-
operate, productive for us to share information, productive for us 
to follow the same kinds of paths that they are in their research 
on highly technical substantive matters. 

But it is also important to realize the kind of world we live in 
and the shifting allegiances that we have among some of our pro-
spective foreign partners. And prudence, it seems to me, if nothing 
else, dictates that you have a program where you have systema-
tized your quest for rooting those people out or shutting practices 
down that give rise to sharing of the type that we are not really 
willing to undertake on our own. 

Mr. DIAZ-BALART. Thank you. Thank you, Governor. 
Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. WOLF. Mr. Culberson. 

ACCOUNTABILITY

Mr. CULBERSON. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Governor, thank you for your work on this really important prob-

lem.
To you-all’s knowledge, has anyone been held accountable at 

NASA for their breaches of these policies and—have they been held 
accountable in any way? 

Mr. THORNBURGH. Within the NASA organization? 
Mr. CULBERSON. Yes, sir. 
Mr. THORNBURGH. Not to my knowledge. I would have to ask Joe. 
Mr. THOMPSON. I can’t speak to it. I don’t know. 
Mr. CULBERSON. No consequences of any kind that you are aware 

of?
Mr. THORNBURGH. Not that we know of. 
And on the contrary, a kind of uneasiness among key staff people 

over the fact that things have happened that have not gone—— 
Mr. CULBERSON. Sure. 
Mr. THORNBURGH [continuing]. That haven’t been sanctioned. 
Mr. CULBERSON. A lot of wonderful people at NASA. A lot of pa-

triots.
Mr. THORNBURGH. Absolutely. 
Mr. CULBERSON. Devoted public servants. 
Mr. THORNBURGH. That is always the risk when you begin to 

carry out a review like this—— 
Mr. CULBERSON. Sure. 
Mr. THORNBURGH [continuing]. Is it doesn’t reflect on the incred-

ible work that NASA has done over the years and that it has on 
its agenda now. 

Mr. CULBERSON. Absolutely. 
Mr. THORNBURGH. Our job—we are a National Academy of Public 

Administration. We are not a national academy of NASA. 
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And when we look at public administration questions of the type 
that we have discussed here this morning, we do find deficiencies 
and have made recommendations accordingly. 

Mr. CULBERSON. You are looking for best practices? 
Mr. THORNBURGH. Yep. We would hope. 
Mr. CULBERSON. Right. 
Mr. THORNBURGH. Not sure that is always the case, as 

stovepiping is the big enemy there. 
Mr. CULBERSON. Right. 
I mean, to my knowledge, no one has been fired yet for 9/11 or 

held accountable. I can’t think of anybody that has been fired for 
9/11 or held accountable. 

It is an appalling characteristic of the Federal Government 
that—the utter inability of the agencies, the bureaucracy, to hold 
anybody accountable. 

You always want to reward folks for doing a good job. But as 
what happened in the private sector in a heartbeat, nobody is held 
accountable, it is difficult to reward folks, intensely frustrating. 
And as you point out in your conclusions, the Agency has a tend-
ency to lapse back into old habits once the spotlight is off. It is just 
grim.

Mr. THORNBURGH. Yes. 
Mr. CULBERSON. I would certainly encourage the chairman to 

find an account somewhere somehow that is of importance to the 
Agency and fence it off until the Agency comes into compliance 
with your recommendations to make sure that you guys are 
brought into this in the future. 

It is just appalling. Because we grieve. I mean, no one—this sub-
committee genuinely loves and supports NASA—we all do—in the 
sciences, and want them to succeed. 

And it grieves us, I know, as it grieves you, to see errors like this 
either—whether it is negligence or willful benign neglect, whatever 
the reason. Serious, serious breaches of highly important tech-
nologies occurred repeatedly with no consequences. 

If the question is what have they done—what is the purpose of 
the breaches, something you can’t necessarily answer in this public 
setting, I can certainly on my behalf as an individual, based on my 
own personal knowledge—and I have been an amateur astronomer 
since I was 12 years old, and I grew up in Houston, Texas. The as-
tronauts in the Apollo program have been a vital part of my life 
since—as long as far back as I can remember. 

And just based on my own knowledge and research and work, 
what would seem to me to be the reason you have got foreign na-
tionals penetrating NASA headquarters and breaching their IT sys-
tems and probably have already installed—as the chairman said, 
they have probably installed Trojan horses programs to broadcast 
information back to whoever planted it. 

I can tell you based on my own knowledge that—for example, one 
of my hobbies is observing artificial satellites, and I subscribe to a 
network of amateur observers around the world called SeeSat, S- 
e-e-S-a-t. And these guys are serious. 

And the brass ring is if they spot the rocket when it comes over 
the horizon just after it is launched. And one of these guys actually 
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did the analysis and tracked the North Korean launch of December 
12th of 2012. 

And the North Koreans—very few people know this, but it was 
out there in the public arena. This guy broadcast—he was from 
British Columbia, and he did the calculation. 

And the North Koreans launched an intercontinental ballistic 
missile that carried a payload and it flew right over Florida, the 
southern United States on its first pass, flew over Michigan, flew 
over South Carolina, flew over—I am sure in one of its second 
passes it flew over Pennsylvania. 

But it is terrifying when you see what they have done. And the 
only reason the North Koreans are doing it, of course, is to carry— 
it is just, you know, logical—one of their nuclear warheads and set 
it off over the United States at an altitude of, you know, 30, 40, 
50 miles, and then you have burned out every electrical circuit in 
the United States and driven us back to the year 1813 in a flash. 

And the North Koreans—so they have already—the North Kore-
ans have demonstrated their ability to hit the United States with 
a nuclear weapon, with an intercontinental ballistic missile. 

And the North Koreans’ number one ally, number one source of 
funding and support, are the Communist Chinese. And the chair-
man has quite rightly over the years zeroed in on the threat from 
the Communist Chinese and their aggressive attempt to dominate 
the high ground. 

Because outer space is the high ground of the 21st century. And 
for us to surrender the high ground would be as idiotic as if Gen-
eral Meade had deliberately walked away from Little Round Top 
at Gettysburg. It just makes no sense. 

The Chinese today control 98 percent of the world’s rare earth 
elements, and the place that they landed on the moon is one of the 
most densely—there are more rare earth elements in that location 
where they landed that unmanned spacecraft than anywhere else 
on the moon. 

So this is not—these penetrations are not—if anyone at NASA 
thinks this is being done—‘‘Well, it is science and we need to be 
able to share’’ and, you know, maybe a little benign neglect, you 
know, ‘‘Let these guys come in and look,’’ no. This is deadly serious, 
really dangerous stuff. 

The North Koreans are crazy, and they have said flat out they 
are going to—you know, we are still at war with them, technically. 
There has just been an armistice. 

And they have already said they are going to use their nuclear 
weapon against us as soon as they get a chance to do so. They have 
already demonstrated they can do it. 

They have overflown the United States. That payload is still in 
orbit. And they just did another test, I think, recently. 

So it is of immense concern. This is a vitally important report 
that you have prepared, and I just genuinely thank you for the 
work that you have done. 

And thank you, Chairman Wolf, for your attention to this. 
And I’m keenly interested to hear from the NASA Administrator 

about what the Agency will do to not only hold people accountable 
for their breaches, but, obviously, to reward those. Because, you 
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know, it works both ways. Folks that do a great job, you want to 
see them rewarded. 

But those who have violated their own internal procedures, I 
would be really interested to know what they have done to hold 
them accountable. 

I genuinely appreciate what you have done, sir. 
And if I could, just in closing, could you—if you could, what, in 

your opinion, would be a worthwhile—what came to your mind as 
you went through and prepared this? 

What would you recommend to the committee and to the Con-
gress to do to make sure that we repair these breaches for the fu-
ture? What could we do to help minimize the chance this will hap-
pen again? 

Mr. THORNBURGH. I think careful, critical examination of this re-
port and the Administrator’s response will suggest a path that 
should be followed not only in the Congress, but within the Agency 
itself, to solve some of these problems. 

And they are serious problems. I hope I didn’t leave the impres-
sion that I regard them as anything but serious. Fine distinctions 
have to be drawn, to be sure. 

For example, I mean, if you have got a criminal enterprise being 
undertaken by a foreign national or by his or her government, that 
is quite a different matter than the management challenges that 
we are talking about here. 

On the other hand, the management challenges would be impor-
tant—meeting those challenges would be important contributors to 
helping to create a kind of a safe haven for those things that we— 
the crown jewels, if you will, the things that you really want to pro-
tect. Those have to be identified and particular programs under-
taken to see that they are protected from any foreign intrusion. 

Mr. CULBERSON. Thank you very much. 
Just one quick question, Mr. Chairman. 
Who classified the report as sensitive? NASA? 
Mr. WOLF. NASA. Yes. 
Mr. CULBERSON. Yeah. Essentially because it is embarrassing. 
Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. WOLF. Governor, I want to thank you, Mr. Thompson and all 

of the NAPA people for the great job. And thank you for your serv-
ice to the country, too. 

Mr. THORNBURGH. Thank you. 
As always, we stand ready to respond to any further interests 

that you have in drawing on the experiences. 
Mr. WOLF. We will. Thank you very much. 

ADMINISTRATOR BOLDEN’S OPENING REMARKS

Mr. WOLF. We are now going to call Administrator Bolden to 
come forward. 

Welcome, Mr. Administrator. 
Consistent with the subcommittee’s practice for Federal wit-

nesses and according to the authority granted in Section 191 of 
Title 2 of the U.S. Code and clause 2(m)(ii) of House Rule XI, the 
Administrator will be sworn in before testifying. 

Mr. Bolden, will you please rise and raise your right hand? 
[Witness sworn.] 
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Mr. WOLF. Let the record reflect the witness answered in the af-
firmative.

Administrator Bolden, your written statement will be made part 
of the record. You can proceed as you see appropriate. But wel-
come. Thank you. 

Mr. BOLDEN. Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommittee, 
I first want to thank you, Ranking Member Fattah, and all mem-
bers of subcommittee for the final fiscal year 2014 appropriation, 
which is allowing us to make substantial progress on our shared 
priorities.

Our fiscal year 2015 request builds on that appropriation. The 
President’s $17.5 billion budget request affirms a bipartisan stra-
tegic exploration plan agreed to with Congress in 2010, and it 
keeps NASA on the steady path we have been following, a step-
ping-stone approach to meet the President’s challenge of sending 
humans to Mars in the 2030s. 

The International Space Station remains our springboard to the 
exploration of deep space and Mars. Our commitment to extend it 
until at least 2024 ensures we’ll have a unique orbiting outpost for 
at least another decade. This means an expanded market for pri-
vate space companies, more groundbreaking research and science 
discovery in microgravity, and opportunities to live, work, and 
learn in space over long periods of time. 

Astronauts aboard the ISS are helping us learn how to safely 
execute extended missions deeper into space. Later this year, we 
will see Exploration Flight Test 1 of Orion. NASA is pressing for-
ward with development of the Space Launch System and Orion, 
preparing for an uncrewed mission of the two together in fiscal 
year 2018. 

The budget also supports the administration’s commitment that 
NASA be a catalyst for growth of a vibrant American commercial 
space industry. Already, two companies, SpaceX and Orbital 
Sciences, are making regular cargo deliveries to the Space Station. 
Later this year, we’ll move beyond commercial cargo and award 
contracts to American companies to send astronauts to the Station 
from American soil and end our sole reliance on Russia. 

If Congress fully funds our fiscal year 2015 request, we believe 
we can do that by the end of 2017. Unfortunately, due to reduced 
funding in the past few years, NASA will need to extend our cur-
rent contract with the Russians and purchase more seats on the 
Soyuz spacecraft. Instead of investing millions of dollars in the U.S. 
economy to support American jobs, we’ll be spending that money in 
Russia.

While I appreciate all of the funding this subcommittee has pro-
vided in recent years, I ask that you fully fund our 2015 request 
for this critical priority. Budgets are about choices. The choice here 
is between fully funding the request to bring space launches back 
to American soil or continuing to send millions to the Russians. It’s 
that simple. 

In addition to continuing ISS research, strengthening partner-
ships with commercial and international partners, and building the 
next-generation heavy-lift rocket and crew capsule to take our as-
tronauts farther into space than ever before, our stepping-stone ap-
proach includes a plan to robotically capture a small near-Earth as-
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teroid and redirect it safely to a stable orbit in the Earth-moon sys-
tem where astronauts can visit and explore it. 

Our asteroid-redirect mission will help us develop technologies, 
including Solar Electric Propulsion, needed for future deep space 
missions to Mars. We also enhance detection and characterization 
of near-Earth objects and improve our understanding of asteroid 
threats to planet Earth. 

NASA’s fiscal year 2015 request continues support for Science 
missions, heading toward destinations such as Jupiter and Pluto. 
It enables NASA to continue making critical observations of Earth 
and developing applications to directly benefit our Nation and the 
world. It maintains steady progress on the James Webb Space Tel-
escope toward its 2018 launch. 

Our Aeronautics program will continue to focus on substantially 
reducing fuel consumption, emissions, and noise to help make the 
Next-Generation Air Transportation System, or NextGen, a reality. 

All of NASA’s investments help drive technology and elevation, 
spur economic activity, and create jobs. That’s why the President’s 
Opportunity, Growth, and Security Initiative, with congressional 
approval, will provide NASA nearly $900 million in additional 
funding in fiscal year 2015 to focus on specific areas where we can 
advance our priorities. 

Finally, Mr. Chairman, I want to thank you and this sub-
committee for sharing my deep concerns about security issues. Fol-
lowing up on the progress we discussed at last year’s hearing, the 
NAPA study team, led by Governor Thornburgh, completed a 
thoughtful and thorough review of NASA’s foreign national access 
controls. And you just heard from Governor Thornburgh on that re-
port.

As he said, I have accepted all—all 27—of the NAPA rec-
ommendations, and we are making good progress in implementing 
them in a lasting manner. Consistent with the report’s rec-
ommendations, NASA has established a Foreign National Access 
Management Program to strengthen our foreign national oversight, 
including efforts to ensure compliance with U.S. Government ex-
port control policies. 

I have repeatedly communicated the importance of the NAPA re-
port and NASA’s corresponding actions to all of my senior man-
agers. I am now in the process, along with Associate Administrator 
Robert Lightfoot, of visiting each NASA center and underscoring 
the importance of security to our entire workforce. 

In summary, the fiscal year 2015 budget advances NASA’s stra-
tegic plan for the future. We will continue building U.S. Pre-
eminence in science and technology, improve life on Earth, and pro-
tect our home planet, while creating good jobs and strengthening 
the American economy. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I’ll be happy to respond to any ques-
tions.

Mr. WOLF. Thank you, Mr. Administrator. 
[The information follows:] 
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NASA’S IMPLEMENTATION OF NAPA RECOMMENDATIONS

Mr. WOLF. I don’t want to spend much more time on the NAPA 
report, but there are one or two issues I want to cover. 

The designation of ‘‘sensitive but unclassified’’ really was a blunt 
instrument because it covers the entire 140-page report, except for 
the 4-page summary, without regard to the specific contents of any 
particular paragraph or page. I believe that a more tailored redac-
tion of the report would have resulted in substantial portions of it 
becoming releasable and, therefore, open for a detailed discussion 
today. And I am not going to ask you couldn’t NASA have done it 
differently, because what happened has happened. But I think you 
used a blunt instrument, and I think the reasons for it have not 
been totally valid. 

But I am more interested now in what you are going to do. You 
have not to date requested any additional resources for security. I 
want you to know that we are fully prepared, in order for you to 
follow the NAPA report, to reprogram—not to wait until next year, 
but to reprogram. 

So what funding will be required to ensure full compliance with 
NAPA recommendations? And will there be a reprogramming? 
What are your plans? 

How are you going to move ahead? Don’t just say you like it, it 
is a good idea. The hard work begins Monday morning. What are 
we going to do? Do you need a reprogramming? Do you have a 
funding stream? How are you going to move ahead? 

Mr. BOLDEN. Mr. Chairman, no one was more concerned about 
the vulnerabilities that were identified, first of all, within NASA 
long before the NAPA study was even requested. We knew we had 
some vulnerabilities. 

One of the reasons for making the report unclassified but sen-
sitive is the fact that, as Governor Thornburgh mentioned, there 
were a number of vulnerabilities that are pointed out in the re-
ports, vulnerabilities that we knew about that, when taken in toto, 
opened NASA up to some of the things that this committee asked 
the Governor about, exposure of inroads to our systems. And that’s 
not what we want to get out. So that’s the reason. It wasn’t embar-
rassing. I was disappointed that we found that we had 
vulnerabilities that I had not found when I first became the NASA 
Administrator.

But I think if you listen to Governor Thornburgh and if you read 
the report very thoroughly, he gave us 27 recommendations. We sat 
down with the board. We have been working with them from the 
moment—even before the report was put out. They gave us a 
prioritized list of recommendations based on risk, and they classi-
fied them in two groups. One was lifecycle cost; how do you divide 
it into what it’s going to cost over the lifecycle of the agency. Then 
the other was initial cost, short-term budget considerations. We 
looked at that. The first six we agreed with the board could be done 
right away with no additional funds, and we are doing that. We 
have established a Foreign National Access Management Office. 
We are in the process of putting out a solicitation for someone to 
head that office. Until we do so, the person who worked with Gov-
ernor Thornburgh and the board is the Acting Program Manager 
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right now. We have put some additional civil servants, as well as 
contractors, on taking actions to accomplish these first six goals. 
Those are just by reallocating people within the agency. 

We don’t know how much money is going to be needed to get to 
the other 21 recommendations. But it is our intent that, if we find, 
after we see what the 2015 budget is going to be—we don’t know 
what 2015 is going to hold. You all may put a lot of money in there 
for IT enhancements, and then I don’t have to worry about coming 
in to ask for more money. So until I see what the 2015 budget is 
going to be, I see nothing to ask for any adjustments. 

We are doing things right now by making internal moves of our 
people and internal moves of our money. We have spent funds, we 
have reallocated funds that would have been spent on other things 
to take care of those first six recommendations. We will continue 
to do that. 

So I share your concern, I share Governor Thornburgh’s concern. 
I think if the members of the committee who were here heard him, 
he said we have been working like this, like this, all through the 
formulation of the report and ever since the report. We promised 
him and the board that we would interact with them a minimum 
of every quarter. We will give them a status of the progress we are 
making.

So your request that they should come back again, I think we 
have already taken care of. We are going to them. We are not wait-
ing for them to come back. We are going to report to them every 
quarter on our progress. If they see that we are not making the 
progress they expect, I am certain they will tell us that. Then we 
may find that we need to ask for some adjustment earlier than pos-
sible. And I think we are taking aggressive actions to remedy prob-
lems that we found. 

Mr. WOLF. Okay. Well, the committee would reprogram. We may 
not have a bill for quite a while. You are not going to have a bill 
Monday or Tuesday or Wednesday of next week or the week after. 
So if you do need it, just feel free to come up to the—— 

Mr. BOLDEN. Mr. Chairman, I will. We just don’t need it right 
now. We don’t need additional funds. We have, as I said, we have 
put, I think it’s two to four contractors on this program, on stand-
ing up the program. Concurrently, only one civil servant from the 
Office of Personnel Security has been assigned the Acting Foreign 
National Access Program Manager. 

So we don’t have a need for funds right now. We will determine 
what we need as we look going forward. 

Mr. WOLF. Okay. 
I was concerned to read in NASA’s quarterly report that the 

agency appears now to be pulling back on its support for two im-
portant recommendations made by NAPA: one, the creation of an 
asset protection oversight board to better secure all of NASA’s ex-
port-controlled and proprietary information; and, two, periodic inte-
grated function reviews to audit compliance and effectiveness of se-
curity reforms. 

Are you rejecting—— 
Mr. BOLDEN. I am not aware of those, and I’ll take—— 
Mr. WOLF. Well, that is in your quarterly—— 
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Mr. BOLDEN [continuing]. That for the record, Mr. Chairman. I 
don’t know—I will take it for the record. The report—— 

Mr. WOLF. So if you don’t want to do what was in your—— 
Mr. BOLDEN. No, Mr. Chairman, as I said before, we agreed with 

all 27 recommendations, and we have committed to follow those 
recommendations and comply with them. 

Mr. WOLF. Okay. Good. 
Mr. BOLDEN. So that’s why I say I’ll have to take it for the 

record. If you have something that shows that I have changed my 
mind——

Mr. WOLF. We do. 
Mr. BOLDEN [continuing]. Somebody needs to tell me. I have—— 
Mr. WOLF. We do. 
Mr. BOLDEN [continuing]. Not changed my mind. 
Mr. WOLF. We will show you that at the end of the hearing—— 
Mr. BOLDEN. Okay. 
Mr. WOLF [continuing]. And you can just tell the people, whoever 

wrote it. 
[The information follows:] 

NAPA RECOMMENDATIONS

As stated by NASA Administrator Bolden, the Agency has accepted all 27 NAPA 
recommendations and is implementing actions to address them. With respect to the 
two recommendations referenced, the integrated functional reviews (NAPA Rec-
ommendations 17 and 22) and the asset oversight board (NAPA Recommendation 
23), NASA concurs with the intent of these findings, but not with the recommended 
implementation. NASA currently evaluates sponsoring and requesting foreign na-
tionals through its Integrated Functional Review Program. The Functional Reviews 
are conducted every three years, and are led by the NASA Office of Protective Serv-
ices (OPS) and include representatives from the Offices of the Chief Information Of-
ficer (OCIO) and International and Interagency Relations (OIIR). The OPS, OCIO, 
and OIIR will review both the Integrated Functional Reviews and the CI/CT evalua-
tions, and identify areas for expansion to address specific Foreign National Access 
Program Manager processes. The targeted completion date for these implementation 
actions is December 2014. For NAPA Recommendation 23, NASA will explore uti-
lizing an existing council to serve as an Asset Protection Oversight Board. The tar-
get completion date for this implementation action is March 2015. 

Mr. WOLF. Okay, I am moving on from NAPA, because I think 
we have covered a lot. We will have some questions for the record, 
but I want to cover a number of other topics. 

ASTEROID REDIRECT MISSION (ARM)

Mr. WOLF. NASA’s proposal for an Asteroid Retrieval Mission, 
ARM, remains vague, which complicates the committee’s ongoing 
attempts to evaluate its merit. For example, NASA is already revis-
iting one of the fundamentals of the entire concept by considering 
the possibility of breaking a small piece off of a larger asteroid 
rather than capturing a small asteroid in its entirety. 

When will you have a final mission concept proposal available for 
Congress? Also, how much is included in your fiscal year 2015 for 
the mission? 

Mr. BOLDEN. Mr. Chairman, we requested in the 2014 budget 
$105 million, which we are spending. We requested a slight in-
crease in 2015. I would refer the committee to either screen here 
because I think it will help me explain the concept itself. 

We have not changed anything in the concept development. You 
made the comment that we are already backing down on the con-
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cept of retrieving a small asteroid. We have always been looking 
for the best options for carrying out this mission. We have had pub-
lic forums; we have had three to date. We just recently had another 
forum at NASA Headquarters, where people from around the world 
came in and gave us their ideas on the best way to carry out this 
mission.

So we are in the formulation phase. It is very early in the devel-
opment of any mission of this type. 

As I have told people, we are going to assume a lot of risk with 
this mission. We are not going to do the standard NASA mission 
development that would cause it to cost a small fortune. We are 
looking at trying to keep the cost of the mission down. We are look-
ing at utilization. We are looking at the development of tech-
nologies. Solar Electric Propulsion is primary. That is the number- 
one goal for our Space Technology Mission Directorate. They are 
singularly focused on that above all else. 

So everything that we are doing is dedicated to finding the tech-
nologies that we need to conduct this mission so that when we have 
the SLS and Orion ready to carry a crew to lunar orbit that there 
will be an asteroid or a portion of an asteroid there for them to 
sync up with and carry out the types of proving-ground activities 
that we need if we are going to go on to Mars. It’s really critical. 

The other thing that we need and I have to go back to is, we 
need a low Earth orbit infrastructure from which to operate. The 
International Space Station is our toehold right now. The President 
recommended extension of Station to 2024, which is vital, abso-
lutely vital. We are not requesting any additional funds over what 
we already have in our run-out from the 2014 budget in order to 
take Station to 2024. But it is good news to industry, it’s good news 
to the science community, it’s good news to our international part-
ners.

But we have got to have an American capability to get our astro-
nauts there. Otherwise, I am going to have to continue to pay the 
Russians for transport. 

So my number-one objective in meeting with this panel today is 
to help everyone understand the critical importance of supporting 
the President’s request, full request, for $848 million for commer-
cial crew, because that is an integral part of the low Earth orbit 
infrastructure, which is step one, our Earth-reliant step. If we don’t 
have that infrastructure in place, everything else breaks down, in 
terms of deep space exploration. So I will keep coming back to that 
point.

Mr. WOLF. Okay. 
I am going to go to Mr. Fattah, but I’ll end this with: The aster-

oid mission does not seem to have captured imaginations among 
Congress or the American public. 

I think, and I could be wrong, the authorizers to date—do you 
know what the authorizers did on this? 

Mr. BOLDEN. Mr. Chairman, the authorizers are—— 
Mr. WOLF. Their draft bill would prohibit it. Go ahead, and then 

I can finish, or you can go. 
Mr. BOLDEN. No, I would love to hear where they are today, be-

cause the last time I talked to them—I’m hoping I can find out 
where they are. 
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Mr. WOLF. Okay. 
We have also not heard much from your international partners 

about their interest or lack thereof, but a National Research Coun-
cil report, which the subcommittee requested, noted that the enthu-
siasm for the concept was low. 

Have you received any indication of support or interest from your 
international partners? And have any such indications of support 
been formalized? 

Mr. BOLDEN. Mr. Chairman, quite indeed, everything has been 
formalized. Subsequent to the NRC report that came out, 12 na-
tions in the world, 12 space-faring nations, have signed a document 
called the Global Exploration Roadmap, in which they all agree 
with President Obama that sometime in the 2030s, is the time that 
humans should be trying to get to Mars, that along that road there 
must be a stepping-stone approach. 

Those 12 signatories said that an asteroid redirect mission is an 
important part of that for technology development, that there is a 
need to go to the Moon, that there will be commercial interests, 
there may be international partner interest in getting back to the 
Moon. The U.S. never left the moon, by the way. We have been 
there from the days of Apollo, and we remain there today. 

We had 31 nations of the world assemble at the State Depart-
ment back at the beginning of this year for an international explo-
ration summit. Thirty-one nations of the world sounds like some in-
terest and enthusiasm to me. What was most impressive in the 
forum, that 2-day forum, was the number of nations who would not 
otherwise have had an opportunity to participate in exploration 
saying how excited they were about joining the United States and 
our other partner nations in pursuing such a bold goal as to get 
humans to Mars. They wanted to know, how do we get involved, 
how do we become a member of the team, how do we get involved 
with the asteroid redirect mission. 

I mentioned the forum that we had last week. I would encourage 
all of you to Google ‘‘junior high school, Raleigh, North Carolina, 
asteroid,’’ and you will find the most incredible video about a team 
of seventh-grade students who, over the past year, have identified, 
using the data that NASA and other nations have made available, 
identified four new asteroids. I’d say that’s interest that we did not 
see before. So I’d disagree with anyone who says that there has 
been no interest generated in this mission. 

Mr. WOLF. Mr. Fattah? 

ADMINISTRATOR BOLDEN’S RECORD OF SERVICE

Mr. FATTAH. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
And thank you, Mr. Administrator, for your extraordinary service 

to our country. 
Just for the record—and, obviously, you know of your great work, 

but I want to put this on the record for the Congress. Now, after 
graduating from the Naval Academy, you flew over 100 combat 
missions on behalf of our country? 

Mr. BOLDEN. Yes, sir. 
Mr. FATTAH. And after you went into the astronaut program, you 

returned after your last shuttle mission to our Armed Forces; you 
went back into Active Duty with the Marine Corps as a deputy 
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commanding midshipman. And then you were the deputy com-
manding general in the First Marine Expeditionary Force in the 
Pacific in 1997, and you were the commanding general of the First 
Marine Expeditionary Force in support of Operation Desert Thun-
der in Kuwait. You were then promoted to your final rank as major 
general in 1998 and deputy commander, U.S. Forces in Japan. You 
have received a number of awards and acknowledgement for your 
military service, including the Distinguished Flying Cross. 

And you, obviously, as leading NASA, you are still committed to 
protecting the United States of America. 

Mr. BOLDEN. I am very much so. Sir, that’s the reason I men-
tioned in my opening remarks, no one was more concerned than I 
when we discovered the vulnerabilities that we had in our foreign 
access program. 

Mr. FATTAH. Well, I want to thank you for your bravery and for 
acting with courage on behalf of our country. 

Mr. BOLDEN. Thank you very much. 

THE VISION FOR SPACE EXPLORATION AND ITS IMPLICATIONS

Mr. FATTAH. Now I want to ask you some questions now about 
where we are. 

Given the situation, you had in—2004, after the shuttle disaster, 
there was a commission set up by the Bush administration—and 
it conducted a review. The report that came out—let me just find 
it—said that you wanted to—that it was important to retire the 
shuttle.

Mr. BOLDEN. Yes, sir. 
Mr. FATTAH. This is in 2004. This was a report about the vision 

for NASA going forward. 
Mr. BOLDEN. Yes, sir. 
Mr. FATTAH. And this report laid out a timeline that, in essence, 

created a 4-year gap—— 
Mr. BOLDEN. Yes, sir. 
Mr. FATTAH [continuing]. In which the United States would not 

be able to take astronauts to the Space Station. 
Mr. BOLDEN. That’s correct, sir. 
Mr. FATTAH. So when the public is thinking about where we are 

and why we have to pay upwards of $50-plus million for the Rus-
sians to transport astronauts, this was a decision that was put in 
place by this report. 

I want to put this title into the—The Vision for Space Explo-
ration.

Mr. BOLDEN. Yes, sir. 
Mr. FATTAH. And it was published in 2004. And it directed NASA 

to, quote, ‘‘retire the space shuttle as soon as the assembly of the 
International Space Station was completed.’’ 

Mr. BOLDEN. Yes, sir, and we did that. We—— 
Mr. FATTAH. And you did that. 
Mr. BOLDEN [continuing]. Successfully retired the shuttle in 

2011.
Mr. FATTAH. It was necessary to retire it—— 
Mr. BOLDEN. Yes, sir. 
Mr. FATTAH [continuing]. Because of its putting the safety of our 

astronauts——
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Mr. BOLDEN. I don’t—we’ve talked about it. 
Mr. FATTAH. I just want to put—— 
Mr. BOLDEN. I don’t think it was an issue of safety. It was an 

issue of being able to explore. It was—— 
Mr. FATTAH. I got you. 
Mr. BOLDEN. It was an issue of being able to explore, and we 

couldn’t continue to operate the shuttle. We needed the infrastruc-
ture.

Mr. FATTAH. Okay. And some felt it was also that the fleet was 
at a point where it needed to be retired, right? 

Mr. BOLDEN. Yes, sir. 
Mr. FATTAH. The point is that this gap exists and it was pre-

determined.
Mr. BOLDEN. Yes, sir. 
Mr. FATTAH. And now we have a new circumstance, because we 

had a situation in Ukraine. 
Mr. BOLDEN. Yes, sir. 
Mr. FATTAH. And so, when you come to us today and say you 

need $840-plus million for commercial crew, commercial crew was 
a hard-fought issue because there were those who wanted to hold 
on to the old NASA. 

Mr. BOLDEN. Yes, sir. 
Mr. FATTAH. And then this administration, the Obama adminis-

tration, was pushing this new effort, which was, let’s commercialize 
lower Earth orbit. Let’s take American ingenuity, American compa-
nies, and let them compete to transport cargo and crew to the 
Space Station. 

And we have now, you successfully working with the private sec-
tor, have a number of companies that have competed, have gotten 
contracts with NASA and are going for it, in terms of delivering 
cargo. And now we want to move to crew, which is what this $848 
million is all about. 

And so your request to us is important, not just because you 
want to continue the program, but in light of what’s happening in 
the Ukraine, it’s critically important. We have a space station we 
spent billions on. Right? We ought to be able to get—if we want 
biomedical experiments, which I do, in neuroscience and in other 
areas to continue and we want other science to take place there, 
we’ve got to be able to get back and forth. And we don’t want to 
be in a situation where we don’t have the capacity to do so. 

Mr. BOLDEN. Yes, sir. 
Mr. FATTAH. And the only way that is envisioned to do this—be-

cause there aren’t any more space shuttles to do it. 
Mr. BOLDEN. No, sir. 
Mr. FATTAH. The only way to do this is through these private 

companies that have now been established. 
I went and visited one of these companies, SpaceX, out in L.A., 

and they were building these rocket ships right there, with Amer-
ican ingenuity and suppliers; the supply chain is American. And 
there are other companies: Orbital Science; Sierra Nevada, a com-
pany that’s, I guess, in your failsafe mission—— 

Mr. BOLDEN. Yes, sir. 
Mr. FATTAH [continuing]. Position in this deal, right? 
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SoI want you to talk to the committee about this $840 million 
and how important it is, given where we are. 

Mr. BOLDEN. Thank you very much, sir. 
If we go back to 2004, it was a decision that I vehemently agreed 

with, as a shuttle person, because I came to NASA to explore, and 
I knew that, in order for us to explore, we could no longer continue 
to sustain a $3-billion-a-year infrastructure to operate shuttles. So 
we knew we needed to have the low Earth orbit infrastructure and 
that at some point we needed to retire the shuttle. 

Everyone accepted the fact that there would probably be about 
a 4- to 5-year gap. When I became the NASA Administrator, this 
committee, Senate committees, everybody said, look, we’ve got to 
cut the gap down. The President asked for a billion dollars. That 
was the estimate out of the Augustine Committee, that was the es-
timate out of industry, that was the NASA estimate, was roughly 
$6 billion over the next 5 years to facilitate the success of a com-
mercial space industry to carry crew to low Earth orbit. We said, 
if we don’t get the funding, then the gap will extend. 

When I became NASA Administrator, the goal was to have com-
mercial crew available in 2015. We got zero the first year. The next 
year, the Congress did award us, I think it was $525 million, and 
that allowed us to kind of eke out enough to keep the commercial 
companies going toward commercial cargo and crew. But the gap 
extended at one point, and we went to 2017. So we now find our-
selves looking at that gap until 2017, which, if we don’t get the 
funding we requested, we’re going to slip again. 

$848 million is important for two reasons. One, it allows us to 
have a chance at having competition. Hopefully no one on this com-
mittee will argue that competition will not keep the price down. 
Competition is good because that’s the American way of doing busi-
ness. The second reason is because it allows us to have faith that 
we can get to the 2017 date, so it allows us to buy down risk. 

I would like to have a billion dollars a year. That’s what we said, 
$6 billion over 5 years. We have found a way, working with indus-
try, that we can eke it out by spending a little bit less than that, 
but that’s not the way to operate. 

Mr. FATTAH. All right. Thank you very much. 
And one other challenge around deep space or travel to Mars is 

technology.
Mr. BOLDEN. Yes, sir. 
Mr. FATTAH. And that’s another part of this budget I’d like you 

to spend a minute on. Because we don’t have the technology to 
send human beings to Mars now. 

Mr. BOLDEN. There are things we don’t yet know. 
Mr. FATTAH. Right. 
Mr. BOLDEN. I think the committee should have a series of charts 

that we gave them. If you look at one of those—there are two mat-
rices, and I think Mr. Culberson has one of them, one is labeled, 
what we get from the various missions. One looks like this. It’s the 
‘‘ISS and ARM Provides First Steps to Mars.’’ This is a chart that 
lists technology developments that will come step by step, one, with 
the International Space Station mission, and it shows you what we 
are accomplishing from that, and then what we’ll get from the as-
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teroid redirect mission, what we’ll get from the Mars orbiters that 
we have. 

There is another set of charts that show you the medical hurdles 
to getting humans to deep space. It shows you how we’re buying 
down risk bit by bit with every International Space Station incre-
ment, with a flight in our proving ground where we develop more 
robust environmental control and life support systems. That’s the 
one that’s called ‘‘Human Exploration and Operations, Human Re-
search Program Integrated Path to Risk Reduction.’’ 

So we’ve had these matrices looking at risk reduction for a num-
ber of years. We continue to be asked, what’s the roadmap, where 
are you going. This is a pretty detailed roadmap of how we’re going 
to do exactly what you’re talking about. 

We have human risks that have to be retired. We have known 
this. This has been vetted by the National Research Council and 
other outside organizations away from NASA. We have had our 
Technology Development Roadmap that has been vetted by the Na-
tional Research Council. That was done the first year that I was 
the NASA Administrator. 

So we’ve been on this path since 2009. I can’t help that people 
want to refuse to accept the fact that we are on a progressive, step- 
by-step path to get humans to Mars in the 2030s. 

Technology development is critical. Solar Electric Propulsion we 
need. Optical communication, so that we can get voice and data 
back to Earth in much bigger bundles than we do today. Valuable 
also to the DOD and the intelligence community, because all of you 
have heard people talk about ‘‘the pipe.’’ The U.S. has little pipes 
for getting pictures and imagery and everything back down to 
Earth from space, from airplanes and everything. We’re trying to 
develop the technology to—— 

Mr. FATTAH. I note that a number of the companies have now 
started to be able to do business with the U.S. Space Command—— 

Mr. BOLDEN. Yes, sir. 
Mr. FATTAH. [continuing]. And General Shelton. So NASA is 

helping in that respect, too. 
But I just want to close with this because we want to move on. 

I was on the Mission Control floor at the Jet Propulsion Laboratory 
at the moment in which the Mars Rover landed on Mars. And it, 
I think, captured the imagination of the entire world, that after 8 
1/2 months of travel you were able to land this device on the sur-
face of Mars. 

Mr. BOLDEN. Yes, sir. 
Mr. FATTAH. And it really puts us all in a position to know with 

certainty, even though we don’t know how to do it yet, that you will 
be able to put someone there. 

Mr. BOLDEN. Yes, sir. We can do that. 
Mr. FATTAH. Thank you very much. 
Mr. WOLF. Thank you, Mr. Fattah. I just want to correct the 

record.
I wasn’t going to get into this, but I think you’ve misled peo-

ple——
Mr. BOLDEN. Okay. 
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COMMERCIAL CREW PROGRAM

Mr. WOLF. The Congress has provided a lot of funding to com-
mercial crew, particularly once you take into account the larger fis-
cal situation. There has never been a year that it received zero. 
One year it was 312; that was the authorized level. Then 406. 525 
was actually above the level. 

The appropriation has been at or above the authorized level in 
all the years but one—— 

Mr. BOLDEN. Mr. Chairman, our—— 
Mr. WOLF. Let me—— 
Mr. BOLDEN. Mr. Chairman, our numbers—— 
Mr. WOLF. Well, let—— 
Mr. BOLDEN. Yeah. Our numbers don’t jibe. 
Mr. WOLF. Okay. Well, then come up and sit down, and we’ll go 

through it with you. 
Mr. BOLDEN. Okay. 
Mr. WOLF. Since taking over this subcommittee, we have appro-

priated almost $2 billion for the program, including increases every 
fiscal year, while the subcommittee’s top line has simultaneously 
been decreased by $10 billion. We’ve protected this program. We 
have protected planetary. We have protected James Webb, when 
you were over the budget. 

We provided commercial crew with support even though NASA 
could not provide us with the information needed to make the best 
decisions. For example, we waited for a year and a half for NASA 
to commit to a program acquisition strategy, which had enormous 
implications for the total program cost. Also, despite repeated re-
quests, NASA always refused to tell the subcommittee the expected 
budget or schedule impact of different program funding totals. As 
a result, we were often required to make decisions in an informa-
tion vacuum. 

Even now, NASA is asking for more than $800 million for the 
program and cannot tell us with any certainty how many commer-
cial partners could be supported at that level or what year a final 
capability would be available. 

And, frankly, I think there is enough blame on both parties. The 
administration bailed out on the Simpson-Bowles Commission. I 
mean, frankly, they had an opportunity to deal with this issue. 
Right now, you are finding entitlements are eating up funding for 
research on cancer, on autism, on all these programs. 

And so I think the posturing is just beyond. So I am going to ask 
you to have your people come up—— 

Mr. BOLDEN. Yes. 
Mr. WOLF [continuing]. Verify precisely what you said and what 

we said. And we will put it in the record at the end. 
[Clerk’s Note.—NASA and the Committee agreed to the following 

table displaying funding requested, authorized and appropriated 
for two Commercial Crew Programs for fiscal years 2009 through 
2014:]
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Mr. WOLF. But, you know, there are other programs, too. 
Mr. BOLDEN. Yes, sir. Mr. Chairman, I—— 
Mr. WOLF. James Webb is important. 
Mr. BOLDEN. As I said in my opening—— 
Mr. WOLF. Planetary is important. 
Mr. BOLDEN [continuing]. Statement, I appreciate all the support 

that this committee has given us. Mr. Chairman, I have not ar-
gued—this committee has given us incredible support in the appro-
priations. I made that statement in my opening remarks. 

But when I say our numbers are different, I’m not sure where 
the staff is getting their numbers from, but I’ve got the budget run- 
out——

Mr. WOLF [continuing]. Pretty good staff, but—— 
Mr. BOLDEN. Well, I—— 
Mr. WOLF. Let me go to Mr. Harris, and we’ll have your peo-

ple——
Mr. BOLDEN. Okay. 
Mr. WOLF. You come up, and we’ll sit down. 
Mr. BOLDEN. Yes, sir. 
Mr. WOLF. I’ll be at the meeting, too. 
Mr. BOLDEN. But, Mr. Chairman—— 
Mr. WOLF. Sure. 
Mr. BOLDEN. The Congress has given, has provided about $2 bil-

lion for commercial crew. We have requested $3 billion over that 
period of time. So I’m not sure where—— 

Mr. WOLF. But, Mr. Administrator—— 
Mr. BOLDEN [continuing]. The staff says that you have given us 

more than we asked. That is not—that’s just inaccurate. We have 
asked for $109 billion from fiscal year 2010 to 2015 for NASA. $52 
billion of that has been for Human Exploration and Operations. 
Through fiscal year 2014, we requested $91.837 billion from Con-
gress. Congress appropriated $89.454 billion. That’s $2.3 billion 
less than requested. So I will be glad to have my folks get together 
with the committee, but I want to make sure, because this is— 
every time I come here, my integrity is impugned, you know. 

Mr. WOLF. No one is impugning your integrity. 
Mr. BOLDEN. Mr. Chairman, you may say that, but when you say 

I have misled the committee, when you say I’m giving incorrect 
numbers—I am going to have my team sit with your committee, 
and we are going to resolve where the difference is. Because I do 
not believe they can show me where any committee of the Congress 
has appropriated more money than the President asked for com-
mercial crew. That is just not true. 

Mr. WOLF. There is—— 
Mr. BOLDEN. We have spent $12.5 billion since I’ve been the 

NASA Administrator on SLS and Orion. SLS and Orion are on tar-
get right now for the projected launch date that we’ve said. We’re 
going through a key decision point process right now on SLS and 
Orion. So when they say I haven’t given you something on commer-
cial crew, I haven’t done that with SLS and Orion yet. We haven’t 
reached the point where we have said, we commit to this amount 
of money for SLS and Orion and we commit to this launch date. 

The process that NASA and every other government agency fol-
lows, there is a point at which we make a promise to the Congress. 
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We did that, as you said, with the James Webb Space Telescope. 
We promised you a 2018 launch for an 8-point-some-odd-billion-dol-
lar budget. We are on target, on costs. We are a year ahead on 
schedule.

So, now, when the staff says—we are going to get to the bottom 
of this. Because I am tired of having my integrity impugned by 
members of the committee and the staff. 

Mr. WOLF. Well—— 
Mr. BOLDEN. I am just not—I am offended. 

JAMES WEBB SPACE TELESCOPE

Mr. WOLF. What was the original estimation for James Webb? 
Mr. BOLDEN. The original estimation for James Webb, made by 

many predecessors of mine, I think it was $800 million. 
Mr. WOLF. And it was first priced out at around $400 million—— 
Mr. BOLDEN. And let me tell you, as I said to Senator Mikul-

ski——
Mr. WOLF. What will the cost be in final? 
Mr. BOLDEN. What were the costs being funded for James Webb? 
Mr. WOLF. Yes. 
Mr. BOLDEN. I think we have always gotten what we asked for 

James Webb. 
Mr. WOLF. What will the final cost be for James Webb? 
Mr. BOLDEN. Oh. It’s $8.5 billion, I think. I’ll take it for the 

record to give you the precise amount. 
[The information follows:] 

JAMES WEBB SPACE TELESCOPE (JWST)

NASA’s commitment is to complete formulation and development (phases A–D) of 
JWST for $8.0B, and to complete the entire mission (including five years of oper-
ations and data analysis) for $8.828B. 

Mr. BOLDEN. And that cost estimate came out when I came be-
fore the Congress and said, no one is as embarrassed or ashamed 
as I am that James Webb has gotten this much out of control. 

We talk about accountability. We made changes in the manage-
ment at the Goddard Space Flight Center, at headquarters. We 
worked with our prime contractor; they made changes in their 
management structure. We reformulated our spending plan, and 
we brought that back to the Congress, and we got blessing from the 
Congress. We’re on our spending curve right now. We are 13 
months ahead in terms of the critical timeline. 

So, Mr. Chairman, I think we’re in sync. You just got me angry 
when you—you did not impugn my integrity, but I keep getting 
these notes sent up that says, he’s not telling you the truth. I am 
telling you the truth. So, I mean, if somebody’s going to call me a 
liar and say I’m misrepresenting to this committee, I take that per-
sonally. I’m not going to take that. 

Mr. WOLF. Mr. Administrator, no one called you a liar. 
Mr. Harris? 

LOX/HYDROCARBON ENGINE

Mr. HARRIS. Thank you very much. 
Thank you, General. And it’s always a pleasure to have an Acad-

emy graduate here. My daughter got her appointment last month, 
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and should she go there, she would leave, I guess, on the 50th year 
after your graduation from the Academy. 

Let me just follow up on a—or, actually, bring up a different 
topic, I think. In that new appropriation to get our—you know, in 
response to what is happening with our relationship with Russia, 
is there research moneys to develop, you know, large liquid en-
gines?

You know, unfortunately, you know—and it is not just getting 
our crew up to the Space Station. You know, we have a gap if 
things deteriorate and we don’t have these large liquid engines. So 
how do we—how fast can we make our own? 

Mr. BOLDEN. Dr. Harris, you know, there is an ongoing study be-
tween NASA and DOD. We have an engine study that’s under way, 
and I think it may actually have already reported out and gone to 
the Secretary of the Air Force, and I will see it soon. 

I will take it for the record to give you the timeline on giving the 
U.S. what we call LOX/RP. 

[The information follows:] 

AVAILABILITY OF RUSSIAN ROCKET ENGINES

The Administration is involved in a broader ongoing discussion regarding Russian 
rocket engines that involves the national security and commercial communities. 
Should Russian-built RD-180 engines no longer be available for use by the United 
States (either through action by the U.S. government or the Russian government), 
RD-180 engines currently in inventory within the United States could still be used 
to fly near-term Atlas V missions. In addition, the U.S. has another rocket available 
that uses an American rocket engine—the Delta IV launch vehicle is powered by 
the U.S.-built RS-68A liquid oxygen/liquid hydrogen rocket engine, which is the 
world’s highest thrust liquid hydrogen engine producing over 700,000 pounds of 
thrust. Currently NASA does not have funding indentified in its budget for the de-
velopment of a U.S.-built, RD-180-class, liquid oxygen/kerosene rocket engine. 

Mr. BOLDEN. It’s the system we used to use in the Apollo pro-
gram. And then we went to LOX hydrogen for shuttle. And we’re 
trying to bring that capability back to the Nation, because right 
now the people who are the experts in it are not American, and so 
we need to catch up. So we recognize that as an important chal-
lenge. That is one of our technology development efforts that Con-
gressman Fattah referenced earlier. So we’re working on that. 

Mr. HARRIS. If we lose access to those large liquid engines from 
the Russians, what gap would that create in our ability in space? 

Mr. BOLDEN. Dr. Harris, I don’t want to deal in supposition. We 
have an incredible partnership with Roscosmos. I have to use the 
term ‘‘Roscosmos’’ because that’s the Russian space agency, and 
Energia and the other companies with whom Boeing and Lockheed 
Martin—our industry partners deal with them on a one-on-one 
basis, and those partnerships are solid. The difficulty between our 
nations is a different issue. 

What we have managed to do with the International Space Sta-
tion for 15 years now, through the intervention in Georgia, through 
what’s going on right now in Crimea and Ukraine, the people who 
are really focused on the mission are really dedicated to just keep-
ing our heads down and staying focused on that mission. 

I don’t want to engage in suppositions. We all have plans in place 
right now that we think we’re going to be okay. If you look at DOD 
and their suppliers, they have X number of years’ worth of engines 
that are in stock. Same thing with Orbital Sciences, my commercial 
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provider, that uses the AJ–26, which it’s owned, wholly owned, by 
Americans now, so we’re not dependent on the Russians or anybody 
else. But there is a limited number of those. So you’re absolutely 
right; what we’d like to be able to do is produce those here in the 
U.S.

Mr. Chairman, I apologize for losing my temper. I get hot some-
times. I think I misunderstood you. I think what you were address-
ing—I apologize, Dr. Harris. But I think what you were addressing 
was the fact that appropriations exceeded authorizations. So if 
that’s what you said, I apologize, and I did not mean that. So, 
hopefully, you will forgive me and let me bring my granddaughters 
out to fish. 

NASA AND ROSCOSMOS RELATIONS

Mr. HARRIS. No, so—no, I appreciate that, but, you know, this is 
different from Georgia. I mean, we are talking about economic 
sanctions. You know what happened this weekend; you read the 
same newspapers I do. You know, there is a chance that this all 
gets geared up and that, you know, relationships that transcended 
politics in the past may not transcend them. 

So, I mean, is—and I would imagine this is true. I mean, I would 
imagine that there is a contingency plan being drawn up very ac-
tively in terms of what if those relationships break down. 

Mr. BOLDEN. Dr. Harris, there are always contingency plans, but 
the contingency for what you’re addressing is maintaining the rela-
tionship.

When I call Mr. Ostapenko, who is my counterpart with 
Roscosmos, as I did last week when the headlines in The Moscow 
Times, or whatever their newspaper is, was totally erroneous—the 
headlines in Moscow was ‘‘NASA breaks off all relations with 
Roscosmos.’’ Nothing could’ve been farther than the truth, but 
that’s the alarmist nature of our media today. So, when Mr. 
Ostapenko and I talked, he was very comforted to know that, okay, 
our relationship had not been broken, had not changed. 

That is a contingency plan. I know most people don’t accept that, 
but in the military, where I come from, your contingency is engage-
ment, and it’s making sure that your adversary knows how far you 
will go. 

I think the Russians are quite aware of several things: one, that 
the International Space Station doesn’t belong to us, doesn’t belong 
to them. It is a conglomerate of five partners. 

The two big experiment modules, one belongs to the Europeans, 
the other one belongs to the Japanese. They are clamoring to be 
allowed to work in those modules, because right now the Russian 
cosmonauts don’t work in the other modules. They want to become 
a more active member of the team. The Russians provided two 
things: access, that’s transportation; and the big power. When it 
comes to operating day by day, environmental control, those types 
of things, that’s what the U.S. provides. 

So the contingency is, if they want to continue to operate in 
lower Earth orbit, they’ve got to stay in the partnership. They 
know that as much as we do. 

Mr. HARRIS. Well, thank you very much, General. Because, as 
you know, I mean, my district is right next to Wallops. 
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Mr. BOLDEN. Yes, sir, I—— 
Mr. HARRIS. And you know how important the Space Station is 

for Wallops. So I appreciate that. 
And I yield back, Mr. Chairman. Thank you. 
Mr. WOLF. Thank you, Mr. Harris. 
Mr. Schiff. 

MARS PROGRAM

Mr. SCHIFF. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. Administrator, welcome. It’s good to see you again back in 

the subcommittee. 
And I also want to acknowledge former Attorney General 

Thornburgh. It’s great to have you here. I want to thank you. 
When I was an assistant U.S. attorney back in the early 1990s, you 
sent me to Eastern Europe for half a year, and it was a roundtrip 
ticket, so I am grateful. It was a fantastic experience, consulting 
with the Czechs and Slovaks on criminal justice reform. It was a 
great assignment. 

Mr. Administrator, while I appreciate the somewhat better re-
quest for planetary science in this year’s budget, I still remain con-
cerned that it won’t be sufficient to meet the Nation’s goals in ex-
ploring our planetary neighbors. 

NASA’s planetary science program has been one of the most suc-
cessful and spectacular scientific endeavors in human history. 
From the earliest Mariner series probes in the 1960s to Curiosity 
on Mars, our planetary program has captured the imagination of 
the world. And last week’s revelations about liquid water on 
Enceladus has added another destination for our robotic emissaries 
to explore. 

I want to just flag—and I am going to let Mr. Culberson handle 
the majority of the comments on Europa, but I only want to ex-
press my full support for what he is undoubtedly going to say. I 
am a full supporter of Europa. And while I am pleased that it is 
in the budget, I am concerned that it is at such a small number 
it won’t let us get that mission really started in the way I think 
it should. 

But I will leave it to John to focus more on that. Let me focus 
more on Mars sample return, the science community’s top priority. 

NASA has a proposed mission to be launched in 2020. I am con-
cerned about the funding profile for this mission, which is 
backloaded, as well as repeatedly disquieting rumors that I have 
heard regarding slipping the launch date to 2022. Given the posi-
tion of the planets, 2020 is a particularly advantageous launch op-
portunity that will enable us to launch a heavier payload to Mars. 
More payload means more science. 2022, on the other hand, is sup-
posed to be a suboptimal launch window. 

So if you could tell us the status of the 2020 Rover now and what 
we need to do to ensure that it goes in 2020. 

And then, second, I wanted to ask you about the extended mis-
sions generally and Opportunity and LRO in particular. 

As a threshold matter, I oppose turning off healthy spacecraft 
that are delivering good science, and I know you do as well. Oppor-
tunity has been delivering incredible science from the Martian sur-
face for more than a decade and costs about $13 million a year to 
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operate—relatively little when you consider the hundreds of mil-
lions that we spent to get it there. 

Leaving the Rover to die a lonely, cold death when it’s fully func-
tional would be a terrible loss of good science and, I think, speaks 
volumes about the overall need for greater resources for our plan-
etary science program. 

And I am not at all comfortable with the idea of putting the 
funding for this extended mission in a new government-wide fund 
which, even if it gets funded—and that is a very big ‘‘if’’—would 
only protect these missions for another year. I think they really be-
long in the baseline budget. 

So if you could comment both on the Mars 2020—— 
Mr. BOLDEN. Yes. 
Mr. SCHIFF [continuing]. And those ongoing missions. 
Mr. BOLDEN. Doctor.—Mr. Schiff, the—— 
Mr. SCHIFF. You can call me ‘‘Doctor.’’ It was always my parents’ 

hope, and—— 
Mr. BOLDEN. I—that’s okay. I probably could. You’re a pretty 

smart guy. 
Hopefully everyone will tell you that the 2015 budget does sup-

port Mars 2020 in 2020. It does several things for Mars explo-
ration.

It supports the 2020 mission, which is sort of a Curiosity—I hate 
to say a clone, because we’re trying to decide now whether it will 
be a complete clone or what. The science definition team is off 
doing their work, trying to decide what’s going to be in it from a 
scientific perspective, what objectives. 

One of the biggest things for the science community is the fact 
that it will have a caching capability. So it will cache or put in stor-
age soil samples that will subsequently be returned to Earth at a 
time that we hopefully will be able to identify while I’m still the 
NASA Administrator. 

In addition, it funds the 2016 launch of InSight, which is a crit-
ical mission to Mars, also, that will allow us to core into the Mar-
tian subsurface. 

I will say that you and I agree, sort of, on extended missions. I 
think extended missions are great until they start to jeopardize the 
ability to fly new missions and to generate the kind of excitement 
and interest in young people in colleges and universities who will 
want to come in and become engaged in the development of a new 
mission. So it’s a delicate balance as to how long do you fly ex-
tended missions. 

The totality of our extended missions today is keeping us from 
being able to do some of the exciting things that we would really 
like to do. So what we have to determine is, okay, what is the right 
time to turn off an extended mission. Every mission we fly, we can 
continue to get data until the cows come home, as they say. But 
at what point do you say, we have enough data in the repository 
and now we’re going to analyze some of that data while a new team 
goes off and develops a new mission. 

So I said all that to say we’re continually evaluating our ex-
tended missions. The Science Mission Directorate has a senior re-
view panel that’s in session right now, and they will decide the fate 
of some of the extended missions. It may be determined that, okay, 
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it’s time to turn off the lights, and others most certainly will be 
continued. Cassini, we already decided we were going to continue. 

As a side light, you mentioned Enceladus; I didn’t. But 
Enceladus is a very attractive icy moon that some scientists believe 
holds more promise for life than Europa. So I did not need another 
challenge to Europa—— 

Mr. SCHIFF. You’re just going to get John started. 
Mr. BOLDEN. I know, I know. But I’m just saying, you know, that 

this is the input that we get. 
Governor Thornburgh mentioned it before, about trying to 

change cultures. One of the cultures that I’m trying to change is 
people coming to Members, instead of me, to complain about the 
amount of money they get, knowing that there is only a limited 
amount of money. And they get people, you know, excited about 
their project, but it doesn’t fit the total portfolio—what we feel is 
a balanced portfolio of the agency. 

But I think we’re doing relatively well considering the fiscal con-
straints in planetary science. 

Mr. SCHIFF. Well, Mr. Administrator, I appreciate that. You 
know, we have the nice problem that these craft are built so well 
that a Rover that had a 90-day—— 

Mr. BOLDEN. Yeah. 
Mr. SCHIFF [continuing]. Planned life is now going strong 10 

years later. 
Mr. BOLDEN. Yes, sir. 
Mr. SCHIFF. But if, as I believe, they are producing good science, 

I think we would be crazy not to continue their operation, and we 
will have to find the resources to do it. 

COOPERATON WITH INDIA ON SYNTHETIC APERTURE RADAR

One last question. I am delighted that letters of interest have 
been exchanged between NASA and the Indian Space Research Or-
ganization on NASA, ISRO, synthetic aperture radar mission. This 
collaboration between the two countries is critical to the interests 
of both governments and represents a true partnership in the 
Earth system sciences that will benefit all. 

Given the importance of the mission around the globe and, in 
particular, to California and many Western States in enabling crit-
ical understanding of natural disasters like earthquakes and man-
aging water resources, what would be required to move to a launch 
date of 2019? 

Mr. BOLDEN. We don’t have a launch date for the mission you’re 
talking about yet. It’s not a defined mission. We’re still in negotia-
tions with the Indians to see whether they think they can provide 
the instruments and the like. So it is a mission in formulation. 

I’ll take it for the record to find out whether 2019 is a date that 
we think is feasible or whatever. 

[The information follows:] 

INDIAN SPACE RESEARCH ORGANIZATION (ISRO)

During Formulation (Phase-A and -B), NASA and ISRO are finalizing the 
workshare and schedule agreements for the NI-SAR mission. With regard to space-
borne hardware, ISRO presently plans to provide the spacecraft, the S-Band SAR 
science payload to be integrated with the NASA-supplied L-Band SAR instrument 
and reflector, the GSLV Mark-II launch vehicle and launch services, and mission 
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operations. Determining a detailed baseline schedule will only be possible once both 
NASA and ISRO come to technical and programmatic agreement in several areas 
and once the two agencies coordinate their individual domestic approval processes. 
Assessing the feasibility of any acceleration is not feasible until NASA and ISRO 
complete the workshare and schedule agreements during Formulation. As docu-
mented at the NI-SAR KDP-A review at NASA in March 2014, from a purely U.S.- 
perspective, a 2019 launch date is not feasible within the current funding environ-
ment; both NASA and ISRO are working to determine the feasibility of a late CY 
2020-2021 target launch date for NI-SAR. 

Mr. BOLDEN. This is, however, one of these new missions, that 
we’d really, really, really like to fly, but it is in the classification 
of the Earth science missions that many members of the committee 
would like to see us take more money from. So this is a pull and 
take, push and tug. I can’t take money out of Earth science and 
fly the Indian Space Research Organization (ISRO) mission, if any-
thing, it would be nice to plus-up the Earth science budget in order 
to be able to do that. That is one of the considerations in the 
launch date if we decide we’re going to fly that mission. I am hope-
ful that we will because of what it will do for us in terms of geo-
detics and other things that we don’t have the capability to do right 
now.

So I share your enthusiasm about the prospects of the mission 
and the potential for it, but finding funding for it in the Earth 
Science Division, whose budget is always strained, in spite of what 
some people think—because every natural disaster, Mike Freilich 
and the Earth Science Division put instruments on an aircraft or 
redirect a satellite to respond to that natural disaster, and none of 
that is budgeted. So he has to figure out a way to take money from 
the Earth Science budget to respond to natural disasters, and they 
do it absolutely incredibly well. 

So, we’ll find a way. As long as we can get the Indians to come 
and make sure that they’re going to be a reliable partner in this, 
then I think we’ll develop a mission. 

Mr. SCHIFF. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I yield back. 
Mr. WOLF. Mr. Culberson? 

EUROPA MISSION

Mr. CULBERSON. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
General Bolden, thank you for your service to the country. 
And it is an extraordinary privilege for me to be here on this sub-

committee and to do everything that I can to help NASA achieve 
the extraordinary mission that you have set out for the country, 
really for the world. You’re the only agency, I think, in the Federal 
Government, other than our men and women in uniform, who can 
really inspire and uplift young people. And it’s really a privilege to 
be able to help you, sir. 

As to the mission to Europa, you know, the Congress has sup-
ported that mission and has statutorily made sure that’s going to 
happen because of the extraordinary importance of that moon. My 
good friend, Mr. Schiff, and I are on exactly the same page when 
it comes to our support for the planetary program. Chairman Wolf 
has been extraordinarily generous. This subcommittee, as you 
know, has been very generous in supporting the planetary program 
and in appropriating more money than was asked for by the Presi-
dent in his budget request. 
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And the Europa mission, in particular, is of extraordinary impor-
tance, I think even more so than Enceladus. Because the ocean 
that has been discovered at the southern pole of Enceladus is fairly 
shallow, is related really to the tidal flexing, and doesn’t have all 
the other characteristics that you see on Europa. 

Mr. BOLDEN. I knew I should’ve never mentioned that. 
Mr. CULBERSON. That is basically a shallow lens ocean at the 

southern hemisphere of Enceladus, whereas the Europan ocean is 
worldwide and contains three to four times the volume of water on 
Earth.

Mr. BOLDEN. Yes, sir. 
Mr. CULBERSON. You’ve got vast amounts—you’ve got a rocky 

bottom to the ocean in Europa, which is approximately 100 kilo-
meters deep, that is equivalent to the depth of the Marianas 
Trench. So we have already done that. We have already dem-
onstrated repeatedly since the 1960s that humans can reach the 
Marianas Trench with either manned vehicles or robotic vehicles 
and explore them. 

You have undoubtedly also got huge volcanoes on the bottom of 
the ocean of Europa that are generating, because of the tidal 
flexing by the planet, by Jupiter. And it is also important to re-
member that the surface is less than—is probably approximately 
60 million years old. And that saltwater ocean on Europa, that 
means that surface has been, you know, recirculating all this time. 

And because of the high-radiation environment in which Europa 
sits in orbit around Jupiter, that radiation has stripped away hy-
drogen, so oxygen-enriched ice has been replenishing or 
oxygenating that ocean for billions of years. And, of course, you’ve 
got organic compounds. You’ve got all the elements for life on Eu-
ropa.

And this is why the scientific community—it’s not just the Con-
gress, it’s the—the Decadal Survey last decade and this decade put 
Europa at the top of the list. And we are delighted to see the line 
item in the President’s budget and glad to see it, but of course the 
Congress is the one that has the final world on these things. 

And it is important, I think, for NASA to remember also, and for 
all of us to remember, that the budget recommendation submitted 
by the President is just a recommendation. It is, you know, what 
the President would like to see done, but it is actually the Appro-
priations Committee and the Congress that sets the final guide-
lines.

CONSTELLATION AND THE IMPLICATIONS OF PROGRAM CANCELLATION

And, if I could, sir, I also wanted to make, if I could, make sure 
to clarify for the record that the President’s budget proposal for fis-
cal year 2011 cancelled the Constellation program that President 
Bush had put in place. 

Mr. BOLDEN. That’s right. 
Mr. CULBERSON. And about $9 billion had been spent by that 

point in the development of the Constellation. 
Mr. BOLDEN. Yes, sir. 
Mr. CULBERSON. And that was squandered. 
Mr. BOLDEN. No, sir. 
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Mr. CULBERSON. We still got some benefit obviously because that 
technology continued—— 

Mr. BOLDEN. Yes, sir. 
Mr. CULBERSON [continuing]. To be used in the development of 

the SLS, but what’s particularly distressing is that the—but for 
that cancellation, the Constellation would be operational this year. 

Mr. BOLDEN. That is not correct, sir. 
Mr. CULBERSON. What year would it be operational? 
Mr. BOLDEN. We don’t know, we don’t know. 
Mr. CULBERSON. If we had continued—— 
Mr. BOLDEN. You’re asking for conjecture, Congressman Culber-

son. Constellation was not on a good trajectory, and we—this is 
something we would really, I would take for the record because we 
need to go back, and I don’t want to state where Constellation 
would have been today, but Constellation was not on a good trajec-
tory. We were talking about going to the moon. We had no plans, 
we had abandoned plans for the lander because of its cost. It was 
not a program on a good trajectory, and—but it was not money lost. 
Whatever was spent on Constellation was money well spent be-
cause we have taken advantage of the technologies that were devel-
oped there. If you look at the heritage of SLS and Orion, they come 
from the Constellation program—— 

Mr. CULBERSON. But—— 
Mr. BOLDEN [continuing]. So I would be the first to say that 

money was not squandered, was not lost. 
Mr. CULBERSON. I would agree with you, but there’s still some 

benefit obviously from that investment in the technology, but that 
but for the cancellation of the Constellation program, we would be 
very near the—— 

Mr. BOLDEN. All I can say is I don’t know. I will take it for the 
record. I respect whatever analysis it is that you’re using as the 
basis for that statement. 

[The information follows:] 

CONSTELLATION FUNDING

No. The Agency would not have been able to adequately fund the Constellation 
family of vehicles. In addition, the use of Orion, a spacecraft primarily designed for 
deep-space exploration, for LEO operations would be an inefficient use of a robust 
system intended for other purposes. Affordability and sustainability are key consid-
erations of the Space Launch System (SLS) and Orion efforts—these programs re-
flect NASA’s intent to develop vehicles with reduced operating cost, as evidenced by 
key design trades conducted that weigh potential production and operations costs 
against similar historical applications as key considerations. NASA’s human 
spaceflight efforts are complementary, and will allow the Agency to procure U.S. 
commercial crew transportation services to LEO by the end of 2017, while focusing 
on the development of exploration vehicles that will enable missions to a variety of 
deep-space destinations, beginning with the first crewed flight of SLS/Orion in FY 
2021–22.

Mr. CULBERSON. The projections that were done at the time by 
the NASA administrators that had created this program. 

Mr. BOLDEN. When I became the NASA administrator, that was 
not the projection that I presented to anyone. 

Mr. CULBERSON. Well, all—— 
Mr. BOLDEN. One of the reasons I—I’m just saying I’ll take it for 

the record. 
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Mr. CULBERSON. All the projections that we’re, that we have seen 
were that we would launch by 2015. 

Mr. BOLDEN. Yes. I am saying, Congressman, I’m accepting your 
analysis, your assessment, but you asked me, would we be 
launched by now. I said I don’t think so. 

Mr. CULBERSON. Oh, by 2015. 
Mr. BOLDEN. I don’t think we would launch by 2015, but I don’t 

have anything on which to base that. I did not do the thorough 
analysis that you have access to, but I will take it for the record, 
and we’ll go back and if you would like, we will go back and we 
will try to project out where we think Constellation would have 
been today on the trajectory that it was when I became the NASA 
administrator. That’s all I can do. 

Mr. CULBERSON. Yes, sir, I understand. 
Mr. BOLDEN. Yes. 
Mr. CULBERSON. I just want to make it clear for the record, 

though, that but for the cancellation of the Constellation program, 
we would be very close to returning to low earth orbit. 

Mr. BOLDEN. That is a subjective opinion—— 
Mr. CULBERSON. It’s based on—— 
Mr. BOLDEN. And I’m just saying I don’t disagree with your opin-

ion, I’m saying I can’t substantiate your opinion. 
Mr. CULBERSON. I understand. 
Mr. BOLDEN. Because I don’t know. 
Mr. CULBERSON. You’ve got an obligation, I understand, the 

Obama administration—— 
Mr. FATTAH. If the gentleman would yield. I agree with you. 
Mr. BOLDEN. No, no, Congressman, I don’t have an obligation. 
Mr. FATTAH. I think we can find agreement that the United 

States of America and NASA has successfully put a man on the 
moon and brought him home, and we could probably have done it 
again, right? And that we were able to have low earth orbit travel 
to the space station on a regular basis, and that what the adminis-
tration decided was that we wanted to explore where no person had 
explored before. That we wanted to have deep penetration of space 
and to seek human travel to Mars and that going back to where 
our Nation had already been decades earlier, or making routine 
flights to the space station was not something that required a gov-
ernmental investment. That what we needed to do was get private 
enterprise in America engaged in this activity—— 

Mr. CULBERSON. Sure, I understand. 
Mr. FATTAH [continuing]. Of doing what the government had al-

ready done. 

PROGRAM CANCELLATIONS

Mr. CULBERSON. Right, and I understand and agree with the pol-
icy. I have been a big believer in the Yellow Pages test for years. 
If you can find a service in the Yellow Pages the government does, 
you should do your best to try to privatize it. I think it’s a wonder-
ful thing that ultimately maybe we’ll reach the point where, Mr. 
Fattah, I agree with you, that maybe you can step out, you can fly 
the low earth orbit, just like stepping out the front door of the Ray-
burn Building and catching a cab, it’s a wonderful thing. But it’s 
important because I didn’t hear in the discussion earlier when you 
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were talking about the need to get back into low earth orbit and 
the focus on commercial, that it’s critical that we remember that 
one of the first things the Obama administration did when they 
came in was cancel the Constellation program—— 

Mr. BOLDEN. Yes, sir. 
Mr. CULBERSON [continuing]. In which $9 billion had been spent, 

and it’s just tragic because my good friend, Mike Coats, who was 
until recently the director of the Johnson Space Center, pointed out 
to me that one of the things—— 

Mr. BOLDEN. Twenty-five major projects. 
Mr. CULBERSON. Unbelievable. I know I have shown this. 
Mr. BOLDEN. That’s a combination of Congress, administration, 

we all agree on that. 
Mr. CULBERSON. It just breaks my heart. 
Mr. BOLDEN. That is not a good story for the United States of 

America——
Mr. CULBERSON. It is horrible. 
Mr. BOLDEN [continuing]. That between the Congress and mul-

tiple administrations—— 
Mr. CULBERSON. Yeah. 
Mr. BOLDEN [continuing]. We can’t follow through on anything. 
Mr. CULBERSON. All these that are—— 
Mr. BOLDEN. I agree with you. 
Mr. CULBERSON. All these programs in red were cancelled. Twen-

ty-five cancellations over 20 years, it’s just heartbreaking. 
Mr. BOLDEN. But, Mr. Culberson, the only thing I ask in fairness 

is that you not attribute all those cancellations to the Obama ad-
ministration.

Mr. CULBERSON. No, no, no, no, I’m not—I didn’t say that. This 
is over, this is over 20 years. 

Mr. BOLDEN. I know that. I just wanted to make sure I 
didn’t——

Mr. CULBERSON. I never said that. 
Mr. BOLDEN. There are some people who will assume because 

they always do that you’re saying I am responsible for the cancella-
tion of those 25. I wasn’t even here—— 

Mr. CULBERSON. I never said that. 
Mr. BOLDEN [continuing]. When most of them were done. I take 

credit for the, if you want to call it the reformulation of an explo-
ration program focused on Mars instead of on the moon, and I take 
credit, I am very proud of that. As Congressman Fattah said, my 
admonition to the President and what I have always espoused is 
that that should be our destination, Mars, and not—the moon is an 
intermediate stop, and we are going back to the moon. We use that 
as a proving ground, and I have taken it as an action to dem-
onstrate to the Congress why the technology required to go back 
to the moon does not, is not sufficient to get us to Mars, and so 
if you want to get somewhere, you have to set a goal that’s just out-
side your reach. We tell kids that all the time. To get to the moon 
is not even out here. We can do that. We know how to do that. We 
have demonstrated that ability. We don’t know how to get to Mars. 
So that’s the challenge that I’m issuing to America’s youth. 

Mr. CULBERSON. The Congress and the administration, no matter 
who is in the White House, need to do everything we can to provide 
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stability and predictability to these programs so that they’re not 
cancelled so that people who have devoted their whole lives, sci-
entists, astronauts, engineers to achieving their life dream will be 
able to build a rocket—— 

Mr. BOLDEN. And Congressman Culberson, to be quite hon-
est——

Mr. CULBERSON. Aircraft, it just breaks my heart. 
Mr. BOLDEN. That’s the reason that I have emphasized the crit-

ical need for us to collaborate rather than fight about funding for 
SLS and Orion. We have what we think is a sustainable pro-
gram——

Mr. CULBERSON. Okay. 
Mr. BOLDEN [continuing]. To develop an exploration program 

that will allow us to develop an SLS incrementally that as we need 
it. 70 metric ton now, 105 metric ton maybe, but at some point, 
we’re going to need a 130 metric ton vehicle. I don’t need to come 
to the chairman and ask him for funds for a 130 metric ton vehicle 
when I don’t need it until the 2030s, and I want to have an oppor-
tunity to take advantage of technologies that will be developed be-
tween now and when I do need it so that we won’t have a 2011, 
2014 vehicle when we can have a 2020, 2025 model. It’s like a car. 

Mr. CULBERSON. Well, to give you greater stability, the Congress 
in the appropriations bill for 2014 included language that’s some-
thing that we’ve all known but we put it in statute and made it 
clear that the, that no agency of the Federal Government nor offi-
cer of the Federal Government can change or reduce funding levels 
for any program or policy based on the President’s budget. They 
can only do so based on the appropriations bill per the law. 

Mr. BOLDEN. Yes, sir. 
Mr. CULBERSON. That’s statute. 
Mr. BOLDEN. I am in agreement with you 1,000 percent. 
Mr. CULBERSON. We have heard you. You’ve got no better friends 

in Congress than on this subcommittee. We’re devoted to you and 
have done everything we can to support you. Chairman Wolf has 
been extraordinarily generous, as has the subcommittee, Mr. 
Fattah has helped. We have worked arm in arm to do everything 
we can to give you the support you need, and we’re very proud of 
NASA’s mission and we’ll do everything—— 

Mr. BOLDEN. Thanks. 
Mr. CULBERSON. We’ll continue to do all that we can to help you, 

sir.
Mr. WOLF. Mr. Aderholt. 

BALANCE AMONG HUMAN SPACEFLIGHT PROGRAMS

Mr. ADERHOLT. Thank you. Thank you for being here this morn-
ing. Sorry I came in late. I was chairing another subcommittee, 
where, as you know, Chairman Rogers has packed all of these 
hearings in so we can get to work in regular order, and which is 
a great thing, and so we’re working diligently on all these hearings. 
Sometimes they just overlap. 

So let me ask a little bit about, go back to SLS. My under-
standing is that in January you were pleased that Congress had 
funded the SLS rocket development work at $1.6 billion, in the 
sense that those funds were necessary to keep the program going. 
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There is some concern that OMB and OSTP may be out of step 
with most Americans about the fact that Americans want the 
United States to lead the world in human exploration of space be-
yond low earth orbit. 

For the 4th year in a row, we have a budget request that is 
below the combined total authorized levels of rocket development, 
ground operations, and SLS-related construction. The fiscal year 
2015 budget request puts us at $219 million below the funding pro-
vided in fiscal year 2014 appropriation bill on rocket development 
alone. If you stand back and you take a look, if SLS is not ready 
by calendar year 2017, it will be because of underfunded requests. 
In some ways, it is remarkable that the program has met its mile-
stones so far despite a flat budget plan that has little connection 
with the engineering realities. NASA’s recent description of the 
first SLS flight as being in fiscal year 2018 is an answer which is 
actually only three-fourths—is actually three-fourths unacceptable. 
The bill which I, along with so many of my colleagues, agreed to 
vote for and did vote for and which the President signed said 2017. 
Our goal is to work with the chairman to get the proper funding 
in place in this bill for fiscal year 2015. In this overall budget ac-
count of exploration, again, this year you asked for funding and 
commercial crew that is far above the authorized amount. 

My question, would it make more sense if you take the commit-
tee’s recommendation to down-select to one commercial crew pro-
vider, and meanwhile, to fund Orion and the SLS closer to their 
authorized amounts in order to ensure that they can meet their au-
thorized role for being the backup for crew transportation to ISS, 
International Space Station, in 2017? 

Mr. BOLDEN. No, sir. 
Mr. ADERHOLT. Would it stabilize or even accelerate the three 

programs overall? 
Mr. BOLDEN. No, sir. 
Mr. ADERHOLT. Can you talk a little bit about that? 
Mr. BOLDEN. If I don’t get the President’s request for commercial 

crew, whether I down-select to one or not, I can’t guarantee that 
we’ll make 2017, and we will have no U.S. capability to get our 
crews to the International Space Station in 2017, as we have all 
set as a goal. I could put all the money in the world into SLS 
today, and I could have an SLS available in 2015. SLS can’t take 
a crew anywhere. SLS is a launch vehicle. We have to start as I 
said before, we’ve got to start talking to each other and under-
standing why you pay me to do what you pay me to do. 

My advice to this committee and all committees has been, allow 
me the flexibility to spend as necessary such that SLS and Orion 
get to the finish line together. You know, if I finish SLS in 2013, 
if I had finished SLS in 2013, I would have parked it in a barn 
somewhere because I have no launch vehicle, I have no crew vehi-
cle to put on it. My concern right now is making sure that Orion 
is going to be able to meet the schedule on which SLS is marching. 
We’re closer to having KDPC, which is our decision point, our key 
decision point for SLS will be made here in the next month or so. 
That will tell us how the launch vehicle fares, and I’m comfortable 
with where it is. 
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I’ve got to now work intently to get to that same decision point 
with Orion, and Orion is a little bit more complicated than SLS be-
cause SLS wasn’t impacted by the shutdown, for example. We lost 
a whole month almost in the shutdown on Orion because we had 
to lock the Lockheed Martin crews out of the Operations and 
Checkout (O&C) building, and that’s time we’ll never get back. So 
my concern is making sure that we continue to look at the inte-
grated exploration picture. People want to know, when’s SLS going 
to be ready. I would say the question should be when are SLS and 
Orion going to be ready in an integrated package, and right now 
we’re thinking that that’s, we’re still saying we think that’s going 
to be the 2017 time frame. That’s our target. Once we get the two 
married up in terms of the key decision point, we’ll be able to tell 
you for sure, okay, the integrated package is going to be ready for 
launch in December of 2017 or some, whatever date it is. If I don’t 
get money to bring about commercial capability, then we will have 
to revert to government capability to get our astronauts to low 
earth orbit, and that will divert funds away from exploration, away 
from the mission for which SLS and Orion have been designed, and 
I said I would not do that. In an effort to try to keep commercial 
interests interested in developing a crew vehicle, I promised them 
that Orion would not be configured such that it was optimized to 
go to low earth orbit, to the International Space Station. 

If we had done that, commercial entities would have just, they 
would have run away because they know they can’t—if NASA de-
cides it’s going to do low earth orbit access, why should any com-
pany try to compete with us? You know, if I’m doing it, I’m going 
to justify doing it. We always do that. Government always does 
that. If I’m spending money on something, am I going to say, yeah, 
I’ve got it, but I want to give you a chance? No, we won’t. It is still 
a competitive environment, and we tried to take government out of 
the competition for low earth orbit access. I think we’ve success-
fully done that. I don’t have a capability to get cargo to low earth 
orbit except Orbital Sciences and SpaceX, and I think that’s the 
way it should be. As Mr. Culberson said, you can go to the Yellow 
Pages, and there are at least two companies in the Yellow Pages 
now for cargo to low earth orbit that are American companies. 
Prior to the last couple years the only companies in that Yellow 
Pages were foreign carriers. 

Give me what we’re asking for commercial crew, and in 2017 
when you go to the Yellow Pages and say I want to get a crew any-
where in low earth orbit, you’re going to have at least one Amer-
ican company, so—but if I down-select to one right now, the com-
petition goes out the window, the price goes off the page, and 2017 
may go out the window. So it is a very delicate balance that we’re 
trying to maintain here. It’s simple business, you know. I’m trying 
to learn from you all about simple business. Business says when 
there’s competition, the price goes down. When there is monopoly, 
the monopoly controls the price. That’s why I pay what the Rus-
sians ask for a seat on Soyuz. Why? Not because I like to, but be-
cause that’s the only way I have to get my crews to space. 

OPTICS TEST TECHNOLOGY

Mr. ADERHOLT. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
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Mr. WOLF. Mr. Fattah. 
Mr. FATTAH. Thank you. There’s almost no disagreement or light 

between those of us on this committee, even though we wear dif-
ferent jerseys when it comes to NASA, and we want to make sure 
that you can continue to be the preeminent organization in the 
world in terms of space exploration. But the Congress has its own 
responsibility to bear in these matters, okay? So it wasn’t the 
Obama administration. It was the 2006 CR that underfunded Con-
stellation.

Mr. BOLDEN. Yeah. 
Mr. FATTAH. This is before Obama was sworn in, before you ran 

NASA, and nobody probably on this panel had much to do with 
that CR at that point, but that is the origins of the cancellation of 
Constellation. We just need to put this in perspective. But I want 
to go on to some of the things where we do agree, right? 

So in terms of the optics technology that DOD, the Intelligence 
Community, NASA, everybody is interested in, that will be, I think, 
useful, here on Earth and interms of Saturn and this ocean in one 
of its moons, which is an exciting find. These will usher in more 
investment in space technology. 

Mr. BOLDEN. Yes, sir. 
Mr. FATTAH. And I want you to talk about the optics tech that’s 

necessary.
Mr. BOLDEN. Well, I mean, the Europa mission for example, 

when we, not if, when we fly the Europa mission, if we have per-
fected optical communications, laser com, whereas it would take, I 
would have to pump data images from Europa up to a satellite, 
hold it, and dump it back to Earth over days or weeks or whatever. 
With optical communications, the pipe is going to be incredibly en-
larged, and I can get much more data back to Earth real-time than 
I can with today’s technology. That’s very important for a scientist 
who is interested in studying the outer planets—— 

Mr. FATTAH. Right. 
Mr. BOLDEN [continuing]. Optical communications is going to be 

absolutely incredible because of the amount of data. We flew a test 
on LADEE. As I said, we’re still on the Moon, we have LADEE, let 
me put it this way, fortunately LADEE is going to crash into the 
moon the end of this month. Now, you may say why do I say that’s 
fortunate? Because that’s one mission we don’t have to fund, and 
we can take that money and put it toward another science mission 
that will study the Moon or Mars or somewhere. 

So that’s one way to answer the question about how long do you 
fly an extended mission. LADEE was planned to do this, and so it 
will come to its planned end, but while it’s flying, we have a laser 
communications experiment. We have pumped imagery, voice, and 
data at Internet speeds whereas if we were doing it, over S band 
or some of these other frequencies, it would take days to do that. 
So those are the kinds of technology developments that are going 
to be really important. 

COMMERCIAL CREW PROGRAM CONTINUED

Mr. FATTAH. At the tail end of my colleague’s question you said 
we’ll be able to fly—if we have this competition on commercial 
crew——
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Mr. BOLDEN. Yeah. 
Mr. FATTAH [continuing]. We’ll be able to fly crews anywhere we 

need to on low earth orbit. I don’t want that understatement to 
stand as it is. That means that we would be able not only to supply 
the space station, but that if we wanted to go to other places in 
low earth orbit, the commercial crew competition is important to 
that because NASA’s focus is on deep space travel, right? That’s 
what we’re funding. And so commercial crew and—— 

Mr. BOLDEN. Yeah. 
Mr. FATTAH [continuing]. The competition therein is critically im-

portant.
Mr. BOLDEN. In our arguments back and forth, in our talking 

past each other, I think a lot of people have missed the critical im-
portance of Space Act Agreements. 

Mr. FATTAH. Right. 
Mr. BOLDEN. When I made a decision a little bit more than a 

year ago that we would extend the use of Space Act Agreements 
in the development of commercial crew, I made it for several, what 
I thought were important reasons. One was it would enable us to 
maintain competition for as long as possible. If we had had to 
down-select at that time based on the amount of money appro-
priated, I have no idea what the date would be when commercial 
crew would finally become available, and I have no idea who the 
contractor would have been that we would have awarded that 
amount of money to. You know, everybody thinks about—— 

Mr. FATTAH. I just didn’t want—because I think it’s important to 
note that, you know, in terms of returning to the moon or doing 
other things that the private sector capacity to do so, and Nautilus, 
I think it’s your catalyst program? 

Mr. BOLDEN. Exactly. 
Mr. FATTAH. Is part and parcel of that, that that is, continues to 

be being ramped up. 
Mr. BOLDEN. You can ask Mr. Bob Bigelow about the importance 

of commercial crew and cargo. He’s waiting to put some modules 
up. He’s got them already made. He’s not—— 

Mr. FATTAH. I think the thing that might get a lot of our young 
people interested is your space suit competition. 

Mr. BOLDEN. Yeah. 
Mr. FATTAH. The public vote, and that’s going to be rolled out 

in——
Mr. BOLDEN. Yeah. 
Mr. FATTAH. I know one that of the entrants is from Philadelphia 

University or, chairman, it used to be called the Philadelphia Col-
lege of Textiles and Science, but it’s now called Philadelphia Uni-
versity. So I’m not trying to put a plug in for the home team, but 
I am trying to put a plug in for the home team, and so I thank 
you and I yield back to the chairman. 

ASTEROID REDIRECT MISSION, CONTINUED

Mr. WOLF. Thank you, Mr. Fattah. I’m not going to go into the 
moon again. I just want to just cover one thing for the record—— 

Mr. BOLDEN. Yeah. 
Mr. WOLF. Dr. Carnesale and the National Research Council 

completed a review of NASA’s strategic direction, which was di-
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rected by the committee. He said, ‘‘The more we learn about the 
asteroid mission, the more we hear about it, people seem less en-
thusiastic about it,’’ but he added ‘‘There’s a great deal of enthu-
siasm almost everywhere for the moon.’’ Neil Armstrong, who we 
all respect and I know you do, too, said shortly before he died, ‘‘I 
am persuaded that a return to the moon would be the most produc-
tive path to expanding the human presence in the solar system.’’ 
Almost everyone that we talk to seems to agree with that. 

INTERNATIONAL SPACE STATION

NASA has recently announced its intention to extend the life of 
the International Space Station from 2020 to 2024. The Station’s 
international partners, however, have not all agreed to the exten-
sion or committed any of their funds to it. What is the status of 
your discussions with the ISS partners about extension, and when 
do you expect that a Station extension plan could be finalized? 

Mr. BOLDEN. Mr. Chairman, if I use the example of the extension 
to 2020, a public fact but a little known fact is that the Canadians 
just signed on to 2020 last year, so it is a multi-year process to go 
back and work with the international partners and get them to 
adopt what the United States proposes as policy for the Inter-
national Space Station. The Russians have signed up almost right 
away, so right now, Mr. Ostapenko and I were the first two sig-
natories on a document that talks about the global exploration road 
map and our reliance on it and extension of the International 
Space Station to 2024, but just like us, they have to go back and 
get financial approval from the Duma to fund to 2024. 

We will have to get financial support from the Congress to sup-
port 2024. I have visited Japan and I have talked with members 
of the Diet, they have a group that’s called the Dynamic Future 
Dreamers, and they are about 30, 40 Diet members who are avid 
space enthusiasts, and they have pledged that they will help to get, 
convince the Diet to follow the United States’ lead and agree to 
2024 extension. I went and met with members of the French Par-
liament. They have a group that’s called the, I want to say it’s the 
Parliamentary Space Group led by the head of the Senate, who is 
equivalent to the Vice President of France, who is a space enthu-
siast, who says that they will work enthusiastically to try to get 
the French Parliament to endorse adoption of President Obama’s 
plan for extension of the International Space Station. 

So that would leave us, if the Europeans come on board and their 
head right now, Jean-Jacques Dordain, is fully supportive of 2024. 
That would leave us again with only the Canadians to engage. The 
head of the Canadian Space Agency supports it, but he’s got to go 
back and get approval from the Canadian Parliament, just endorse-
ment from the Canadian Parliament, so it’s a multi-year process. 

Mr. WOLF. So there are a number that have not yet? 
Mr. BOLDEN. No one except Russia and the United States have 

adopted it by putting a name on a dotted line. It’s like Congress-
man Culberson said about a presidential proposal, you know the 
budget submission, the President proposes and Congress disposes. 
The U.S. proposes with reference to the U.S., to the International 
Space Station, and the partners dispose because they have to pro-
vide funding, and they all now are trying to make sure that they 
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can provide funding through 2020, so they’ve got to wrestle with 
how they get—we are confident that they all will come aboard, just 
as it took the Canadians quite a long time to come aboard, but we 
think they will, but that’s an ongoing process that we continue to 
work.

Mr. WOLF. As recently as 2 weeks ago, you told the Congress 
that events in the Ukraine were having no impact on NASA’s coop-
erative relationship with Russia. Six days later, however, NASA 
announced an indefinite suspension of all joint activities, except for 
Space Station operations. What happened in those 6 days to change 
your opinion? 

Mr. BOLDEN. Mr. Chairman, what’s more important is what hap-
pened immediately after that was reported, because that was in 
error. We did not announce a cessation, it was reported in the Rus-
sian press and in the U.S. press that NASA had announced a ces-
sation of all cooperation with the Russians, and that was not true. 
We have gone back. The process being used now through the inter-
agency process that we always utilize is on a case-by-case basis. We 
get an activity excepted from any prohibition of cooperation. The 
International Space Station was excepted immediately, so that was 
never in question, so that relationship with Roscosmos and the 
International Space Station was never really in jeopardy. 

Subsequently we have gone back and we have gotten a case-by- 
case excepted status to things like COSPAR, which is one of the 
largest scientific forum, international, multinational, but it’s hosted 
by the Russians in Moscow this coming year. So in order to allow 
NASA scientists to go, we had to get that put on the list of ex-
cepted activities, and we’ve succeeded in doing that. We cooperate 
with the Russians on Curiosity, they have the radiation monitoring 
instrument DAN on Curiosity, we went in on a case-by-case basis, 
and we got that excepted. So our relationship, as I said before, with 
Roscosmos continues to be very good. 

Our relationship with other Russian entities we work on a case- 
by-case basis. I want to say we have three different activities right 
now that we are in the process of requesting exception for, but they 
really are a bilateral. There’s no multilateral relationship there, 
and they are lesser types of projects, or projects that are in the 
making, that haven’t started yet, and we’re requesting exception. 
So the unfortunate thing was that the headline was wrong. 

Mr. WOLF. Do you have any contingency plans for Station oper-
ations in the absence of Russian support? What if they were to say 
that they’re not going to support it anymore? Reports were they 
were not going to go into the Crimea but they did, and we read in 
today’s Washington Post what they’re doing in cities there. Do you 
have a contingency plan should they go out of the partnership? 

Mr. BOLDEN. As I mentioned earlier, Mr. Chairman, when Dr. 
Harris asked a similar question, if the Russians were to say they 
are not going to support, that would only impact two things, two 
critical things. It would impact the ability to get crews there be-
cause they provide transportation. It would impact the major 
means of propulsion for station, but as we have demonstrated be-
fore, while the Russian power and propulsion module, Zarya, is the 
largest and the primary means of maneuvering station, frequently 
we will use the Japanese module when it’s there, we’ll be able to 
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use Cygnus or we may be able to use SpaceX Dragon. We have 
other ways to maneuver the International Space Station, so the big 
thing for us is access, and the big thing for the Russians is day- 
to-day operations, it’s environmental control and life support, it’s 
almost everything else that has to do with the International Space 
Station, it’s access to laboratories, so the people that would really 
be hurt by a break in our relationship with Roscosmos would be 
the Russians. 

Mr. WOLF. But do you have a contingency plan? 
Mr. BOLDEN. Our contingency plan is to keep working to main-

tain that partnership, as vibrant as it is, while we allow the State 
Department and the National Command Authority to work the po-
litical and diplomatic issues. 

Mr. WOLF. Well that hasn’t gone very well so far. 
Mr. BOLDEN. But that’s not my job, and I don’t mean to be that— 

that’s a flip response, and I don’t want to say that. I try to stay 
out of diplomacy and politics. I’m certain the State Department and 
the National Security Council would be very angry with me if I did, 
if I met with members of the Duma, and I have done that before, 
but it’s been with approval of the interagency process that I am 
going to talk to them about a very specific thing, extension of the 
International Space Station to 2024. When I meet with members 
of the French Parliamentary Space Group, that’s getting into diplo-
macy if you really look at it, and so I get that approved through 
the interagency process, and that is all I do is I talk about the spe-
cific topic that I have approval from the State Department and oth-
ers to talk about. I am not authorized nor do I want to be involved 
in talking to the Russian government about our relationship on the 
International Space Station. 

Mr. WOLF. I understand. But we have not had cooperation from 
the Russians on Syria, nor have we had cooperation on Crimea. 

Mr. BOLDEN. I understand, Mr. Chairman, but I am saying the 
part that we are responsible for negotiation and partnering is 
working very well, and I continue to work with my American part-
ners, to be quite honest, the State Department, National Security 
Council, and others, to make sure that if at all possible, they keep 
the International Space Station above the fray. If they’re as good 
as I hope they are, then we’ll stay above the fray. 

COMMERCIAL CREW DEVELOPMENT AWARDS

Mr. WOLF. I’m going to go to Mr. Honda in just a second. One 
more to think about. 

NASA has stated its desire to maintain multiple companies in 
the next round of commercial crew development awards and to 
have a domestic crew capability in place by, as you said earlier, 
2017. Its ability to achieve both of these goals, though, hinges quite 
significantly on how much money NASA’s industry partners say 
they will need to complete their development process, and that in-
formation is currently subject to a procurement-based embargo. 
How long do you expect that embargo to last? 

Mr. BOLDEN. The blackout will last until the announcement is 
made, hopefully in August. That will be when the announcement 
is made, and the selection will be based on two things. One will be 
the amount of money in the 2014 appropriations, and as I said in 
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my opening statement, I’m very thankful to the committee for the 
amount you appropriated, the increase to 696 was really, really 
helpful in giving us hope that we’ll be able to have more than one 
provider and that we will be able to make 2017, if we’re able to get 
the President’s request of $848 in 2015, and it’s our hope that we 
will have some indication as to how that’s going before the decision 
is made in August, and that would also influence the number of 
providers that would be selected by the selecting official. 

Mr. WOLF. I doubt there will be a final bill passed by then. 
Mr. BOLDEN. But, generally what we do in planning is we look 

at what the House Authorization Committee, Appropriations Com-
mittee says and the Senate Appropriations Committee, and we 
keep our fingers crossed that the number we finally get is going to 
be bounded by those two numbers. If you give us a good number 
for commercial crew, just to be very candid, generally the House 
number is a little bit lower than the Senate number, so if I get a 
good number from the House no matter what it is, then we will 
take a look at that number added to what we have for 2014, and 
that will help us determine how many we can select, whether it’s 
one, or one and a half, or two, or whatever. 

Mr. WOLF. Mr. Honda. 
Mr. BOLDEN. So it is very important to get an indication from 

this committee as to what it is you’re taking to the negotiating 
table for ultimate negotiation. Yes, sir? 

STRATOSPHERIC OBSERVATORY FOR INFRARED ASTRONOMY (SOFIA)

Mr. HONDA. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and welcome, Mr. Ad-
ministrator. I’m a bit troubled by the President’s proposed 
defunding of the Stratospheric Observatory for Infrared Astronomy, 
better known as SOFIA. This airborne telescope is our Nation’s 
only far infrared observatory, and after a decade of development, 
only just became fully operational this past February, a couple 
months ago. We spent 60 percent of the total cost, which was near 
$1.2 billion, and yet the program has acquired less than 5 percent 
of the data planned, so now that we are starting to finally reap the 
scientific benefits, NASA is planning to cut the program? 

The administration claims SOFIA is being cancelled to provide 
funding needed for higher priority projects, but this statement di-
rectly conflicts with NASA’s fiscal year 2014 budget request, which 
said SOFIA funding was essential because SOFIA will soon be 
NASA’s only, only far infrared mission as Spitzer’s cryogens have 
been depleted and Herschel’s cryogens will be exhausted by mid- 
2013.

It is the only mid infrared mission until the James Webb space 
telescope becomes operational in 2018. Spitzer and Herschel’s cryo-
gen are now depleted, SOFIA is our only far infrared mission, so 
SOFIA has been a top priority of the astrophysics community for 
years, as is noted in the astrophysics, the keyhole surveys, it’s been 
a top priority of NASA, as demonstrated in previous budget re-
quests to this committee, and now that SOFIA is just starting to 
become operational and provides unique scientific insights into the 
universe, the administration is planning to cut it. 
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So the question is, what specific scientific and technical review 
and analysis was performed during the fiscal year 2015 budget for-
mulation process to support NASA’s proposal to cancel SOFIA? 

Mr. BOLDEN. Mr. Honda, if I can—let me go back, first of all, and 
say the President’s proposal, our proposal to suspend operations on 
SOFIA is a proposal. We continue to operate SOFIA by the original 
2014 plan, so we’ve got more time in this fiscal year. We put to-
gether a NASA/DLR German task force to take a look at SOFIA, 
its cost, potential sources of additional funding that would enable 
us to continue to operate it into the future, and so that work is not 
done. So we have not made the final determination that SOFIA 
will be put into mothballs or whatever it is, but that is the pro-
posal.

The process in which we engage was a typical one where the 
science mission directorate looks at the priorities on other astro-
physics missions, they looked at the functioning of existing mis-
sions, and as you mentioned Herschel, other satellites that we are 
hoping that SOFIA would be able to replace continue to function. 
Their projected failure, which is what it is, we’re looking, we’re say-
ing we don’t think they have enough cryogens to be able to go be-
yond X date. 

As Congressman Schiff pointed out earlier, one of the down sides 
of our goodness is we generally are wrong in our projection of the 
end of life for things that we have built, and they last longer than 
we thought. 

So we still have the capability to get data in the range that 
SOFIA would be doing. SOFIA does have some unique characteris-
tics that we would like to have, but the astrophysics community did 
not have SOFIA ranked high enough in their prioritization that 
when we had to go through the types of budget exercises we did 
leading up to sequester. SOFIA did not make the cut line, if you 
will, where we thought we would be. 

Mr. HONDA. So we stepped beyond sequester. 
Mr. BOLDEN. Well, we’re not beyond sequester. We have a 2-year 

hiatus, and with no indication that we are not going to go back to 
where we were before, and if we go back to where we were before, 
then SOFIA and a number of other projects go away. 

So SOFIA just did not rank high enough on the list of scientific 
priorities because we still, and, I’m not a planetary scientist or an 
astrophysicist, but as they explained to me, we do still have sources 
of getting the data that SOFIA would provide. So it’s not that by 
not flying—we’ve been getting that data up until SOFIA started 
flying last year, so we are still looking for ways to save SOFIA. 

Mr. HONDA. The response is appreciated but not sufficient in my 
mind——

Mr. BOLDEN. I don’t—— 
Mr. HONDA [continuing]. Because if we’re talking about limited 

funding in the next couple of years because of sequestration, per-
haps the decision was based upon that, and I see much more than 
that, so I would suspect that revisiting the issue and the question 
might be pertinent. 

The other thing is that the other two satellites, they’re orbital, 
and they’re going to deplete sometime. 

Mr. BOLDEN. Yeah, at some point. 
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Mr. HONDA. SOFIA has the ability to regenerate itself because 
it’s not fixed. We bring it up there and we can bring it back down. 
So that flexibility seems to be an advantage that we should be look-
ing at in order to sustain that kind of probe in science effort. So 
I guess I would like to hear from you in the near future to go back 
to that community and find out whether they’ve changed their 
minds based on the change in the scenery. 

Mr. BOLDEN. And that’s exactly what we’re trying to do. We ex-
pect to have a report out of the bilateral working group by the end 
of this month. That will be DLR and NASA astrophysics people 
saying here are proposals that we have come up with to preserve 
the capability of SOFIA for the future. We have a solicitation out 
to see if there are other potential partners, whether international 
or agencies, other agencies of the government and the like. That 
will tell us a lot. If SOFIA is as important as some in the science 
community say, my guess would be there will be people standing 
in line to add their funds to maintaining SOFIA. It’s like I get 
notes from kids all the time with a dollar that they want to make 
sure that NASA keeps doing stuff. I would expect that we will see 
people who don’t fund SOFIA today that will be willing to help 
fund it in the future because they will get data from it. 

Mr. HONDA. Yeah, I just have to go by your terminologies like 
the question is, I’m asking if you’re cutting the program. You said 
no, it’s a proposal. 

Mr. BOLDEN. Yes, it is. 
Mr. HONDA. Well, and then you’re working with your partners, 

your partners are Germany, and they’re putting in probably about 
20 percent of the total cost. 

Mr. BOLDEN. That’s right. 
Mr. HONDA. And we’re 60 percent expended the amount allotted 

and authorized. Are you saying that the proposal and the effort will 
continue until the 40 percent is expended and we’ll see after that 
or——

Mr. BOLDEN. I am saying that we are making an effort to find 
ways to fund the operation of SOFIA. When we went through the 
process of evaluating which astrophysics missions would go, there 
was no other astrophysics mission, that would provide the level of 
funds that we could take that single mission away and get the 
same result with the budget that we did with SOFIA. We could 
peanut butter spread it, and then what we would do would be to 
degrade the capabilities of multiple astrophysics missions. 

Mr. HONDA. Mr. Chairman, just one last question. The informa-
tion that you would extract from the far infrared observation fur-
ther out, what value does that have with all the other programs 
that you are supporting to move forward in in space exploration? 

Mr. BOLDEN. I asked that question yesterday, and again I’m 
going to—I’ll take it for the record to get you the precise answer, 
but when I asked this question yesterday, they’re looking at 
organics in the atmospheres of other planets. Because it’s infrared, 
it can see through things that Hubble, for example, can’t see, but 
once it discovers that there’s a region that we want to explore, it’s 
not going to be SOFIA that does that. James Webb is then going 
to hone in on that particular area. 
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Over time, you might get the same information from James 
Webb, but as they explained it to me, and I think I understand it, 
James Webb is sort of like looking for a needle in a haystack until 
it gets some specific data. SOFIA, because of the wavelength in 
which it looks, just sweeps through and, boom, it just comes up on 
an area of interest that we then use another instrument to get the 
critical data that we need. But, that’s why I say, its wavelength is 
unique in its ability to cut through other galaxies and other plan-
etary systems, that the survey instrument, it would be a waste of 
time and money to allocate it to looking out broadly, hoping that 
it finds something. 

Mr. HONDA. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I look forward to a re-
sponse on the other questions. 

Mr. BOLDEN. Okay. 
[The information follows:] 

STRATOSPHERIC OBSERVATORY FOR INFRARED ASTRONOMY (SOFIA)

SOFIA’s current suite of instruments is optimized to provide imaging and 
spectroscopic capabilities in the 1–250 micron wavelength range. SOFIA is designed 
to be synergetic, not redundant, with other infrared missions. For example, at near 
and mid-infrared wavelengths (0.6–28 microns), the James Webb Space Telescope 
(JWST) is optimized for very faint targets, a capability that necessitates lower reso-
lution spectroscopy, which will be appropriate for observing distant galaxies. By 
comparison, SOFIA’s high spectral resolution capability over the same wavelength 
range is the only suitable ‘‘tool’’ currently available to astronomers to study the mo-
tions and chemical composition of closer, brighter objects in the Milky Way and 
nearby galaxies. For example, SOFIA will enhance the study of planet forming disks 
around stars, which requires extraordinary spectral resolution in order to resolve ve-
locity structure, and study of the chemistry of the interstellar medium, which re-
quires very high spectral resolution to identify new chemical species and distinguish 
different chemical species and their isotopic variations. (Unique targets observed by 
SOFIA, as well as other observatories, can be followed-up by JWST.) SOFIA will 
also have the capability to study magnetic fields at infrared wavelengths, thereby 
addressing questions about the role of magnetic fields in the star formation process. 
With the recent decommissioning of the Herschel Space Observatory, SOFIA will 
provide astronomers the only access to the far infrared spectrum (Herschel observed 
in the 55–672 microns wavelength range), for at least a decade or more based on 
current development plans for future space missions. Lastly, SOFIA currently pro-
vides data at infrared wavelengths to supplement data obtained by other NASA As-
trophysics missions, from high-energy gamma-ray (Fermi, Swift) and x-ray 
(Chandra, NuSTAR) observatories, through the ultraviolet and optical regions 
(Hubble) and the near-infrared (Spitzer). This type of synergy provides a more com-
prehensive understanding of astronomical phenomena. 

Mr. WOLF. Thank you, Mr. Honda. Mr. Culberson. 

INTERNATIONAL SPACE STATION, CONTINUED

Mr. CULBERSON. Thank you. General Bolden, if I could follow up 
on a question that Chairman Wolf was asking about contingencies 
in the event the Russians invade the Ukraine, in this morning’s 
Washington Post, he’s correct, it has got a disturbing story. We 
know there is tens of thousands of Russian troops massed on the 
eastern Ukrainian border, and Secretary Kerry announced this 
morning in that Washington Post article that he’s absolutely con-
vinced that it’s Russian special forces are the ones responsible for 
stirring up the agitation in eastern Ukraine. There are still individ-
uals holed up in one of the Ukrainian government offices in 
Donetsk, and they’ve erected tires, barbed wire, and the dispute ev-
eryone believes is going to be used by the Russians as an excuse 
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to go in and invade the Ukraine. Things would deteriorate fairly 
rapidly in that event, and the Air Force has contingency plans. 

They’ve already, they have a stockpile, I’m looking at the March 
24th issue of Aviation Week & Space Technology on page 28 points 
out that to mitigate concerns about supplies because of what’s hap-
pening in the Ukraine, the Air Force maintains a stockpile of 
roughly 2 years worth of the RD–180 engine that is built by Lock-
heed Martin under a license with the Russians, and if—Aviation 
Week points out if Russia were to hold the RD–180 hostage, the 
Defense Department estimates it would need $1 billion over 5 
years to establish production on U.S. soil. 

So the Air Force has a contingency plan, and I wanted to follow 
up on Chairman Wolf’s very, very important question and specifi-
cally of course, not only because of the concern that Congress has 
but also for the, frankly, you know, for out of concern for, you 
know, astronaut Steve Swanson who is a flight engineer on the ISS 
right now, and NASA astronaut Rick Mastracchio, who is also a 
flight engineer, and for their families. What is NASA’s contingency 
plan in the event—— 

Mr. BOLDEN. Contingency plan for deorbiting any crew at any-
time is they become a crew member on Soyuz. We have two Soyuz, 
if you want to call them emergency return vehicles, and so they 
would—if the decision were made to de-man the station, the six 
crew members on board would get into the two Soyuz vehicles 
there, and they would return to Earth. That’s the contingency plan. 
That has always been the contingency plan. 

Mr. CULBERSON. Okay, that’s I think what Chairman Wolf was 
asking. We just want to make sure—— 

Mr. BOLDEN. I thought the chairman was asking for something 
far more broadly, how do we continue to operate, and if that was 
not your question, then I answered the wrong—I took the chair-
man’s question to mean what is our contingency plan for con-
tinuing to operate the International Space Station if the Russians 
decide that they’re leaving the International Space Station because, 
as I explained—— 

Mr. CULBERSON. That’s in the question as well. 
Mr. BOLDEN. The Russians have two things: They have Zarya, 

which is propulsion, and they have Soyuz, which is access. They 
don’t run the International Space Station. They are—and I don’t— 
I want to mark, I’m not going to say, I’m going to be careful. We 
could continue—if we had access to the International Space Sta-
tion, we could continue to operate the International Space Station 
until that access went away. Our contingency plan, if you want to 
use a similar, if you want to equate ours to the Air Force’s, and 
if you could read me one more time—— 

Mr. CULBERSON. Sure. Yes, sir. 
Mr. BOLDEN. What was the length of time that the Air Force said 

for development of the—— 
Mr. CULBERSON. Air Force has a 2-year supply of engines on 

hand.
Mr. BOLDEN. I know that because I talked about that earlier 

with Dr. Harris. 
Mr. CULBERSON. Right. 
Mr. BOLDEN. But that it would take X billion. 
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Mr. CULBERSON. $1 billion. 
Mr. BOLDEN. Which is not budgeted yet. 
Mr. CULBERSON. In order to establish production on U.S. Soil. 

RUSSIAN RELIANCE

Mr. BOLDEN. In the next 2 to 5 years, our contingency plan is 
to take $848 million to give to an American company that in the 
next 3 years, a defined period of time for a defined amount of 
money that is in the President’s budget. The billions of dollars that 
the Air Force says they would need to do, replacement engine, 
that’s not in the budget yet. Look, realistically here, we have the 
best contingency plan of anyone, and our contingency plan unfortu-
nately has a 3-year time horizon. The Air Force’s contingency plan 
has a 3- to 5-year time horizon and no budget. So I would take 
where I am. I can get one provider on what I have from the 2014 
budget. Unless the Congress decides that okay, we’ve had it with 
commercial crew. If you wanted to stop me from providing trans-
portation to my crews—— 

Mr. CULBERSON. No one has suggested that. 
Mr. BOLDEN. But you asked the question. 
Mr. CULBERSON. Nobody has ever suggested that. 
Mr. BOLDEN. So the answer to the question is, my contingency 

plan is a robust commercial crew program available in the next 3 
years at the cost of $848 million in the 2015 budget. 

Mr. CULBERSON. Yeah. Two of—under what circumstances would 
NASA abandon the space station? 

Mr. BOLDEN. I cannot foresee of any circumstances short of the 
National Command Authority directing NASA and all government 
entities to curtail all activities with any branch of the Russian gov-
ernment, that’s the only reason we would abandon the station, and 
I don’t see that. That could happen, Congressman Culberson, but 
the station is too valuable right now to too many nations for us, 
to sit around and think about how do we abandon it. We need to 
be thinking about how we maintain our capability to operate there. 

My answer to you will be the same until the cows come home, 
$848 million in the 2015 budget, and I can guarantee you we will 
have access to the International Space Station through American 
providers in 2017. That’s my answer. That is my contingency plan. 

Mr. CULBERSON. Two of those—— 
Mr. BOLDEN. And I think that’s a pretty good contingency plan. 
Mr. CULBERSON. But two of those commercial crew providers use 

that Russian engine. 
Mr. BOLDEN. Do you know who is bidding on commercial crew? 

I don’t. I don’t know who the providers are. I don’t know what plat-
form they’re planning to use. Sierra Nevada, I hope, is one. Sierra 
Nevada, to my knowledge, is not using Russian engines. 

Mr. CULBERSON. Well, I do—— 
Mr. BOLDEN. SpaceX I hope is a bidder, and they’re not using 

Russian engines. 
Mr. CULBERSON. Well, the—— 
Mr. BOLDEN. We have American capability to do what we want 

to do if we fund it, if we trust American industry without any reli-
ance on Russians, without any reliance on Russians. 
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Mr. CULBERSON. I think what the chairman is asking, and all I’m 
really driving at, too, you know, you’ve got no better—— 

Mr. BOLDEN. I answered the chairman’s question, I think I’m try-
ing to answer your question right now. 

Mr. CULBERSON. You’ve got no better group of friends up here 
than this subcommittee, and we’re just trying to get a handle on 
whether or not you have made contingency plans. 

Mr. BOLDEN. Congressman Culberson, you’re not accepting my 
answer. My answer is I have a 3-year, $848 million contingency 
plan. That is my answer, you may not like that, that may be unac-
ceptable to this committee. 

Mr. CULBERSON. Well, no, 3 years—— 
Mr. BOLDEN. But I think my contingency plan is better than 

what you just read to me that the Air Force says their contingency 
plan is, because they’ve got to convince the President and the Con-
gress to put an extra couple of billion into the budget, which I sup-
port, by the way, because we’re a part of the engine initiative that 
I responded to Dr. Harris earlier. I said we don’t know how much 
it’s going to cost. 

Mr. CULBERSON. The Air Force’s contingency plan was to develop 
a 2-year stockpile they’ve got on hand. I’m talking about short-term 
contingency plans. 

Mr. BOLDEN. Yes, yes. 
Mr. CULBERSON. That’s what we’re driving at. And SpaceX’s 

CEO, Elon Musk, referring to the same article on the March 24th 
Aviation Week, Musk has suggested the Pentagon eliminate its de-
pendence on the Russian engine by using the SpaceX Falcon 9 
version 1.1 in place of the Atlas 5. So the private sector’s devel-
oping alternatives and contingencies, and I think that’s all we were 
trying—all we’re trying to determine is what—— 

Mr. BOLDEN. And that’s funded by us, funded by NASA. Elon 
Musk can say what he can say because NASA invested in SpaceX. 

Mr. CULBERSON. Yeah. Both of the Boeing, my staff just handed 
me a note that the Boeing CST-100, the Sierra Nevada Ocean 
Dream Chaser both use the Atlas vehicle, and, of course, the Atlas 
is powered—— 

Mr. BOLDEN. Okay, I didn’t know that, okay? I knew that Boeing 
had talked about using—— 

Mr. CULBERSON. They’re talking about using the Atlas. 
Mr. BOLDEN. I am not trying to be cute. I am not the selection 

official, and in a blackout period I don’t know whether we have five 
companies that have submitted proposals or one company, so I 
don’t know, and that’s all I said. 

Mr. CULBERSON. I think all we’re looking for is to know that 
you’re thinking about this. We would like to know that you’re 
working on this. For something short term—— 

Mr. BOLDEN. Mr. Culberson, I’m working really, really, really 
hard on it, and I have told you my contingency plan is $848 million 
requested by the President and reliance on at least one of those 
American companies that I hope has a proposal in. Now, if SpaceX, 
Sierra Nevada, Boeing, some of the others didn’t put a bid in and 
I have none, then my contingency plan goes up in smoke. I need 
for at least one of those companies to have bid. But because we’re 
in blackout I do not know who submitted a bid. 
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ASTEROID REDIRECT MISSION, CONTINUED

Mr. CULBERSON. I also want to make sure to get in for the record 
that there was a hearing before the subcommittee on the author-
izing side last May specifically on the asteroid retrieval mission, 
Steve Squyres who is the—again, Steve Squyres, pretty important 
guy, he is chairman of—— 

Mr. BOLDEN. He’s very important, he’s the chairman of my NASA 
Advisory Council. 

Mr. CULBERSON. And in his testimony last spring, Squyres found 
no connection between the asteroid retrieval mission and Mars ex-
ploration, adding that he does not see the need for landing on any 
surface, the moon, an asteroid or any one of the moons of Mars as 
preparation for landing on Mars. He believes the capability needed 
to go to Mars can be demonstrated in Cis-lunar space, given the 
performance capabilities of SLS and Orion, it is the only significant 
destination beyond low earth orbit that can be reached for the fore-
seeable future, and his opinion was shared by the head of the 
Lunar Planetary Institute, they didn’t see any connection between 
the asteroid mission and going to Mars as well as the, as well as 
Doug Cooke, who was head of NASA’s Exploration Systems Mission 
Directorate until 2011. Knowledgeable, capable people, but the—it’s 
just, I think, important to remember that the asteroid retrieval 
mission again, as Chairman Wolf has said, has just not generated 
that much support or interest in the Congress. 

Mr. BOLDEN. Mr. Culberson, quite the contrary. What you cite 
from Dr. Squyres is more than a year old, and even in his state-
ment, he said Cis-lunar space, if you look at that chart where it 
says proving ground, that’s Cis-lunar space, that’s what Steve 
Squyres is talking about. 

Mr. CULBERSON. Right. 
Mr. BOLDEN. He is saying that’s where you develop the tech-

nology.
Mr. CULBERSON. That’s correct. 
Mr. BOLDEN. That is exactly—— 
Mr. CULBERSON. Not necessarily like pushing a rock into that lo-

cation.
Mr. BOLDEN. We are trying to get to Cis-lunar space. The aster-

oid redirect mission allows us to get to Cis-lunar space. It has a 
number of requirements that it levies on us. Solar Electric Propul-
sion, I don’t need solar electric propulsion to fly SLS and Orion to 
Cis-lunar space. I can fly them there and then what do we do? 

Mr. CULBERSON. We support you, we’re going to do everything we 
can to help NASA. 

Mr. BOLDEN. Mr. Culberson—— 
Mr. CULBERSON. You know how much we love you and support 

you, but there’s—— 
Mr. BOLDEN. We are developing technology in Cis-lunar 

space——
Mr. CULBERSON [continuing]. Not a lot of support for this aster-

oid mission in Congress. 
Mr. BOLDEN. The asteroid redirect mission levies requirements 

on us for technologies that Steve Squyres is talking about, but 
Steve, as he told me, I know exactly what he is talking about be-
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cause I talk to him regularly, he’s the chairman of my NASA Advi-
sory Council. I think if you brought Steve Squyres in here today 
he would say something different to you. Mr. Honda and I have 
looked at some of the stuff together out of the Ames Research Cen-
ter. That’s a year old. 

Mr. CULBERSON. I understand. 
Mr. BOLDEN. The technology is moving much more rapidly than 

anything you can quote from a report—— 
Mr. CULBERSON. I’m going to wrap up, but—— 
Mr. BOLDEN [continuing]. From a year ago. 
Mr. CULBERSON. I’ll wrap up, sir. But the money is so tight, 

we’re just concerned about making sure that you have got the re-
sources you need to do your core missions. 

Mr. BOLDEN. Mr. Chairman—— 
Mr. CULBERSON. Thank you. 
Mr. BOLDEN. Mr. Chairman, with all due respect, I’ve given you 

my contingency plan. I realize how tight money is, I am saying I 
only need $848 million of it. 

Mr. WOLF. Mr. Fattah. 
Mr. FATTAH. Mr. Chairman, I think whatever other questions I 

have I’ll submit for the record, but I think it’s been very helpful 
so far. 

AERONAUTICS

Mr. WOLF. Thank you. On aeronautics, after a long run as an un-
disputed leader in aviation technology, the United States has 
begun facing aggressive, focused global competition. The best way 
to ward off this competition is through the development of new 
technologies that will protect the American market share, but we 
appear to be following the opposite strategy. As global competition 
has intensified, investments in NASA’s aeronautics program, which 
would likely develop those game-changing new technologies, have 
decreased substantially. 

The program is currently close to 40 percent smaller than a dec-
ade ago, and NASA is once again proposing a cut in its annual aer-
onautics budget. How can we sustain our aviation leadership with 
shrinking R&D support? 

Mr. BOLDEN. Mr. Chairman, in fact, the aeronautics program has 
redirected its strategy. It now has six strategic thrusts, that they 
have gone out and worked with industry to look at where we need 
to focus our efforts. Given the amount of money we have dedicated 
to aeronautics, and we feel that we are, those six thrusts will keep 
America at the forefront of development of the aeronautical sys-
tems. We are working on integration of unmanned aerial systems 
into the national air transportation system, we’re looking at ways 
to be environmentally responsible by reducing emissions, reducing 
noise, and increasing speed of airplanes that fly today. 

We have released already two specific software packages to the 
FAA that allows them to get aircraft off the runway and to their 
cruising altitude much faster. That is documented savings of hun-
dreds of millions of dollars to, hundreds of thousands of dollars to 
aircraft companies that have been test with us. We’re about to put 
a test in place at Charlotte Airport with US Airways on a ground 
radar system and a ground management system that will increase 
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the efficiency of airplanes getting from the gate to the runway for 
takeoff, and that’s just the change in direction that aeronautics has 
made because we’re trying to do what the industry needs for us to 
do to keep them competitive. It’s the largest balance of trade item 
this Nation has, and we’re trying to keep it robust and number one, 
and I think we’re doing that. 

Mr. WOLF. Well, I think we are falling behind. Mr. Aderholt, do 
you want to go? 

Mr. ADERHOLT. Yeah. 
Mr. WOLF. Yeah, I’ll go to Mr. Aderholt. I’ll come back to this. 

Go ahead. 

UPPER STAGE USAGE

Mr. ADERHOLT. I understand the interim cryogenic propulsion 
upper stage would make sense for one or two missions, but have 
started more robust work now on the SLS upper stage that creates 
at least two significant possibilities. Only the SLS with the robust 
upper stage can carry the biggest possible Europa mission, and it 
will get the results back to the scientific community in less than 
half the time of current rockets. Also, there’s significant interest by 
international partners in moon-related missions. Meanwhile, a few 
minutes ago you mentioned Bigelow. They have proposed modules 
which could be a useful addition to the space station as well as 
platforms for orbiting or landing on the moon. 

Mr. ADERHOLT. Tell me what would be the problem if we moved 
ahead with substantial work on a robust upper stage and designate 
SLS as the vehicle for the Europa mission; secondly, that we plan 
an SLS mission involving international partners and additional 
commercial companies, a mission involving either the International 
Space Station, the moon, or both, something that would be possible 
only with an SLS rocket. 

Do you believe there is congressional support for these two ideas? 
Mr. BOLDEN. I would hope so, because we’re embarked upon 

some of those things that you just mentioned. 
We don’t know yet whether the science community is warming 

to the use of SLS as a launch vehicle for Europa. This is an idea 
that has just come forward in the last 12 months. I think Congress-
man Culberson knows, it’s just been the last 12 months that we’ve 
actually started saying, if we launched a Europa mission on an 
Atlas V, the way we traditionally would do it, it would have to go 
out around Venus or go around some other planet, and it’s about 
a 7-year mission to get there. If we launched that same mission, 
we think, on an SLS, it’s a direct flight, and it gets there in about 
4 years prior to the Atlas V that launched that same Europa mis-
sion. That is a technological gain just by developing SLS. So we are 
looking at that, but we’re not at the stage where we’re willing to 
make that commitment yet. But the science community is trying to 
warm to that. 

In terms of why not commit to an upper stage, it’s because that 
would mean that we have decided to abandon an advanced booster. 
The decision process in which we’re engaged right now with SLS 
is, do we go with an advanced booster to give us the larger capacity 
or do we go with an advanced upper stage? You don’t need both. 
The advanced booster with the interim upper stage or the advanced 
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booster with something that already exists would give us 130-met-
ric-ton capability. So that is a critical decision that we have to 
make, and it’s a decision that will bear on the industrial workforce 
or whatever. Those are important decisions for a lot of different 
reasons.

When you talked about using collaboration with foreign partners 
and commercial, that’s exactly what we’re trying to do. We’re going 
to put a BEAM, which is a Bigelow module, on the International 
Space Station next year, 2015, to take a look at it. It will be heav-
ily instrumented. We’ll see how good it is, can it do what we think 
it can do. 

That will enable Bigelow to have data that he can then take to 
the marketplace and say, look, I’ve tested this on the International 
Space Station. He’s had two modules that have been in space for 
probably 5 years now, but they’re uninstrumented. He has no idea, 
he knows they’re there, but that’s all he knows. 

Mr. ADERHOLT. But on the two ideas I talked about, you said you 
hoped that there will be commercial support. Is that something you 
would support? 

Mr. BOLDEN. We’re doing that. That’s not something I ‘‘would’’ 
support. We are committed to fly a BEAM to the International 
Space Station. We now have an international partner in the critical 
path for Orion. The service module is to be developed by the Euro-
pean Space Agency, and they made the decision to partner with 
Lockheed Martin. 

So if you were to talk to anybody today working the Orion pro-
gram, they would tell you that the contractor for the service mod-
ule, which is an integral part of an exploration mission. Crews 
can’t survive in Orion to Mars. They need a service module and a 
habitation module. So the service module, we’ve already made the 
commitment. The Europeans are in the critical path. If they don’t 
deliver, we don’t go. 

I did that to show that I’m serious about depending on inter-
national collaboration. There is a price to be paid, as we’re finding 
out right now with our partnership with Roscosmos on the Inter-
national Space Station, but it’s a risk that I think is well worth 
taking. Because, you know, that’s something we don’t have to pay 
for; we don’t have to pay for the service module if the Europeans 
are providing it. 

So we’re working really hard to get the cost, the total lifecycle 
cost, for SLS, Orion, and our exploration systems down to some-
thing the American taxpayer can afford. I know it may not seem 
like it at times. I would love to have all the money that Congress 
can give me, but, as a responsible taxpayer, I don’t need it all right 
now. I need it in increments. And I need it when I need it. I don’t 
need a 130-metric-ton SLS right now. I’d have to put it in the barn 
somewhere because I don’t have an Orion that’s ready for it yet. 

Mr. ADERHOLT. Thank you. 

AERONAUTICS CONTINUED

Mr. WOLF. Thank you, Mr. Aderholt. 
I have a couple of other issues, but let me go back to aeronautics. 

Many large firms prefer to locate their manufacturing enterprises 
near major R&D sources. As a result, a decreasing—and it is de-
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creasing—aeronautics R&D base may help drive companies out of 
the United States and to a location where aeronautics are, indeed, 
viewed as a higher priority. 

How do the size and rate of growth of your aeronautics program 
compare to the national aeronautics R&D investments being made 
by major competitors, China or Brazil? How do we compare to 
China and Brazil? 

Mr. BOLDEN. My answer, Mr. Chairman, is not a NASA answer; 
my answer is a national answer. There are some things that are 
critical national capabilities. Hypersonics is an area of fundamental 
capability that the U.S. leads today, and everybody wants to be as 
good as we are. I don’t need to tell you, China is putting huge 
amounts of money into sending kids to college and to graduate 
school and to post-graduate schools to become experts in funda-
mental hypersonics so that they can catch the United States. 
That’s something that NASA works collaboratively and coopera-
tively with the Department of Defense. 

The Nation needs to decide if hypersonics is important. If it is, 
then we need to fund it. Right now, the Nation, if you look at 
NASA’s budget, which speaks to Congress and the administration, 
the combination—I’m not blaming this on anybody—the Nation has 
not decided that hypersonics is of critical importance. 

I think that fundamental rotary-wing aeronautics is of critical 
importance. Right now, the resident expertise for that is in NASA. 
But the Nation has not decided that, because they neither fund it 
in NASA or in DOD. 

I don’t know whether Governor Thornburgh is still here. He 
talked about these stovepipes. If we continue to stovepipe between 
DOD and NASA and the intelligence community, instead of work-
ing collaboratively the way that we do so well when allowed to, we 
are going to lose our lead in fundamental hypersonics and in fun-
damental rotary-wing research. 

That’s an issue bigger than me. That is an issue where the Con-
gress and the administration need to put their heads together at 
some point and say, okay, what’s important to this Nation? If you 
want to call each other names or do whatever we are traditionally 
doing nowadays, we’re going to lose. Because many nations are put-
ting big money into fundamental hypersonics to try to catch up 
with us. 

Mr. WOLF. But NASA has proposed the cancellation of 
hypersonics.

Mr. BOLDEN. Mr. Chairman, again, budgets are about choices. In 
order for me to carry out the aeronautics strategic plan the way 
that it is laid out, where we are being told that that’s not our re-
sponsibility, and I can’t get people to sit down at the table and say 
this is a critical national responsibility. I know it is. 

Mr. WOLF. I understand. 
Mr. BOLDEN. But I don’t have the power to unilaterally say, 

okay, I don’t care what anybody else says, I’m going to take money 
from science and put more into aeronautics. I would love to have 
a $1 billion aeronautics budget, the way it used to be. 

Mr. WOLF. I think the committee has funded aeronautics 
over——
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Mr. BOLDEN. Mr. Chairman, please understand me. I’m not being 
critical of this committee at all. This committee has continued to 
fund aeronautics at the level that we request. The person I’m blam-
ing is me. 

Mr. WOLF. I think above. 
Mr. BOLDEN. Now, if I could find a way—I beg your pardon? 
Mr. WOLF. Many years, we have pushed—— 
Mr. BOLDEN. Oh, no, no. I agree with you. I’m saying, if I could 

find a place to take the money that I would like for you to put into 
aeronautics and not decimate technology development, commercial 
crews, science—it’s an issue of there is a very limited amount of 
money, as you all continue to say all day, and my job is to try to 
prioritize.

So, for something that is a fundamental national capability, 
while NASA and the NASA Administrator may feel very strongly 
about that, it would not be smart for me to get into an argument 
with the science community by taking money out of science and 
putting it into aeronautics or taking money out of human 
spaceflight and putting it into aeronautics. 

Mr. WOLF. But it is the national aeronautics agency also. 
NASA——

Mr. BOLDEN. We don’t disagree on anything that’s been said, Mr. 
Chairman.

Mr. CULBERSON. Can I have a follow-up to that, Mr. Chairman? 
Mr. WOLF. Sure. 
Mr. CULBERSON. To enhance the chairman’s question, as he said 

earlier, just submit a reprogramming request to the chairman. I 
know he’s ready, willing, and able to help you. 

Mr. BOLDEN. Mr. Culberson, you know what ‘‘reprogramming’’ 
means. ‘‘Reprogramming’’ means take money from this stack and 
put it in that stack. 

I don’t have another program that I—because of where 
hypersonics ranks today in our national portfolio, at least what I’m 
being told, I don’t think it would be wise for NASA to take money 
out of something else that I think and you all think is equally as 
critical, to put it into hypersonics, when, in fact, it may get cut, ei-
ther by the Congress or somebody else, because I’m now putting it 
into something that I didn’t ask for before. 

I’ve got to work with you all to determine how we get more 
money into aeronautics. It’s coming out of my budget, okay? This 
committee is not going to—well, maybe you will. Maybe I should 
ask and let you go to some other agency and take the money. 

Mr. WOLF. The committee has been above NASA on this issue. 
Mr. BOLDEN. And—— 
Mr. WOLF. It also has been above on education. Let me go 

and——
Mr. BOLDEN. Yeah. 
Mr. WOLF [continuing]. Move on. And I think we have to leave 

the room, maybe, at 1 o’clock. I’m not sure. Maybe we can stay 
later.

PREMIUM AIR TRAVEL

This is a controversial question on premium air travel. A recent 
Scripps news article documented what appears to be a massive 
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overuse of premium air travel at NASA. Examples in the article in-
clude the Director of Ames is paying more than $14,000 for a first- 
class ticket. We’re talking about budget priorities, cutting aero-
nautics, cutting this while the Director of Ames is paying more 
than $14,000 for a first-class ticket that would cost less than $200 
in coach. You, yourself, used a first-class ticket to travel from D.C. 
to Los Angeles at a cost of $1,600, when coach fares run, I don’t 
know, $300, $400, $500—— 

Mr. BOLDEN. Mr. Chairman, I would be very happy to show any-
one my travel records. I’m not sure how they got or where they got 
the data. I don’t travel first-class. I do get upgrades because I trav-
el a lot. 

I just went to—and the staff can go check this. I just went to, 
a trip, a 3-day trip, to Australia to celebrate the 50th anniversary 
of the Deep Space Network, round-trip, coach. Now, because I had 
half-a-million miles traveling for this country, I was able to use one 
of my global upgrades, if that’s counted somehow as premium trav-
el. So I can’t help how it’s accounted for. 

Mr. WOLF. Well, let me—— 
Mr. BOLDEN. I don’t purchase first—my office doesn’t purchase 

first-class tickets. 
[CLERK’S NOTE.—NASA submitted the following clarification for 

the record:] 

PREMIUM AIR TRAVEL

During questioning at the Subcommittee’s hearing regarding the NASA FY 2015 
budget request, the Chairman referred to a recent press report concerning uses of 
premium travel and specifically to a specific trip taken by the Administrator. The 
Administrator responded that he does not travel first class at government expense. 

In the data provided by NASA to the reporter regarding Agency travel dating 
back to 2009, it was noted that the Administrator took a single first-class trip at 
government expense in 2010 to Los Angeles to deliver a speech in connection with 
NASA’s Summer of Innovation education initiative. This trip was booked and the 
flight was taken on the same day—and it is quite possible that the only seat avail-
able on such short notice was a first-class ticket. Given the Administrator’s exten-
sive domestic and international travel, it was an inadvertent oversight that the Ad-
ministrator did not recall this single trip taken four years ago. This is to clarify, 
for the record, that the Administrator took a single first-class trip in 2010 to Los 
Angeles.

Mr. WOLF. Was it accurate in the article that the Director of 
Ames paid more than $14,000 for a first-class ticket? 

Mr. BOLDEN. I don’t—I will take that for the record. 
[The information follows:] 

PREMIUM AIR TRAVEL

Dr. Worden was on official government travel to several European destinations 
from March 3–20, 2011, and then to Washington D.C., before returning to his home 
in California. The final vouchered cost for that entire trip, including six legs of air-
fare, was $16,249.25. The information provided in GSA Traveltrax incorrectly stated 
that Dr. Worden’s trip from D.C. to San Francisco was $14,773. However, that is 
because GSA Traveltax does not itemize travel legs for a ticket purchased, only re-
porting the full cost of one ticket under the last journey; nor does Traveltax include 
taxes and travel booking fees in its system. Traveltax also does not account for 
changes made to a travel itinerary after routing of the initial travel authorization 
is complete. For example, after his meetings in Europe, Dr. Worden was asked to 
stop over in Washington D.C. from March 17–20, because the NASA Administrator’s 
office requested that he fill in as a keynote speaker at the Space Technology Asso-
ciation luncheon that week. 
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With regard to increased ticket prices due to premium travel, Mr. Worden was 
authorized premium travel costs due to his publicly disclosed medical conditions 
that previously required two surgeries within 8 months prior to the trip and neces-
sitated a third surgery shortly after his return from the trip. NASA and Federal 
regulations allow the use of premium fares when the traveler has a medical waiver 
on file, which Dr. Worden did at the time. 

Mr. BOLDEN. If it said that in the report, then the report got that 
data from somewhere, but because they’re wrong about my travel, 
I don’t accept anything about the travel of anybody else in the 
agency.

Mr. WOLF. Would you look into that? 
Mr. BOLDEN. We are looking into it. The IG is looking into it. We 

have——
Mr. WOLF. I think we want to know. 
Mr. BOLDEN. Yeah. 
Mr. WOLF. It’s also my understanding that NASA has stopped re-

sponding to requests from the press regarding upgraded airline 
tickets for thousands of flights. It was also my understanding that 
your CFO, Beth Robinson, refused to answer many questions dur-
ing a recent interview about premium travel upgrades. 

Would you have your people just cooperate with the media? 
Mr. BOLDEN. I’m not responsible to the media. I am responsible 

to this committee and the American taxpayer. I don’t respond to 
Scripps or whoever it was that gets the data wrong no matter what 
I tell them. My people don’t have time—— 

Mr. WOLF. But, Mr. Administrator—— 
Mr. BOLDEN. I’m just saying, Mr. Chairman, we’ll respond to you. 
Mr. WOLF [continuing]. Maybe by sitting down—— 
Mr. BOLDEN. We tried that. It didn’t work. 
Mr. Chairman, we tried to work with them for months. They 

have called the homes of my employees. They have done every-
thing. But they don’t like the answer they get when they talk to 
the traveler. 

When I started out in the Marine Corps, if you travel more than 
9,000 miles, you rated business class and you got a business-class 
ticket. The limit is now 14,000 hours. It’s 9 hours of travel. It’s now 
14 hours of travel in an effort to save money. 

My trip to Sydney, Australia, and back was 14 1⁄2 hours one way 
and 15 hours the other way, and we got a coach ticket. Now, we 
rated getting a business ticket by travel regulation, but that’s not 
the way we do it. We don’t buy the ticket, by the way. There is a 
central ticketing authority, CI Travel or something. So I have no 
idea. Every once in a while, they’ll put me in a certain class that 
I can’t even use my upgrade miles. Sometimes you win, sometimes 
you lose. 

I don’t think that it’s worth the taxpayers’ time and effort for me 
to try to respond to a newspaper person. 

Mr. WOLF. Well, you’re responding to the committee, with all def-
erence. If the gentleman took a $14,000 first-class ticket—— 

Mr. BOLDEN. Oh, I’m going to get that answer, Mr. Chairman. 
I didn’t say that. You asked me why don’t I take time to respond 
to the newsmen from Scripps. Because they don’t work for you, and 
so I don’t feel any obligation to respond to them any more than I’ve 
already done. 
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We have responded to them over and over and over again. We 
tried to correct the record over and over and over again. I can’t 
force them to, write something other than—they wanted an inflam-
matory article. They got it. They misreported some of my travel. I 
live with that every day. 

OPERATION OF MOFFETT AIRFIELD

Mr. WOLF. Last year, the NASA Inspector General investigated 
the real property practices that allowed H211, a small company af-
filiated with Google’s executive leadership, to lease hangar space 
for a number of aircraft at the Ames Research Center—Ames again 
coming up. 

Mr. BOLDEN. Yes, sir. 
Mr. WOLF. One of the IG’s findings was that this lease was pro-

vided to H211 without public notice of the hangar’s availability and 
without any competition, which the IG believed to be lacking in 
fairness and transparency. 

NASA agreed to revise its leasing practices by March 31 to pre-
vent any reoccurrence of this type of circumstance. Have these revi-
sions been completed? 

Mr. BOLDEN. Mr. Chairman, we’ve gone even farther. What we’ve 
done is we’ve tried to divest ourselves out of the operation of 
Moffett Field, where the hangar is. It’s my hope that we can an-
nounce that there has been a winner in the competition to take 
over operation of Moffett Field and everything and still provide ac-
cess to the airfield for national security needs. Because there is a 
California Air National Guard unit there in C-130s; there is an 
Army National Guard unit there in helicopters. They will continue 
to operate. They won’t know that NASA is no longer running that 
field.

It’s taken me 5 years to get here, but we turned it over to GSA, 
and GSA did an incredible job of running a competition to have 
someone else run Moffett Field. So you, hopefully, will not get any 
reports about irregularities at Moffett Field after this year. Be-
cause NASA-Ames, NASA-NASA—there will be no NASA involved 
in the operation of Moffett Field. 

So, yes, I have done something, and I hope to be able to an-
nounce it publicly soon. 

Mr. WOLF. The IG also evaluated H211’s receipt of below-market- 
rate aircraft fuel from the Department of Defense as part of its 
lease arrangement with Ames and estimated that, due to poor com-
munication between Ames and DOD, H211 received $3 million to 
$5 million worth of fuel benefits to which it was not entitled. 

Without dictating a specific approach, the IG recommended that 
NASA explore possible remedies with H211 in an attempt to rectify 
this underpayment. What is the status of these events? And have 
you found the means to get them to refund the benefits? 

Mr. BOLDEN. We have been working with the people inves-
tigating, but, Mr. Chairman, the underpayment is to the State of 
California and the taxing authorities there. They paid what was 
the government price for the gasoline. That was a mistake, and we 
have rectified that. The loss in revenue—— 

Mr. WOLF. But how long did that go on? 
Mr. BOLDEN. I’m not—I’m not really sure. 
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Mr. WOLF. I mean, that should bother you. 
Mr. BOLDEN. Mr. Chairman, that was a miscommunication be-

tween DOD and Ames, and we have rectified that. As I said, again, 
that practice is no longer there. They now pay commercial rate for 
fuel.

The recoupment of funds is actually something that the State of 
California and the local taxing authority will have to do. The U.S. 
taxpayer did not lose any money, they didn’t lose any tax revenue 
there because it’s a—you know. But that’s the loss, is tax revenue. 

INVENTORY OF IT DEVICES

Mr. WOLF. The OIG recently completed a review of NASA’s use 
of mobile IT devices, including smartphones, tablets, and cell 
phones. One major finding was that NASA has no accurate inven-
tory for all of its mobile devices, meaning that the agency may be 
unaware of devices that have gone missing, is paying for services 
that aren’t being used, and may not have installed necessary secu-
rity software on all active devices. 

How did the need for something as fundamental as an inventory 
of devices go unaddressed at NASA for so long? 

Mr. BOLDEN. Mr. Chairman, since I’ve been the NASA Adminis-
trator, we have been looking at all of these issues and we have 
been trying to rectify them. So what we’re doing now is that we are 
establishing a much more accurate inventory of all the IT devices 
that we have. Some people are being asked to turn in IT devices 
if they have multiples that we don’t feel are appropriate. All I can 
tell you about is what our path forward is. We’re trying to rectify 
these problems. 

OPERATION OF MOFFETT AIRFIELD, CONTINUED

Mr. WOLF. Well, I think it’s shoddily run. 
And, also, the staff just said Google won the Moffett Field com-

petition at Ames. 
Do you wonder why the American people are losing confidence in 

the government? 
Mr. BOLDEN. Mr. Chairman, the point to Ames is it was a lawful, 

legal competition run—— 
Mr. WOLF. If I could reclaim my time—— 
Mr. BOLDEN [continuing]. By the General Services Administra-

tion, not NASA. 
Mr. WOLF. Yeah. 
Mr. BOLDEN. So if Google—and I don’t think it’s Google, to be 

quite honest. I think it is a subsidiary. I think it’s—what is it, 
Space Partners or something like that? Planetary Ventures? 

NASA did not run that competition. We got out of it and gave 
it to the General Services Administration as the Nation’s landlord, 
and GSA ran the competition. It was a legal, open, fair competition, 
and the winner was the winner. We didn’t have anything to do 
with that. 

Mr. WOLF. ‘‘Google to Restore Hangar One and Operate Runways 
at’’——

Mr. BOLDEN. To save the American taxpayer $68 million. Yeah. 
Mr. WOLF. I haven’t interrupted you—— 
Mr. BOLDEN. I’m sorry. 
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Mr. WOLF [continuing]. And so, if I may. 
‘‘On Monday, Federal officials announced they had chosen a 

Google subsidiary to restore the landmark Hangar One at Moffett 
Field and assume control of the airfield’s two runways.’’ 

I think it borders on being shocking. Getting breaks on aviation 
fuel, the average company doesn’t get that, the average American 
citizen doesn’t get that. Getting breaks on hangars, it’s just not ap-
propriate.

Let me move on. We’re going to have other questions for the 
record.

INFRASTRUCTURE UPGRADE

Mr. WOLF. Let me ask two last questions. Then I’m going to go 
to Mr. Fattah to see if he has any to close. 

Currently, Wallops Island supports 50 percent of all U.S. 
launches to the International Space Station, yet it has received less 
than 5 percent of the infrastructure investment that Kennedy 
Space Center has received from NASA over the last 5 years. For 
example, KSC has received nearly $700 million in infrastructure 
upgrades under the 21st Century Space Launch Complex Program, 
while Wallops received $5 million from that program. 

It is my understanding that Wallops has a number of urgent 
needs, including infrastructure upgrades and a need for expanded 
payload processing facilities, given the increased use of this impor-
tant NASA range. 

Why is there such a large discrepancy in the infrastructure up-
grades between KSC and Wallops over the last 5 years? And what 
are your plans for investing in Wallops? 

Mr. BOLDEN. The primary reason is because KSC is a Federal fa-
cility, and the money spent down there for the 21st Century 
Launch Complex is for Launch Complex 39–B, where we intend to 
launch NASA missions. That is not a commercial launch facility. 

The facility at Wallops is a commercial launch facility that be-
longs to the State of Virginia and is run by MARS, the Mid-Atlan-
tic Regional Spaceport. We entered into a Space Act agreement 
with them. Orbital Sciences gave them money. That is a State of 
Virginia enterprise. That’s not a Federal enterprise. 

So that’s the primary reason for the difference in the amount of 
money being spent. 

I will say, in order to help MARS be able to launch Antares for 
Orbital, NASA did, in fact, lend people, expertise, and equipment 
to try to finish the launch complex at Wallops. That was not some-
thing we had to do, because that’s a commercial space venture be-
longing to the State of Virginia. It’s on Federal land, but it is not 
a Federal facility. So that’s the big difference. 

Mr. WOLF. Do you know how many NASA employees are down 
there?

Mr. BOLDEN. At Wallops? I’ll take it for the record, sir. 
Mr. BOLDEN. But most of them don’t—none of them work on the 

commercial launch facility. That’s MARS. That’s a State of Virginia 
facility.

I will take it for the record. I hope I don’t have any NASA em-
ployees working on the launch facility there. 

[The information follows:] 
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MID-ATLANTIC REGIONAL SPACEPORT (MARS)

The commercial launch pad at Wallops is operated by the Mid-Atlantic Regional 
Spaceport, an entity under the Virginia Commercial Spaceflight Authority, and em-
ploys about 60 at Wallops. The NASA Wallops Launch Facility or Launch Complex- 
a Federal facility encompassing NASA’s only owned and operated launch range, a 
range control center, payload processing facility, horizontal integration facility, 
spacecraft fueling facility, on-site and downrange tracking, telemetry, and command 
destruct assets, air and maritime surveillance work, safety engineers, security per-
sonnel, environmental specialists, and specialists in other pertinent support func-
tions—employs about 270 NASA civil servants and 800 contractor employees. (As 
an aside, there are about 100 Orbital Sciences Corporation employees at Wallops; 
with an additional 50 OSC employees during launch operations). 

SPACE ACT AGREEMENTS

Mr. WOLF. The fiscal year 2014 House report directs NASA to 
make Space Act agreements available in an online database, simi-
lar to other Federal contracts. The committee direction corrects a 
longstanding gap in transparency for agency contracts and will go 
a long way towards ensuring better oversight and accountability. 

Is NASA on track to comply with this directive to post informa-
tion about these agreements, including a description of the signato-
ries, duration, purpose, and dollar value, within 180 days, as di-
rected by—— 

Mr. BOLDEN. We are in the process of making that happen. 
We are starting with funded Space Act agreements. I think the 

committee’s request, if I remember correctly, was about unfunded 
Space Act agreements and NASA money that went toward those. 
But we felt that it was more urgent to show the taxpayer where 
the taxpayer money was going, because funded Space Act agree-
ments are those that we put money into. An unfunded Space Act 
agreement—and we have probably hundreds of those. All of our 
Space Act agreements will be in this database that will be avail-
able.

Now, what they won’t be able to see is they won’t have access 
to some of the details of the agreement itself, either because they’re 
procurement-sensitive or something else. But the basic data that 
will allow any taxpayer to see where NASA is spending taxpayers’ 
funds should be available on that Web site. 

Mr. WOLF. Okay. 
Mr. Fattah? 

AERONAUTICS, CONTINUED

Mr. FATTAH. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Aeronautics, I agree with the chairman, is a very important 

issue. And the FAA has said that this year has been the safest on 
record in terms of flights. And a large part of this is because of the 
over-300-plus improvements to flights directly related to NASA-re-
lated research that has been incorporated. 

I went out to the Boeing facility in Seattle, in Everett. I saw tens 
of thousands of Americans there assembling these Dreamliners. 
And I went to Pratt & Whitney in East Hartford, where they make 
these PurePower engines. All of these private companies have ben-
efited from your research and has provided for the companies not 
only a way towards more excellent air travel but has provided a 
level of safety for our constituents. 
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And NASA is often not credited with all of the great work you’ve 
done in this field, but the science that you’ve used to help fly air-
planes safely, actually, a lot of it shows up in other parts of our 
lives, in the way our cars are maneuvered and so on. So your re-
search has done a great deal, and I want to commend you. 

And the chairman asked about your travel. I want the record to 
be clear. You said you don’t travel first-class. I also want the record 
to be clear that, in the Congress, Members are allowed to use up-
grades because of the repetitiveness of travel. 

Mr. BOLDEN. I’ve actually—— 
Mr. FATTAH. And if I was going to Australia, which—I was in-

vited to Australia 2 weeks ago to get an award. I told the chairman 
at a public event I would much rather get an award with him here 
rather than fly for 20 hours out to Australia. 

But the point is that I don’t want—I want you to be credited 
with the great work that’s been done in aeronautics that’s been 
funded by this subcommittee, under the chairman’s leadership. 
And it’s literally saved lives and made people’s circumstances to be 
more efficient in their travel. 

And I thank you for your appearance today. 
Mr. BOLDEN. Thank you very much, sir. 
Mr. WOLF. Thank you for your testimony. 
With that, the committee will be adjourned. 
Mr. BOLDEN. Thank you very much, sir. 
Mr. WOLF. Thank you for your testimony. 
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THURSDAY, MARCH 27, 2014. 

NATIONAL SCIENCE FOUNDATION 

WITNESS

DR. CORA MARRETT, ACTING DIRECTOR, NATIONAL SCIENCE FOUN-
DATION

OPENING REMARKS OF CHAIRMAN WOLF AND RANKING MEMBER
FATTAH

Mr. WOLF. Good morning. I want to welcome everyone to today’s 
hearing on the National Science Foundation. Our witness is Dr. 
Cora Marrett, NSF’s deputy director. Dr. Marrett has also served 
as acting director for the last year and is here today to represent 
her agency and its new director, who was recently confirmed but 
is not yet on board. Thank you for being here. 

The subcommittee is a big supporter of basic research, which en-
ables innovative discoveries that boost our economy, improve our 
national security, and answer fundamental questions about the 
world. As a result, we have worked hard to ensure that NSF re-
ceives adequate support even in times of fiscal restraint. In fact, 
with the exception of fiscal year 2013 when sequestration unfortu-
nately produced across the board reductions, we have increased 
NSF’s research budget every year for the past decade. The adminis-
tration’s request for fiscal year 2015, however, would challenge that 
trend by proposing small increases only for NSF’s STEM education 
activities and agency management. 

The agency’s main research account is actually slated to de-
crease, which would require reductions in nearly all of NSF’s pri-
ority cross-cutting research programs, including advanced manufac-
turing, cybersecurity, and cyber infrastructure improvements. 

I am anxious to discuss the justification for this request and its 
likely impacts, as well as a variety of other issues surrounding 
NSF’s budget and the agency’s plan for executing and managing its 
funds.

In a moment we will begin that discussion with some brief open-
ing remarks, but first I want to recognize my good friend, Mr. 
Fattah.

Mr. Fattah? 
Mr. FATTAH. I thank the chairman, and I welcome again the act-

ing director to make her presentation. Rather than prolong it with 
a speech from me I think I will just agree with everything that the 
chairman said and we will begin. All right? 

Mr. WOLF. Thank you, Mr. Fattah. 
Pursuant to the authority granted in Section 191 of Title II of 

the United States Code and clause 2(m)(2) of House Rule 11 today’s 
witness will be sworn in. 
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Dr. Marrett, please rise and raise your right hand. Thank you 
very much. 

[Witness sworn.] 
Mr. WOLF. Let the record reflect that the witness answered in 

the affirmative. You are not the only one to be sworn in, everyone 
with the government is being sworn. 

Thank you very, very much. With that you may proceed. Your 
full statement will appear in the record. 

TESTIMONY OF ACTING DIRECTOR MARRETT

Ms.MARRETT. Thank you very much, Chairman Wolf and Rank-
ing Member Fattah and Dr. Harris. It is an honor to have this op-
portunity to testify about the National Science Foundation’s fiscal 
2015 request, so I am very pleased to appear before you today. 

For over 60 years NSF has been a strong steward of the scientific 
discovery and innovation that has been crucial to increasing Amer-
ica’s economic strength, global competitiveness, national security, 
and overall quality of life. 

NSF has had an extraordinary impact on scientific and engineer-
ing knowledge and capacity. We represent only four percent of the 
total federal budget for research and development, but account for 
50 percent of the non-medical fundamental research at academic 
institutions. In fact, NSF is the only federal agency that supports 
all fields of science and engineering research-and the educational 
programs that sustain the research across generations. 

NSF relies on a merit-based competitive process that is critical 
to fostering the highest standards of excellence and accountability, 
standards for which NSF is known and emulated all over the 
world.

NSF funding results permeate society. From Doppler Radar to 
MRI scans, from the internet to nanotechnology, from Google to bar 
codes, from computer-aided design systems to tissue engineering; 
NSF’s investments have had a profound effect on our quality of life 
and on American competitiveness. Just these examples have added 
hundreds of billions of dollars to the U.S. economy over the past 
15 years. 

As we know investments in fundamental research often yield un-
expected results. One example is NSF support of abstract auction 
theory and experimental economics. NSF-supported researchers 
provided the FCC with its current system for apportioning the air-
waves. Since 1994 these spectrum auctions have netted over $60 
billion in revenue for the federal government and more than $200 
billion in worldwide revenues. 

Although the payoff was unexpected at the time NSF started 
supporting game theory research, the payoff is many times greater 
than the total investment NSF has made in the social and behav-
ioral sciences from which much of this work has emanated. 

Let me point to a few other less well-known developments with 
equal promise. The world’s first ultrafast, ultra-accurate laser scal-
pel was developed by physicists and ophthalmologists at NSF’s 
Center for Ultrafast Optical Science. Called IntraLase it replaced 
the old LASIK system that required a blade. It developed into a 
Small Business Innovation Research award, a company was 
formed, and IntraLase was acquired for $808 million in 2007. So 
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far over five million procedures have been performed using this 
method, improving the vision and quality of life for millions of 
Americans.

Nearly 20,000 kidney transplants take place in the U.S. each 
year, and 4,000 patients die annually as a result of an incompatible 
donor match. NSF-funded researchers won a Nobel Prize for cre-
ating a computational technique that greatly expands the pool of 
safe exchanges for donors and recipients. As a result, paired trans-
plants have risen dramatically. 

NSF-supported researchers’ discovery of bacteria living on rocks 
revealed how patients develop deadly blood infections from im-
planted cardiac devices. This research is leading to medications to 
prevent those infections which affect 40,000 U.S. patients annually, 
at a cost of nearly $1 billion. 

NSF funded anthropologists and mathematicians have reapplied 
algorithms that predict earthquake aftershocks to create a crime 
prediction model, deducing where and when property crimes are 
most likely to occur. After police implemented the model in Los An-
geles, property crimes decreased in a particular precinct 12 per-
cent. This technology is transforming police work in Los Angeles 
where 10,000 police officers protect over four million residents. 

Just last week, NSF-funded scientists detailed what appears to 
be the first direct evidence of gravitational waves and cosmic infla-
tion using the BICEP2 telescope in Antarctica. These findings 
allow us to understand the earliest characteristics of the universe; 
and it is the culmination of the search for direct evidence since Al-
bert Einstein first postulated this nearly 100 years ago. This dis-
covery of cosmic inflation may spark a renaissance in physics. 

Mr. Chairman, I hope these brief examples of what basic re-
search can do to help U.S. competitiveness are compelling. But, 
even if none of these breakthroughs ever occurred, NSF would still 
have provided students with significant research experiences 
throughout their schooling. 

The world-class scientists, technologists, engineers, and mathe-
maticians trained through the integration of research and edu-
cation transfer new scientific and engineering concepts from uni-
versities directly to the entrepreneurial sector as they enter the 
workforce. This capability is one of NSF’s greatest contributions to 
the nation’s innovation system. This may be basic research’s most 
profound and lasting impact. 

Despite the economic crisis and the lingering uncertainties that 
have ensued, this subcommittee has worked incredibly hard to bol-
ster NSF funding through the turbulent times of the recent past. 
I am very proud of the work that we have done together, Mr. 
Chairman. Whether it was working with you on events such as a 
science fair at Dulles Town Center, identifying highly successful K- 
12 STEM education, working with you and Ranking Member 
Fattah on NSF support for cognitive science and neuroscience, or 
the ability to use the Foundation’s convening powers on areas of 
national discourse like youth violence, I believe that together we 
have made an impact. And I know our new director, Dr. France 
Córdova, looks forward to meeting with you at the earliest oppor-
tunity following her swearing in next week. 
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And finally, Mr. Chairman, in recognition of your upcoming tran-
sition I know I speak for everyone at the National Science Founda-
tion and the National Science Board, whose chair is here with me 
today, I speak for everyone in thanking you for your unwavering 
support of the Foundation, your commitment to science, engineer-
ing, and education; and your service to the nation. 

I would be happy to respond to any questions, so thank you for 
this opportunity. 

[The information follows:] 
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Mr. WOLF. Well, thank you very much, I appreciate your com-
ments.

My wife and I have 16 grandkids, and I am worried that our na-
tion is basically facing decline. I think we are facing economic de-
cline, and I know people don’t want to hear it but we are facing 
scientific decline and moral decline. Just look around. And so one 
of the reasons I think Mr. Fattah and I and the other members 
here have been supportive of NSF is because we want to continue 
seeing America to be number one. 

We are entering decline. Decline does not mean it has to be per-
manent, but it will be unless there is some dramatic action. I am 
not speaking for anybody else here on the Committee, but I am just 
speaking for myself. I have never been more concerned for our 
country. That is one of the reasons we have always wanted to make 
sure that science is protected and fostered. If I were ever running 
a government, I would plus up sciences and do some things. But 
that is another story. 

RESEARCH FUNDING PRIORITIES

Most of the cross-cutting research initiatives that have been pri-
orities in recent budget years, including advanced manufacturing, 
cyber security, and cyber infrastructure are expected to decrease in 
your request. What will the impact of these decreases be? Are we 
at risk of losing momentum in these disciplines? These are not 
gotcha questions to make you look bad. I don’t ever want to put a 
witness through a difficult time, but is there a potential that we 
lose momentum? 

Dr. MARRETT. I think the answer is yes, there is the possibility. 
What we are very much interested in right now is the fact that 

in terms of science and international competitiveness we are still 
ahead of lots of parts of the world. But what’s going on is the rate 
of progress elsewhere is outpacing what we are undertaking. Thus 
the question becomes do we need to change that pace in order to 
maintain our standing in what is a very different climate from 
what we have had in the past? 

So I understand fully and, certainly, I think all of my colleagues 
at the National Science Foundation and actually across the science 
agencies share these concerns. But at the same time we are also 
aware of where some of the constraints are on our own budget pos-
sibilities that we don’t want to seem out of line with what could 
take place. 

But we are more than willing to share with all of you that are 
interested, and to ask about what might be some directions we 
should consider in the context in which we are operating. 

U.S. RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT SUPPORT: INTERNATIONAL
CONTEXT

Mr. WOLF. Well how does our budget for the sciences compare 
with China today? 

Dr. MARRETT. We are still—— 
Mr. WOLF. Dollar wise. 
Dr. MARRETT. Yes. We are ahead in terms of the actual expendi-

tures. It is the rate of growth, the percent of the GDP that is really 
making the difference. 
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Mr. WOLF. Can you put them in context? 
Dr. MARRETT. I don’t have the exact numbers, although I will 

have them shortly. Here is the chair of the National Science Board, 
incidentally. Yes. We have the information. In fact, this informa-
tion is incorporated in Science and Engineering Indicators and that 
is the volume that the board sponsors and publishes. That is the 
first rate volume that is now showing us where we are relative 
internationally, especially to China and Asia, more generally. 

Mr. WOLF. For the court reporter, can you kind of go through 
that a little bit? Identify your name—— 

Dr. MARRETT. Yes, he would, why not. 
Mr. WOLF. Identify your name for the gentlemen. 
Dr. ARVIZU. Okay. I am Dan Arvizu, I am the chairman of the 

National Science Board, and in the 2014 Science and Engineering 
Indicators a couple of things that came out of that was that the 
overall spending in R&D in the U.S. is $459 billion. China is 
roughly—I’m sorry, $429 billion, China is $208 billion, that is pub-
lic and private R&D. 

Mr. WOLF. And what are the trends? Where was China five years 
ago, ten years ago, and what are the projections? 

Dr. ARVIZU. Yeah, so they are increasing, as Acting Director 
Marrett has said, they are increasing at a rate that is much great-
er than ours. 

What’s interesting from the Science and Engineering Indicator 
data is that roughly our R&D community, the span that is in our 
R&D actually represents about 40 percent of our GDP. In China 
that is roughly 30 percent, but it is increasing. So their proportion 
of their R&D spending relative to their economy is getting larger 
at a faster rate than our opening statement. So ours is larger still, 
but they are catching up. 

Mr. WOLF. Are there any projections of 2020, for instance? 
Dr. ARVIZU. So, actually there are that are not part of the 

Science and Engineering Indicators. But Battelle R&D has actually 
done those projections, and they project that by the year 2022, Chi-
na’s R&D spend will be greater than the U.S.’s. 

Mr. WOLF. Well, 2022. 
Dr. ARVIZU. Yeah. 

NSF FY 2015 FUNDING LEVEL IMPACTS

Mr. WOLF. As discussed during the opening statement, your 
budget request this year proposes a small decrease in your major 
research account while programmatic increases are focused instead 
on NSF’s STEM education programs. Why do you consider the 
STEM programs to be the highest priority this year? 

Dr. MARRETT. Yes, in terms of the budget for STEM education, 
much of that is accounted for by the increases proposed in the 
Graduate Research Fellowship program. We would be adding 2,000 
additional fellows and increasing the stipend. This is a high pri-
ority area for the nation. That is the reason in part. But primarily 
when we have to make trade-offs and there have to be increases 
that we see as so significant, then those come with reference to, 
then where can we make alterations? And in the case of the Re-
search and Related Activities account where you see some of the 
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declines, those are often areas that we think have met the maturity 
where there is no longer a need for setting aside. 

We will still be able to support them, but that is the way this 
comes off why it looks as if the funding for the Education and 
Human Resources account. The growth is there and you don’t see 
that for what the request looks like for research and related activi-
ties.

Mr. WOLF. Okay, I am going to go to Mr. Fattah now. 
If you can give me just a letter, maybe we will put it in the 

record, on America compared to China and compared to maybe two 
or three others of the top tier. Just describe where we are today, 
where we were ten years ago, and then the projections taking us 
to 2022. 
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Mr. Fattah. 
Mr. FATTAH. Thank you, and welcome again. 
So I have looked through the request and obviously as the com-

mittee goes through its mark-up phase we are going to be looking 
to be very supportive of the foundation and its work. 

COGNITIVE SCIENCE AND NEUROSCIENCE

Obviously for me there are some things that are superior among 
all of the other things that you are doing and neuroscience happens 
to be at the very top of my list. I want to walk through your 2015 
request.

Dr. MARRETT. Sure. 
Mr. FATTAH. So you are requesting $29 million for cognitive 

science and neuroscience. 
Dr. MARRETT. That’s correct. 
Mr. FATTAH. Specifically including $20 million for the BRAIN ini-

tiative. Is that—— 
Dr. MARRETT. Yes, that’s right. 
Mr. FATTAH [continuing]. That correct. 
And compared to you did 20 million in 2014 in the omnibus that 

we just passed, right? 
Dr. MARRETT. Yes. 
Mr. FATTAH. And in terms of your total base in the 2014 on neu-

roscience it is about $70 million? 
Dr. MARRETT. That’s right. 
Mr. FATTAH. Can you talk just a little bit, just to give us the bul-

lets on that? 
Dr. MARRETT. Let me walk you through—all of these figures 

there.
When we submitted our request for 2014 we included there the 

specific cognitive science and neuroscience investment. Thanks 
very much to this committee. I am saying this is an emphasis we 
put in the request. Subsequently the President announced the 
BRAIN initiative, but we had already submitted our 2014 request. 

Mr. FATTAH. Yes. 
Dr. MARRETT. We made a commitment of $20 million for that ini-

tiative. What we have to do then is to say that $20 million would 
come out of funding that we ordinarily do—— 

Mr. FATTAH. Right. 
Dr. MARRETT [continuing]. Out of cognitive science and neuro-

science.
So the 2015 request is the first time we will have a chance to 

have something specific—— 
Mr. FATTAH. Right. 
Dr. MARRETT [continuing]. For the BRAIN initiative. That is why 

you see that $15 million there. 
[The information follows:] 
Per NSF: 
Current text reads: ‘‘15 million’’ 
Corrected text should read: ‘‘$20 million’’ 

Mr. FATTAH. Well thank you. 
Dr. MARRETT. Okay. 
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ROLE OF BASIC RESEARCH

Mr. FATTAH. I was out, Mr. Chairman, at University of Pitts-
burgh, I visited there in Carnegie Mellon. I met—— 

Mr. WOLF. Is that the team that Penn State used to beat every 
year?

Mr. FATTAH. Yeah, absolutely. 
So I was there, I visited their neuroscience lab and I saw a young 

lady who is in her 50’s, she is had a-unfortunately was inflicted 
with a brain disease that took aware her motor functions, control 
of her motor functions but her mind works very, very well. And Dr. 
Andrea Schwartz who got a grant for the National Science Founda-
tion 30 years ago, he had a simple proposition. He was trying to 
figure out what happens in the brain of a monkey when the mon-
key moves his arm, what neurons fire off? And he just kind of tak-
ing a look of this. 

And over 30 years of research what this has resulted to at the 
University of Pittsburgh is I got a chance to get a high five and 
a fist pump from this young lady who is controlling her artificial 
limp by using her mind some 30 years later. 

This is a result of basic scientific research, Dr. Harris, that pro-
gressed over many, many years looking at what some of our col-
leagues would go to the floor today and say look at this waste of 
taxpayer’s money, you know, some researcher wants to look at 
what happens in the brain of a monkey when the monkey moves 
his arm, but today this young lady is able to function. And there 
are 250,000 people in the world who have something implanted in 
their brain, right, in order to help them to be able to function a 
little bit better in the world that we live in. 

And I just want to mention this because it is very, very impor-
tant for us to understand that all of these major breakthroughs 
happen because of basic scientific research, this is what the claim 
to fame of the National Science Foundation is. And so I saw it and 
I even posted this YouTube on my Twitter account so people can 
see, and it is just an amazing thing. But there is so much more 
that could happen and there is more work for us to do. 

And I appreciate, we had a chance for you to brief me on some 
of the details of some of the research that the foundation is sup-
porting when we were together at the national—at the Society for 
Neuroscience out in San Diego, so it is good to see you again, and 
we want to make sure that as you go through this budget process 
that we make these investments. 

And the chairman has been the biggest support of science. I 
know we are all concerned about his retirement, I am trying to con-
vince him to change his mind, but the point is the country has to 
make these investments. 

So thank you very much and I will yield back for this round. 
Mr. WOLF. Dr. Harris. 
Mr. HARRIS. Thank you, and thank you Doctor for appearing be-

fore the committee. 
Mr. Chairman, I do want to associate myself with your com-

ments. I think what you said about the decline in general is reflec-
tive of the way I feel as well, and it does impact the National 
Science Foundation. Because I think, you know, just as the figures 
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you stated about the growth in for instance China’s investment in 
science you could create a parallel chart that shows China’s eco-
nomic growth versus our relatively stagnant economic growth, and 
that in a country with stagnant economic growth we just simply 
aren’t going to be able to afford the kinds of investments that we 
need to especially when we are obviously prioritizing entitlement 
spending over discretionary spending. 

Look, that is the bottom line. We can’t deal with entitlement 
spending and the growth of it in this country and it will choke out 
discretionary spending, and unfortunately your budget is under the 
discretionary budget. 

But, you know, I am going to associate myself with what the 
ranking member said about basic research, this is incredibly impor-
tant, and when I view— and we just had the hearing in my own 
subcommittee on the NIH yesterday, when I view the function of 
the federal government in these kind of research areas the main 
function I want do the basic research because there is no industry 
is going to do the basic, they are just not going to do it. I mean 
it is not readily commercialized. They won’t do it. 

The other thing are the young investigators. You have to promote 
young investigators. Because again, no industry is going to do it. 
They always want the fully trained investigator coming, and you 
know, they will grab them up and that is fine, but we have to do 
that. So I am going to lead down that path with my remaining 
time.

Let me just get the China figures right. The China figures you 
had were what was the total spending, and did it include medical 
research R&D as well? 

Dr. MARRETT. Does it include medical? Yes, it does. 
Mr. HARRIS. And what was the number, the most recent number? 
Dr. MARRETT. $208 billion. 
Mr. HARRIS. About 208 billion in China and we are at 459; is 

that right? 
Dr. MARRETT. $429 billion. 
Mr. HARRIS. Four twenty-nine. Because, you know, actually that 

would indicate that China is obviously doing a whole lot more in 
the non-medical sciences, because the medical science investment 
in China is only eight billion a year in fiscal year 2012 versus 120 
billion in the United States. So, you know, this is a problem, Mr. 
Chairman that really is among the non-medical. I mean they are 
even more ahead in the non-medical sciences. We still have quite 
a lead in the medical sciences. 

INDUSTRY PARTNERSHIPS

The one thing, I visited one of the labs funded by the NSF at 
Hopkins about three months ago and what I liked about it was, 
and I am going to ask you if we do this, is the researcher I visited 
did materials research funded by the NSF for years, but he was 
able to after a time get industry to also fund it. And I am just 
going to ask you, are you making efforts for your more senior level 
researchers to go to that other pool of research dollars available, 
which is basically industry? 

Dr. MARRETT. Oh, I should say we do. In fact there are some pro-
grams that require a level of matching. So our centers programs, 
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for example, the Engineering Research Centers, the Science and 
Technology Centers, the Industry/University Cooperative Research 
Centers, Materials Research Science and Engineering Centers have 
industrial partners. That is one of the mechanisms. 

We also have a relatively new program, the Innovation Corps, in 
which we have individual investigators often who have been doing, 
undertaking fundamental research who are not quite sure whether 
there is a marketable possibility there. Through this program they 
have a chance to work with mentors through some educational pro-
grams and determine whether there is something that is viable 
there.

So yes, this idea of making the connections into the other sectors 
is very much a part of what we encourage. 

Mr. HARRIS. Good for you, because you know, I encourage the 
leadership of the NIH to do the same thing. They are far behind 
you in that by the way. They don’t encourage it and I think that 
that is—we have to be forward looking about that, especially in the 
area of, you know, budgetary restraint. 

EARLY CAREER INVESTIGATOR SUPPORT

Doctor, do you know, because I asked—you know, over at NIH 
part of the problems with young—I mean there are metrics for 
young investigator promotion by a government agency and the met-
ric that I think is useful is over the year what percent of the grants 
are awarded to people under age 35? That is a metric that has used 
with the NIH. And with the NIH over the past 23 years the num-
ber of grants have doubled, the number of awardees under age 35 
has gone down by 40 percent at the NIH. Do you keep the statistic, 
that kind of statistic for NSF? 

Dr. MARRETT. Yes, we do, and we will get the exact figures to 
you. We followed that closely because of a concern that has come 
out of the biomedical community and the fact that they sometimes 
talk about the aging population of awardees at NIH. 

[The information follows:] 
NSF tracks funding trends of its principal investigators (PIs) by stage of career. 

An early career PI is defined as someone within seven years of receiving their last 
degree at the time of award. PIs who received their last degree more than seven 
years from the time of award are considered later career PIs. In 2013, 22 percent 
of research awards were made to early career PIs, a slight increase over the 21 per-
cent in 2012. Over the last ten years, the trend has been relatively stable, ranging 
from 21 percent to 25 percent. 

At the time of the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 
2009, we made a special point of ensuring that the funding would 
go to young investigators, to people towards the beginning of their 
careers, and thus this becomes extremely important. And we do 
make a number of efforts to try to ensure that we do not fall be-
hind by not providing opportunities for those who really are 
launching careers. 

Mr. HARRIS. No, no, thank you, and I appreciate that, because 
you know, the Chair has commented on, you know, what looked 
like a discrepancy, you are reducing the research budget over here 
but increasing the STEM budget, but in fact under the Graduate 
Research Fellowship Program that is research money. So although 
it doesn’t look like it is research dollars, my reading is that you 
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have transferred money there but that will fund grants, the 2,000 
additional grants, which I think is very—you know, I congratulate 
on that, I think that is kind of the proactive effort that we need 
to make in our scientific research funding operations. 

CLEAN ENERGY: DUPLICATING EFFORTS

And I will just close by one question with you, because you know 
I sat on the science and technology committee before coming to this 
committee, and you know, my subcommittee actually had oversight 
over ARPA-E. Now I read this clean energy paragraph under your 
priorities and highlights and it was exactly what ARPA-E would 
have written in theirs. Are we duplicating efforts across govern-
ment agencies? I mean ARPA-E, you know, is established for doing 
basic research. It sounds like exactly the same mission as the NSF. 
I mean why aren’t we pulling these together and achieving effi-
ciencies of not distributing these various programs throughout the 
government?

Dr. MARRETT. We in fact do work very closely with the Depart-
ment of Energy, because yes, the idea is not to duplicate the activi-
ties that take place. 

When we talk about the fundamental research that we under-
take yes, in both instances it can be fundamental, but that doesn’t 
mean that it is all identical. We pay a lot of attention then to 
what’s being supported there. 

I take seriously your notion of when we have got limited re-
sources we must see that those resources are used most effectively. 
That is what we do in all of our programs, including the plans 
around clean energy. 

Mr. HARRIS. Thank you, Doctor. I yield back. 
Mr. WOLF. Mr. Diaz-Balart. 
Mr. DIAZ-BALART. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. Thank 

you again for being here. A couple of questions. 

HISPANIC-SERVING INSTITUTION SUPPORT

In the Competes Act in 2010 Congress authorized the establish-
ment of a new program to award grants on a competitive merit re-
view basis to Hispanic-Serving Institutions, and as far as I know 
NSF has not created such a program yet as far as I know. If that 
is the case why? Again, we are talking about something that was 
authorized in 2010 and so why has it not been created and do you 
see the establishment of this separate program being established 
any time soon? 

And Doctor, if it is all right let me just throw a couple issues out 
there for you and then we can talk. And the other issue which is 
related is that in your budget summary, 2015 budget summary it 
indicates an intent to focus on Hispanic-Serving two-year institu-
tions.

Now, for example, in south Florida, Mr. Chairman, south Florida 
is the home of the largest producer of STEM degrees for minorities 
in the country, Florida International University; it is a four-years 
college, it is a four-years university. Miami Dade College, a four- 
year college, is I believe the largest—graduates the largest num-
bers of African Americans in the country. I don’t know if that is 
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still quite accurate but it was as of a few years ago. Those are four- 
year institutions. 

So how was a decision made to focus on just two-year institutions 
versus four-year institutions? So two separate and related ques-
tions.

Dr. MARRETT. Well they are very closely related and I am glad 
you raised this because the Foundation has a deep commitment to 
broadening participation. 

With reference to Hispanic-Serving Institutions we began by ask-
ing what is it we are seeking to do? The legislation, as we saw it, 
was seeking to see how do we diversify the population, the STEM 
population. We then asked through what mechanisms might that 
best be done? The four-year institutions, the problem with estab-
lishing a program specifically for all Hispanic-Serving Institutions 
was the concern that most of that funding would go to the institu-
tions that are already doing well in the NSF competition, because 
that is a lot of the California schools, it is a lot of the Arizona 
schools that are very competitive. 

So the question was how could we make a difference if we al-
ready knew what the distribution was? We then said, if you actu-
ally look at what is taking place with students, large numbers of 
Hispanic students, as you have already noted, do begin in commu-
nity colleges. What we found is that a number begin with an inter-
est in STEM, but do not stay in STEM to complete the two years; 
and thus are not ready for the four years. 

So we are talking about the transition into four-year institutions, 
but we chose this two-year emphasis saying that would probably 
make a far greater impact on the students and the composition of 
what would take place than if we were simply going to say we will 
have a program that we will have money for whatever institution 
is defined as a Hispanic-Serving Institution. 

Mr. DIAZ-BALART. Doctor, but has that new program, which I 
may be wrong, has the new program authorized in the Completes 
Act been created? 

Dr. MARRETT. No, that is what I am describing right now. 
Mr. DIAZ-BALART. Right. 
Dr. MARRETT. And that directed us to create a program and that 

is what we have been working on ever since. 
Mr. DIAZ-BALART. And when do you think that will take place? 
Dr. MARRETT. It is going to take place in 2015, that is part of 

the base is there already. In fact with me today is the Assistant 
Director for Education and Human Resources and that is where we 
have made so much progress. We have had the discussions, we 
have done the analysis with the idea that we are ready because we 
have already had the conversations with other parts of the Founda-
tion that are so committed to the two-year college to four-year col-
lege transition. 

The only other thing I would add there is that we are also work-
ing closely with the Department of Education, because as you prob-
ably know, that is where a large sum of money was set aside spe-
cifically for Hispanic-Serving Institutions. 

Our task has been how to again compliment those efforts. That 
is what we are putting in place, that is what you see in the 2015 
request.
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Mr. DIAZ-BALART. Great. And I would like to, you know, maybe 
when it is appropriate maybe the folks who are dealing with that 
maybe we can just set some time in the future to just get some 
feedback and understand what you are doing and how you are 
doing and just to make sure we are all on the same page. 

Great, thank you. Thank you, Doctor. 
Dr. MARRETT. Yes. 
Mr. DIAZ-BALART. Thank you very much. 
Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. WOLF. Thank you, Mr. Diaz-Balart. 
That was an interesting point you made, Dr. Harris, about the 

medical versus non-medical research. When you give me the infor-
mation about research funding, you can factor in what Dr. Harris 
said too, from a laymen’s perspective. I think he makes a very good 
point, that the problem is even worse than what the numbers show 
once you take out medical research. 

Just kind of make it so that if you are a person listening in and 
you are hearing this, it is a wow, gee whiz, that is amazing, and 
we have to do something about that. 

NSF FY 2015 RESEARCH PURCHASING POWER

Although your agency-wide request represents a one percent in-
crease over fiscal year 2014, the impact of that increase is likely 
to be wiped out by the rising cost of doing business. How will the 
amount of research that NSF is able to fund in fiscal year 2015 
compare to what you will fund in fiscal year 2014? 

Dr. MARRETT. We still estimate that we are going to make, since 
annually we get about 51,000 proposals, about 11,000 awards, we 
don’t anticipate a dramatic drop in the number of awards that we 
will be making in 2015. 

Mr. WOLF. Will there be some drop? 
Dr. MARRETT. There could be some drop. Yes, any time there is 

some change there will be some modification, but we are not antici-
pating dramatic types of changes, in fact that is the way the plan-
ning is done. 

Mr. WOLF. Again, this is not to get you in trouble, so you should 
answer this any way you feel. 

Dr. MARRETT. Okay. 
Mr. WOLF. I used to work for a cabinet Secretary, and I know 

how OMB can be. Your budget has to go over to OMB, correct? 
Dr. MARRETT. Correct. 
Mr. WOLF. Ultimately they are the decider; is that correct? 
Dr. MARRETT. Let me say we submit budget proposals to OMB, 

we have lots of engaged conversations with OMB. 
In this case for 2015, as you know, because there was already a 

budget agreement for 2014 and 2015 that sets some boundaries—— 
Mr. WOLF. Right. 
Dr. MARRETT [continuing]. For what we were going to be able to 

ask for. So it is not just the OMB, but in fact it was setting certain 
kinds of boundaries, again that we had to work within. 

Mr. WOLF. So if you could tell us what you think the decrease 
will be, you can submit that. 

Dr. MARRETT. We will submit that, yes. 
[The information follows:] 
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NSF estimates making 51,600 proposal decisions in FY 2015, approximately three 
percent more than the 50,300 proposals estimated for FY 2014. Of the 51,600 pro-
posals, NSF estimates making 11.400 awards, a one percent increase over the 
11,300 awards estimated for FY 2014. This increases slightly due to a combination 
of additional education grants and a small increase to the percentage of continuing 
grants in FY 2015. NSF can increase the overall number of new awards made in 
a given year in order to mitigate impact to funding rate under scenarios of increas-
ing proposal pressure and/or decreasing funding. 

Keep in mind, however, that because continuing grants require out-year commit-
ments, they encumber future funding that could otherwise be used to make new 
awards. Repeatedly increasing the share of continuing grants over a number of 
years would increase the total ‘mortgage’ owed and could actually have a detri-
mental effect on future funding rates if high mortgage levels prevent a sufficient 
number of new awards from being made. 

Mr. WOLF. One, three or, you know. 
Dr. MARRETT. Okay, we will. 
Mr. WOLF. Other major research agencies, including DoD and 

NIH, track annual inflation factors for research and development 
activities in order to monitor changes in their research purchasing 
power. For fiscal year 2015 these factors vary from 1.8 to 2.8 per-
cent.

Does NSF calculate a research price index of its own, and would 
you find such a metric useful? 

Dr. MARRETT. We have the information, it is not incorporated in 
the budget request, so that does not take into account inflation. I 
am sure you are quite aware that when the President’s budget— 
and in fact the President’s science advisor has indicated how this 
budget shapes up against the background of inflation, but we 
haven’t used that in what we regularly submit. 

The question of could it be useful? Perhaps so. We would like to 
pursue that some more with you and with your—— 

Mr. WOLF. Sure. 
Dr. MARRETT [continuing]. Members of your staff. 
Mr. WOLF. Okay, thank you. 

GLOBAL RESEARCH INVESTMENTS

Back to the global issue. The United States still dominates global 
research and development in terms of the absolute number of dol-
lars, but NSF reports show that our position has been declining in 
terms of annual growth in R&D expenditures and R&D spending 
as a share of GDP. That report, however, only captures data 
through 2011. What do you think those indicators would look like 
if we had more current data? 

Dr. MARRETT. We think that the trends would still be there, be-
cause as Dr. Arvizu mentioned earlier, this is a part of what we 
see going on. So we don’t think that things have changed a lot. 

I know a part of your question is why only up through 2011? 
This has to do with the quality of data and what’s available. Since 
our Science and Engineering Indicators relies on the best of the in-
formation, information you have got to recheck to make sure about 
how useful, this is why it is not always the most current. Yet as 
the National Science Board knows there are some other reports, 
other documents that give us reason to conclude that the trend is 
still the trend. That the pattern that was reported in 2011, is what 
we are seeing, as well, in 2014. 
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Mr. WOLF. Do you believe it is feasible for the United States to 
retain its long-term advantages in science and technology against 
countries with bigger populations and very aggressive R&D invest-
ment plans? What are the most essential policies that we need to 
be implementing in order to do so? 

Dr. MARRETT. Do we think that that is a possibility? Yes, because 
there is still an advantage that the U.S. has in terms of innovation. 
That is the investments made in other places are not always the 
most innovative, or the most creative ideas. And that is why we at 
NSF work so hard to try to make sure that we are supporting the 
most innovative ideas. 

I will say one other thing though that is important in this con-
text. We are in a global context, and increasingly we have to figure 
out ways to work collaboratively with other countries or otherwise 
it is going to be very difficult for our own researchers to have ac-
cess to some of the best facilities that are around. 

So we are on the one hand trying always to think about how to 
keep the U.S. in the competitive situation, but recognizing that we 
have got to work collaboratively with others. 

Mr. WOLF. Mr. Fattah? 
Mr. FATTAH. Thank you. 

COGNITIVE SCIENCE AND NEUROSCIENCE, CONTINUED

As part of that the chairman, who has been extraordinarily sup-
portive of the work that I have been doing on neuroscience, sup-
ported me visiting the EU. I went to Ireland, I was at the Healthy 
Brain Healthy Europe Conference and then a few months later 
over to Israel for the Israeli Brain Technology Conference. For that 
it is now public that the EU’s human brain project, which they put 
a billion and a half dollars in, that they have asked that I would 
draft an agreement in which we could cooperate with the brain ini-
tiative which our committee takes ownership of that we created the 
impulse for it and the EU’s effort along with Israeli. So we are now 
putting together a memorandum of understanding and the White 
House and the national economic counsel and OSTP, everyone is 
supportive. I talked to Dr. Francis Collins. 

We want you just to put on the record what you think it would 
mean for a combined effort around neuroscience. The brain is in 
my view the last most important, most significant mystery that ex-
ists. And so if you could just speak to this it would be helpful. 

Dr. MARRETT. Yes, well I failed earlier to acknowledge, to recog-
nize one of my other colleagues, Dr. John Wingfield, who had ap-
peared before to give a very general discussion of our neuroscience, 
cognitive science work. That he certainly endorses the notion that 
we do need collaborations within the U.S. We need the collabora-
tions across the international borders. And so you mentioned the 
meeting of the Society for Neuroscience. That gave us an oppor-
tunity to talk to the people who got the EU program underway. We 
know about what is going on in Japan, for example. There is a 
great deal of activity that probably could be facilitated by the kind 
of leadership that you are willing, that you have been taking in 
this area. No, we are fully behind this kind of activity. 

Mr. FATTAH. Thank you very much. And I just point this out be-
cause you were saying that we need an international conversation. 
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The chairman has been very supportive of us trying to build the 
possibilities and now it is coming to fruition and there will be 
workshops in the Fall that will start to work through the scientific 
details. But we are at a moment, I think, a very significant point 
in which there is going to be real cooperation between nations on 
this matter and it is going to mean a lot. The World Health Orga-
nization says there are a billion people, Mr. Chairman, who are 
suffering from neurological diseases and disorders in the world. So 
just imagine what this effort could portend if we are able to actu-
ally not just work together but achieve real results. Thank you. 

Mr. WOLF. And when you look at the impact of Alzheimer’s. Mr. 
Culberson.

Mr. CULBERSON. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I want to thank you 
so much for being with us today, Dr. Marrett, and for your service. 
It is an extraordinarily important job and it is such a privilege for 
me to serve in this subcommittee to help make sure that you all 
get the support that you need. 

MERIT REVIEW

I wanted to ask about your impressions of the, you know, the 
scope of the National Science Foundation’s work, the competitive 
peer reviewed research that is, in my opinion, so vital to what you 
do. To what extent have you all ever felt that you have been pres-
sured politically to, I always worry about political, the chairman 
has been wonderful about making sure that you get, as this whole 
subcommittee has, the funding that you need. I wanted to talk to 
you about the level of peer reviewed scientific grant funding that 
you have been able to put out over the years and how you feel 
about this year’s budget proposal, and what this committee ought 
to do to be sure to help you? 

Dr. MARRETT. Well if what you mean by that is the merit review 
system still alive and well, it certainly is. That is the basis on 
which we make the decisions. And those are not made, as you quite 
well know, just by the staff at NSF. It is from this very large com-
munity that reviews, that asks about the intellectual merit, and 
that asks about the broader impact. So if that is what—— 

Mr. CULBERSON. Yes, ma’am. What percentage of the total re-
search funding that NSF does—— 

Dr. MARRETT. All of our—— 
Mr. CULBERSON [continuing]. Is, it is entirely, 100 percent, all of 

it?
Dr. MARRETT. All of our—— 
Mr. CULBERSON. Peer reviewed, competitive—— 
Dr. MARRETT. That is right. Well we would prefer usually merit 

review, saying it is a merit system, because then you can use peers 
to help assess merit. But no, that is the process that we use for 
all of the awards that we make. 

ADVANCING NANOTECHNOLOGY

Mr. CULBERSON. I share Mr. Fattah’s passion and interest in the 
neurologic sciences and the work that is being done is just extraor-
dinary in understanding the way the brain operates. And Houston, 
Texas, I have the pleasure of representing, or right next door to, 
I did represent until the last redistricting the Texas Medical Cen-
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ter where some extraordinary work is being done. Could you talk 
to us a little bit about in particular the, and I actually would like 
you to talk about it if you could based on your own knowledge and 
experience some of the work that the NSF is doing in advancing 
nanotechnology?

Dr. MARRETT. Yes. Well, that remains a great area of emphasis 
at NSF. That if one looks at the recent budget request it will seem 
as if it is going down somewhat. But that is again because of what 
happens to priority investment areas. We often will take an area 
that seems as if it is ripe for special investment. After that area 
becomes much more mature, then it moves to support through our 
regular programs, and you do not see it then standing out in the 
same ways. But nanotechnology remains a very important area for 
the National Science Foundation because of its implications for re-
search, for the manufacturing sectors, and other places. 

LEVERAGING BASIC RESEARCH SUPPORT

Mr. CULBERSON. Do you have the ability, as some of our, you 
know, many of our universities do, if a particular promising piece 
of research pans out? For example Rice University I know has been 
able to generate a tremendous amount of income. University of 
Houston, some of the universities in Texas, if they find a particu-
larly successful piece of work the scientist who came up with it and 
the university are able to retain some ownership interest. And then 
when it is sold and becomes, goes on the market, they actually gen-
erate a lot of money on it. To what extent can NSF do that in this 
era of tight budgets to help you generate some additional revenue 
for the vital work that you do? 

Dr. MARRETT. Well as I was indicating earlier, our emphasis is 
on the fundamental, on the early phase parts of the activity. We 
do encourage, and expect in a number of instances, that there will 
be collaborations with the industrial sector to determine what ideas 
need to be fully fleshed out. We have some programs that are ex-
perimental programs, one is the Partnerships for Innovation 
through our Engineering Directorate. But I do not want to give the 
impression that NSF would itself generate a lot of additional rev-
enue through these kinds of activities. No, those are—— 

Mr. CULBERSON. Certainly. We know that you are not in it to 
make money. 

Dr. MARRETT. Okay. 
Mr. CULBERSON. It is just that I am looking for ways, it really 

works beautifully at the university level, if they find something 
that is tremendously promising. The oil and gas industry is explod-
ing because we found, or gained access to, more oil and gas in the 
last ten years than has ever been discovered in the history of the 
United States. And that is happening primarily in the Houston 
area. The work is extraordinary. And nanotechnology feathers into 
that. They are developing carbon, ways to manufacture carbon 
nanotubes that are then incorporated into, for example, gaskets 
and different pieces of machinery and equipment. And it is wildly 
successful. And it is spinning off vast amounts of money, not only 
for the private sector but also for the universities that are involved 
in it. And I know you all are not in it, all of us do not want you 
to be in this for the profit. But is there a way for NSF to make 
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some money on some of these extraordinary innovations, as the 
universities are? 

Dr. MARRETT. Very interesting. 
Mr. CULBERSON. It would be a nice source of extra money. 
Dr. MARRETT. I would have to turn to a lot of the legal experts 

on what are the boundaries there. Of course we are always inter-
ested in resources. But we do have to stay very much cognizant of 
what our role is as a federal agency. And thus we cannot compete 
in ways that would be disadvantageous to others. I understand 
what you are—— 

Mr. CULBERSON. Again, not suggesting, this is you keep an own-
ership interest. I mean, basically, is there any way for you to gen-
erate any kind of a profit—no? 

Dr. MARRETT. Bayh-Dole Act would not—— 
Mr. CULBERSON. By the Dole Act? 
Dr. MARRETT. The Bayh-Dole Act. 
Mr. CULBERSON. The Bayh-Dole Act? Okay. 
Dr. MARRETT. Yes. That is the one that was so important for 

what can happen for the intellectual property that comes out of 
what——

Mr. CULBERSON. Because it is generated with tax dollars, it is for 
a public purpose, it therefore, essentially, who, you know, the pub-
lic in general should benefit, I assume. 

Dr. MARRETT. I will tell you what—— 
Mr. CULBERSON. Oh, universities only are the ones that can do 

that?
Dr. MARRETT. That is right. 
Mr. CULBERSON. Okay. 
Dr. MARRETT. I think what we would like is just sometimes to 

get the recognition of the contributions we have made. 
Mr. CULBERSON. A thank you? How about a thank you every now 

and then? 
Dr. MARRETT. Yes. 
Mr. CULBERSON. We will do our best to say thank you when we 

get our final bills in. Thank you, ma’am. 
Mr. WOLF. Mr. Schiff. 
Mr. SCHIFF. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Welcome back to the sub-

committee and thank you for the extraordinary work done by the 
Foundation. The recent announcement of the confirmation of the 
inflation that took place in the trillionths of a second following the 
Big Bang is extraordinary and humbling, and it could not have 
taken place without the participation of NSF which runs the Ant-
arctic station where BICEP 2 performed its observations and which 
co-manages the telescope with NASA. I hope you will go beyond 
that today and tell us what took place before the Big Bang. And 
if not, why NSF has not figured that out by now. 

I support your work and I think our national investment in 
science and research touches every facet of our national life and 
has been a key driver of America’s technology and economic prow-
ess. I support the President’s budget request for NSF for fiscal year 
2015 and I really wish we could be investing even more, especially 
as other nations are arising to challenge our preeminence. 
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MANAGEMENT OF MAJOR MULTI-USER RESEARCH FACILITIES

I have one question that goes to the wise expenditure of public 
resources. Major scientific research facilities, especially those that 
have been supported through NSF’s major research and equipment 
facilities construction account, are the backbone of America’s sci-
entific enterprise. These facilities create opportunities for scientists 
from across the nation and around the world to work together to 
foster innovation and make the next great scientific discovery. 
What is NSF doing to protect the taxpayer investment in these fa-
cilities and ensure they are being run to their maximum potential 
during this period of constrained budgets? 

Dr. MARRETT. We have a very detailed, very much of a process 
for examining, making sure that proposed investments in facilities 
are to be dealt with in the best ways possible. And then once the 
decision is made there is the continual monitoring. I said that in 
an abstract way, but let me give you a little bit more about the in-
ternal process. 

There is a group of the assistant directors. They comprise the 
MREFC, Major Research Equipment Facilities Construction panel. 
It is their responsibility to then look at any proposal that comes in 
for a facility, some infrastructure, to be supported through that ac-
count. The first question is always what is the science that is going 
to be advanced? What they ask, too, what is the level of community 
interest, input? And now, how will the operational cost be met if 
we put this facility in place? 

Thanks very much to the National Science Board we have got 
this process that also asks when, and what would be the possible 
off-ramps? Because you could start something that it might turn 
out should not go all the way through to completion of construction 
or operation. There must be possibilities then for saying this is 
where, if these conditions are not met, we will not continue to in-
vest the federal dollars in the activity. 

I can give you more and would love to give you more of how that 
process, how it is designed, how it all operates, and then what are 
the kinds of conditions, what are the kinds of analyses undertaken 
throughout to make sure that the investment in facilities, those in-
vestments do in fact produce the activities that facilitate the 
science and engineering for that is what the facilities are about. 

Mr. SCHIFF. And I do not know if you are able to do this right 
here, and if not we can request it maybe as a follow up, but can 
you give us examples of particular cases where you found that the 
facility was not producing the science expected and therefore the 
program was curtailed? Or where it was doing better than antici-
pated and the investment was augmented? 

Dr. MARRETT. There are lots of them. But one I will use from one 
of my colleagues just describing the other day, it was a computer 
science large infrastructure project. And after looking carefully at 
whether or not it met all the criteria, that part of the Foundation 
decided it was not a prime candidate for a large infusion through 
the MREFC process. And in fact they did some things on a much 
smaller scale, have now learned from that, and said it would have 
been almost foolhardy to move forward with a very big project that 
just did not warrant that kind of investment. We do have addi-
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tional examples of activities. Even in the 2015 request you will see 
that the Network for Earthquake Engineering simulation facility, 
we are proposing to downsize that program. Because there was an 
external review that said we probably had made some major in-
vestments, but it could be reduced in size and scope now. And so 
we do that on a very regular basis. And again I would say often 
with the assistance of the National Science Board. 

Mr. SCHIFF. Okay, doctor. And now what happened before that 
inflationary moment? 

Dr. MARRETT. Well, can we get back to you on that? 
Mr. SCHIFF. Yes, absolutely, absolutely. Thank you, Mr. Chair-

man. I yield back. 
Mr. WOLF. Thank you, Mr. Schiff. Mr. Fattah, do you want to 

take——
Mr. FATTAH. No, I know that we have to conclude this at some 

point. But I do want to take a minute, Mr. Chairman, as the rank-
ing member and just recognize a friend of mine who is here visiting 
the committee today. Kim Neely, who is with the American Polit-
ical Science Association. Welcome, and I yield back, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. WOLF. Okay, thank you. We are going to have votes, but I 
am going to come back. I think everyone else has to go home, but 
I live here. So we will go—— 

Mr. FATTAH. Well no, Mr. Chairman, I want you to know that 
your colleague to your right, and he is to your right politically, is 
holding a hearing of the Veteran Affairs Appropriations Sub-
committee at 1:00. 

Mr. WOLF. Oh, okay. 
Mr. FATTAH. So we are actually going to be working. So I do not 

want anyone to think that we get a chance to go home. We are 
going to be dealing with the Veteran Affairs budget and military 
construction appropriations process. 

K–12 STEM EDUCATION BEST PRACTICES

Mr. WOLF. And Mr. Diaz-Balart, do you want to ask further 
questions? Okay, great. Thank you. After the Committee asked the 
NSF to look at best practices in K through 12 STEM education, the 
agency had the National Research Council examine those practices, 
make recommendations for improvement, and define some metrics 
that could be used to track the implementation of these rec-
ommendations across the country. The National Center for Science 
and Engineering Statistics is supposed to play a major role in the 
collection, dissemination, and analysis of the data for those metrics. 
Will any part of the increase requested for the Center support that 
effort? And is the Center still on track to collect data on all 14 
metrics by 2019? 

Dr. MARRETT. Yes. For 2015 there is the collaboration between 
the National Center for Science and Engineering Statistics, and the 
Directorate for Education and Human Resources for collecting, for 
determining what are the best indicators and metrics that ought to 
be used with the idea that those will be incorporated into Science 
and Engineering Indicators. Thus, those two parts of the organiza-
tion are completely on track for moving towards the kinds of im-
proved metrics that you had asked about and that we certainly are 
incorporating. And you are right, these come out of the whole dis-
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cussion of best practices for effective schools that are so important 
for the nation. 

Mr. WOLF. After the release of the 2011 report on best practices 
in K through 12 STEM education, NSF began to execute a dissemi-
nation strategy that would bring the report to as many education 
policy makers and practitioners as possible. I understand these dis-
semination activities are still underway. Can you provide us with 
an update on where and how NSF will be disseminating the report 
and its findings in fiscal years 2014 and 2015? For instance, if this 
were 100 percent of the people that should find out about it, and 
I think that is everyone in education in that area, how many do 
you think have found out about it? 

Dr. MARRETT. I cannot tell you how many have found out about 
it, but I can tell you what we are doing to try to have all of those 
who should know have access. Among the things that we have 
done, we have had seven workshops across the nation. And there 
is a 12th workshop that is coming up in May of this year with the 
theme of middle level skills. So that is one of the things that we 
have done. 

We have also had a website that already makes those resources 
available. And if you want a few of the statistics about this, there 
have been over 48,000 unique users to this website. There have 
been 10,000 who have accessed the resources page from the 
website. And the National Research Council, the partner in all of 
this, reports that 5,000 individuals have accessed this report on-
line. We then have indications of a great deal of interest. 

We are also doing a number of bulletins and briefs to emphasize 
the research-to-practice issue, which I know was very much of a 
concern to you. All of those grow out of this interest in the matter 
of effective schools. 

STEM EDUCATION ACHIEVEMENT: GLOBAL COMPARISON

Mr. WOLF. Now how do we compare to China on test scores in 
math, science, physics, chemistry, biology? What are the compari-
sons between China versus the U.S., ten years ago, today, and the 
future? And I am using China, but you could throw in a few others. 
But I think China is going to be the big competitor. I just caught 
a radio report, and they asked people who they thought the domi-
nant power of the future would be. I forget the percentage, but it 
seemed like a majority were saying China. And so where are we 
on those figures? 

Dr. MARRETT. In the math and science arena—— 
Mr. WOLF. Math and science—— 
Dr. MARRETT. Yes, in math and science. Actually, the nations 

that the U.S. is usually compared, where we do not do well, are 
Singapore and Japan. That those, and often it is Finland that does 
extremely well in the tests. Now one of the arguments made is that 
we have a different population in that we often have more of the 
students taking these tests than sometimes will happen in some 
other countries. So the test is more dispersed across the population. 
But nonetheless it is also a consequence of the level of concentra-
tion of the effort, the emphasis that one places. When those who 
are critical of what takes place in some other parts of the world 
criticize it for being very much focused on memorization and not 
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necessarily in understanding the basic concepts, this is again, we 
still, we do not think that is completely satisfactory. Because there 
can be, there are still great examples from elsewhere, and we do 
work very collaboratively. In fact, again, I am sure my colleague 
Dr. Ferrini-Mundy will be more than pleased to provide you addi-
tional data on what we know about the international comparisons. 

Mr. WOLF. Where do we fall in the United States? When you say 
Singapore, Finland, where do we fall in the math and science and 
engineering compared to those countries? 

Dr. MARRETT. Do you have—— 
Mr. FATTAH. Not good news, Mr. Chairman. 
Dr. FERRINI-MUNDY [continuing]. No, but on limited tests, tests 

that can only cover so much content, and various kinds of tests, 
and again compared to the Asian countries, I think only recently 
has China been a participant in some of these international stud-
ies. So to develop trends will take a little bit of time. 

Mr. WOLF. Okay. How about other than China, then? 
Dr. MARRETT. That is where I said, places—— 
Dr. FERRINI-MUNDY. Yes, we are in the middle of the entire pack. 

We are not—— 
Mr. WOLF. But where were we in 1960 and 1970 and 1980? 
Dr. MARRETT. Your question is are we doing worse now—— 
Mr. WOLF. Yes. 
Mr. FATTAH. Can I, if the chairman would yield, we are doing 

worse than we used to be doing, right? Relatively speaking? And 
we are in the, you know, middle of the pack in math and science. 
And it is worse than even Dr. Harris’ analysis about spending. Be-
cause when you look at our, look at the programs that we are going 
to fund through the National Science Foundation, the graduate 
education programs. We have the best programs in the world. But 
when you go to look at who is actually seeking the degree in the 
terminal discipline, in the hard sciences at these American univer-
sities in Pennsylvania and in Texas and so forth, they are not 
American students. These are students who not only are they not 
American students, whereas in the past they may not have been 
American students but they intended to stay here in America, build 
businesses here, build careers here, many of these students are 
now here and their intentions are not to stay here. And that is they 
are here to get a degree, and they are going back to compete 
against us in their homeland. 

And so the situation is worse than even the numbers would sug-
gest because we have a problem at the top end of the scale. So we 
can create the best engineering program in the world at the Uni-
versity of Pennsylvania, or the University of Texas, you know, but 
if we do not get American students, or students who are going to 
pursue a degree and stay in America and build businesses here, 
then it is a, it is a lose-lose proposition for us. 

Dr. MARRETT. There is the other part of it. If you take the pre- 
college students, and just about any of the international tests, we 
have got a population of students who outperform others in the 
world. The problem is, that is a small segment. And that in other 
countries, far more of their students are doing well than is the case 
in the U.S. This is quite interesting because after the Sputnik pe-
riod generated all of this interest in performance, but it was for a 
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small group. Now that we are saying we need the talents from 
across all segments of the population there is this concern about 
why are we falling behind in serving the entire population well? So 
this complements what Mr. Fattah, who happens to be an expert 
on this topic, I know, what he said about the graduate, and the 
graduate world. 

STEM EDUCATION ACHIEVEMENT GAP

Mr. WOLF. Well, you are not the Secretary of Education, and we 
are not trying to blame the National Science Foundation. I was just 
trying to find out. A number of my kids are in education, and one 
of my daughters works for the Broad Foundation. And I read a lot 
of stuff on education. I think we are falling behind. It is an issue 
that really does not become a Republican issue or a Democratic 
issue. There is just something wrong. People can spin it in different 
ways. My wife showed me this quote, and I did not know I was 
going to use it. I took it in for another reason. It is from Lincoln, 
and I tried to verify if it was accurate. But it says, ‘‘a child is a 
person who is going to carry on what you have started. He is going 
to sit where you are sitting and when you are gone he is going to 
tend those things you think are important. You may adopt all the 
policies you please but how they are carried on depends on him or 
her. He or she will assume control of your cities, states, and na-
tions. He or she are going to move in and take over your churches, 
your schools, your universities, and businesses. All of your books 
are going to be judged, praised, or condemned by him or her. The 
fate of humanity is on their hands.’’ 

One of my kids helped run a school in the inner city. It is a 
Christian school. It is in one of the roughest neighborhoods in this 
town that we are in. Those kids are excelling and yet you have 
other kids in certain places who are not. Something has got to be 
done. And so I thought you were more objective than me. I think 
whatever the administration, whether it be the Bush administra-
tion or the Obama administration, they all want to kind of spin it 
in a way. But it does seem that there is a problem. And that is why 
we had asked that this STEM report be conducted, and that is why 
I was always disappointed in Dr. Bement. I mean, he just kind of 
let this thing go. You have done a good job. But if Abraham Lincoln 
said this, and I think he is right, then I think the country is in 
trouble.

Dr. MARRETT. Well I would, if you do not mind a little comment 
on there, we would appreciate the kind of engagement coming from 
you, from this committee. But it is of a great deal of interest. And 
again, I do not want to understate how important this is for the 
National Science Foundation. And in much, and when we talk 
about our research, that research is sometimes trying to unravel 
the sets of issues to understand what leads to the matters of per-
formance by some, performance under certain kinds of conditions. 
To link back to the neuroscience area, for example, someone was 
talking recently about the research on it is something like cognitive 
load. That when some students have so many other things going 
on, it is hard to spend the time then on the kind of academic enter-
prise. That is why these other sorts of conditions seem to play into 
the very educational world. And that is why I say at the National 
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Science Foundation we see our task as bringing together the var-
ious sciences to try to understand the sets of issues. And then to 
be able to propose to you and others, who are in the policy realm, 
the kinds of things you might well consider. 

FEDERAL STEM COORDINATION

Mr. WOLF. The administration has not reproposed any major 
interagency funding shifts between STEM programs. However, 
they remain committed to the idea of NSF, the Department of Edu-
cation, and the Smithsonian acting as lead agencies for all govern-
ment STEM efforts. OMB has stated that other agencies will be ex-
pected to, ‘‘jointly administer or otherwise better coordinate their 
activities with those of the three lead agencies in fiscal year 2015.’’ 
What does this mean in practical terms for the NSF? Do you expect 
to be jointly administering programs with other agencies next year? 

Dr. MARRETT. No, we do not. The way we interpret, and this is 
from the conversations with OMB and OSTP, we see this as being 
consistent with the report from the Committee on STEM Edu-
cation. The COSTEM report works a lot around questions of col-
laboration, of communication. And growing out of that has been ex-
actly the kind of, the sets of discussions. So NSF stays very in-
volved with the other agencies around the matters of under-
graduate education and graduate support, for student and graduate 
support. That does not mean that we are administering all of those 
programs. It is saying, let us be the place in which there can be 
these shared discussions about how to improve the things that we 
are undertaking. 

We do the same thing in collaboration with the Department of 
Education. The Department of Education has the larger mandate 
when it comes to K through 12. We want to work collaboratively 
there. But that does not mean that money was moved from one 
agency to another to enhance this kind of communication. That is 
the interpretation we have, for what it means to be in the lead. 
Leading for collaboration, but not leading for control of resources. 

Mr. WOLF. Okay. We had asked the Science Office at the White 
House to have a one stop STEM website and they have not done 
that. I wonder if NSF should be the—— 

Dr. MARRETT. Oh, I did not hear the—— 
Mr. WOLF. A report just came in this morning that we were ref-

erencing.
Dr. MARRETT. All right, I see. 
Mr. WOLF. It has implications for NSF, so why do we not look 

at the report and then—— 
Dr. MARRETT. Please. 
Mr. WOLF. We have been asking them to have a one stop place 

that people could go to see consolidated. STEM resources, and the 
thought was maybe NSF should be the place to host it. But let me 
see what the report says. It just came in. Mr. Schiff, or Fattah, or 
Mr. Culberson? Sure, you can go ahead. 

POLAR ICEBREAKING

Mr. CULBERSON. Thank you. If I could, Dr. Marrett, I wanted to 
ask about the Ice Breaker Program. Are you all still responsible 
for, or able to get that out of your hands so that is not devouring 
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your resources? Has the Coast Guard taken responsibility for the 
refurbishing or rebuilding of our ice breaker fleet? 

Dr. MARRETT. Yes. At a recent meeting of the Antarctic Research 
Policy Committee, there was a representative there from the Coast 
Guard who asked that the agencies all identify what their needs 
would be so that the Coast Guard could respond much more effec-
tively to what takes place. It is clear that NSF cannot manage the 
icebreaker issue alone. But it is also clear that a number of other 
agencies cannot. So we are working collaboratively to determine 
what is going to be the best way to address that. 

Mr. CULBERSON. But it is the Coast Guard? It is the Coast 
Guard’s responsibility? 

Dr. MARRETT. It is Coast Guard. 
Mr. CULBERSON. Okay, terrific. And you are just a customer? 
Dr. MARRETT. Yes. 
Mr. CULBERSON. Now are they wind up do you think from what 

you can tell leasing ice breakers for you to use? 
Dr. MARRETT. Right now we are—— 
Mr. CULBERSON. You are leasing them now. 
Dr. MARRETT. Yes. 
Mr. CULBERSON. Right. 
Dr. MARRETT. We are examining a number of different kinds of 

options. And so leasing has been the most reasonable for us right 
now because, again, we just do not have the resources to talk about 
having, building and operating an icebreaker. 

Mr. CULBERSON. I mentioned it because during the Bush admin-
istration they attempted to move that entire responsibility into 
your lap and it just bothered me terribly. Because it is so impor-
tant that we give you the money you need to do the peer reviewed, 
merit based research that you mentioned without having your re-
sources devoured by replacing an ancient ice breaking fleet. I am 
glad that Coast Guard has got responsibility for it. Thank you, Mr. 
Chairman.

FUTURE NSF: AGENCY RELOCATION

Mr. WOLF. The NSF fiscal year 2015 request contains the first 
major infusion of money associated with the NSF’s new head-
quarters facility. In fact, these costs constitute about 40 percent of 
the total increase requested for NSF. Given that occupancy is still 
several years away, do you expect that large headquarters related 
requests will be necessary in each of the next few budget cycles? 
And what is the total estimated cost across all fiscal years associ-
ated with moving to the new headquarters facility? 

Dr. MARRETT. Our estimate right now for three years, that is 
2014, 2015, and 2016, is $80 million for NSF. $20 million in 2014, 
and we do not have the final figures on that, $30 million in 2015, 
and $30 million in 2016. Now the reason for this is that under the 
GSA guidelines an agency is responsible for the build out of what-
ever is going to be there. So you have got to furnish, you have got 
to make sure you have got the IT equipment that would be there. 
And that is what the estimated cost for those is actually above $80 
million. But what GSA negotiated with the developer was the de-
veloper would put in $35 million to help defray some of the cost 
to NSF. But that is where we are right now. 
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And so you are right with reference to the budget request. When 
one sees the Agency Operations and Award Management, or AOAM 
account, most of that is for the cost of the building. We said, yes, 
when we are talking about moving in the end of 2016, the begin-
ning of 2017, that might seem to be quite some time off. But you 
have got to make commitments earlier on to the developer to have 
those plans in place, and to have the kind of construction that we 
are talking about. So there are some figures that we are still trying 
to get clarity on. But that is the estimate right now. 

Mr. WOLF. So the budget is not really what the budget appears 
to be. Because if you add that in or take that out, the numbers 
change dramatically for your programs? 

Dr. MARRETT. We do not anticipate those numbers changing dra-
matically.

Mr. WOLF. You—— 
Dr. MARRETT. No. There is a group that I put in place that is 

called the Relocation Executive Advisory Group that continues to 
monitor, as closely as possible, the kinds of figures we are talking 
about and making some decisions to keep those figures as low as 
possible.

Mr. WOLF. A few months ago your staff notified us that a signifi-
cant funding requirement for security related upgrades at the new 
headquarters may hit NSF during fiscal year 2014, but these costs 
were not addressed in your most recent spending plan. When will 
these costs be determined, and how does the NSF expect to deal 
with them midway through the fiscal year? 

Dr. MARRETT. We expect to have those costs on security in a cou-
ple of weeks. Because they required a level of decision making on 
it. The question was at what level did we think our security needed 
to be? And that is what is being worked out. And that will deter-
mine what those costs will be. But that will be in a couple of 
weeks.

Mr. WOLF. Do you think they will be significant? 
Dr. MARRETT. No. The costs? No. We are trying, that is why, 

again I said because we are not like a facility that has to be pro-
tecting animals. There are certain other things, too. So we do not 
see ourselves as being as much of a risk as might be certain other 
kinds of facilities. And that is what will drive the security costs. 

ACCOUNTABILITY AND TRANSPARENCY IN GRANT AWARDS

Mr. WOLF. At this hearing last year we discussed the tendency 
for individual NSF grants to be held up as examples of wasteful 
or frivolous government spending. What steps have you taken since 
that time to improve accountability within the agency for making 
funding decisions that are well aligned with national interests? 
How do those steps apply to decision making at both the micro and 
the macro level? Because if you make a grant that is just ridi-
culed—shrimp walking on a treadmill versus something with re-
gard to what Mr. Fattah was talking about with the brain—it then 
hurts up here insofar as defending your funding while we are in 
a deficit time. 

Dr. MARRETT. Yes. Well I laid out quite some time ago both to 
members of this committee and other committees a plan that we 
were putting in place that I have called transparency and account-
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ability. What it does is to make every level of the organization 
responible for the awards that are made. We still will be following 
the merit review system, but the award should fit into a larger 
portfolio, for one thing. And we do pay attention to titles and ab-
stracts. Those are the instructions I have just gotten back to all of 
our staff to know about. So those are some of the actions that we 
are taking. 

Mr. WOLF. All right, thank you. How are you improving the abil-
ity of the agency and its grantees to communicate clearly the merit 
of particular research projects—— 

Dr. MARRETT. Well actually—— 
Mr. WOLF [continuing]. And their potential value, too? 
Dr. MARRETT. Yes. That is already supposed to be there. And 

what we had discovered is that some people are better than others 
in being able to be clear about it. It is not their task, it is the task 
of NSF. Because once we make an award, the abstract, the descrip-
tion, the title is something we can decide how that is going to be 
done. So, that is a part of what we are now engaged with our pro-
gram officers about. It is their responsibility working with the larg-
er community to get PIs to be as clear about these communications 
as possible. But if that is not all that clear, then actions have to 
be taken within the Foundation. 

Mr. WOLF. But it ought not be a spin, either. 
Dr. MARRETT. Not at all. 
Mr. WOLF. It ought to be honest and authentic, with integrity so 

that you do not put something out there and then when you dig 
deeper you find that it is really not that. It has to be honest. 

Dr. MARRETT. Exactly. As a matter of fact there is another part 
to this in that sometimes this pressure, the interest of researchers 
in trying to make their ideas as understandable as possible might 
come up with something that is cute but not descriptive. So we 
have to make sure that there is no spin to this. It has got to be 
about how you provide it in ways that the public can understand 
and grasp why you are doing this. 

Mr. FATTAH. Chairman? If the chairman would yield for one sec-
ond? One of the challenges here is that I think, is I know that we 
have some need to have the marketing correct. But, you know, we 
have to be careful not to dumb down this process. I mean, part of 
what we know about basic scientific research is that oftentimes 
major discoveries come not as a direct result of what was originally 
proposed, right? So, you know, there are millions of Americans who 
avoid unnecessary surgery or have better surgery because of MRIs. 
But the original research had to look, they were looking for pockets 
in clouds. I mean, it had nothing to do with coming up with better 
imagines, you know, for medical purposes. 

So I think that what we have to do is we have to make a strong-
er case about basic scientific research and how it later on creates 
major breakthroughs so that we get the public to support the no-
tion that scientific investigation on its own is a worthy public in-
vestment.

Mr. WOLF. No, I agree. 
Mr. FATTAH. I yield back. 
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REVIEW OF FACILITY MANAGEMENT POLICIES AND PROCEDURES

Mr. WOLF. Before he departed the agency and moved to Pennsyl-
vania, Dr. Suresh ordered a major review of agency policies and 
procedures on the management of large research facilities. He 
hoped that this review would lead to the eventual resolution of 
longstanding disputes between the agency and the Inspector Gen-
eral about construction contingency funding and cost surveillance 
in large cooperative agreements. Since his departure, however, we 
have heard very little about either the review itself or any policy 
changes resulting from it. What is the status of the review? 

Dr. MARRETT. That review actually was not addressed to some. 
It was a useful review about some things and the way in which 
large facilities management might take place. But some of the 
things that were very specific there about contingency, and how 
contingency, that was really never a part of that report to start 
with. Why you have not heard anything is that this discussion 
about contingency has been led by OMB. And OMB has rather re-
cently issued the guidance for all agencies. We are then looking at 
what that interpretation will be. And we will be glad to get back 
to you. But I do need to say that while the report was important 
for certain processes it did not address all of the kinds of things 
that I think you are referring to. And one of them had to do with 
how you determine contingency cost for large projects. 

[The information follows:] 
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Mr. WOLF. And how will this go down with your IG? 
Dr. MARRETT. How does that—— 
Mr. WOLF. How will your IG view this? I mean there seemed to 

be some tension between—— 
Dr. MARRETT. Yes. That is where we are, that is part of what we 

are asking now, if this is the interpretation, that has come from 
OMB, that as we see that interpretation, it says the NSF processes 
are consistent with the OMB guidance. We are working with our 
IG then to see if that is acceptable, and if the interpretations are 
the same there. We are in discussions with the IG over those meet-
ings, yes. 

POST-AWARD MONITORING ACTIVITIES

Mr. WOLF. On grants management, the Committee was con-
cerned that NSF’s grant monitoring efforts are undersized relative 
to the number of grants that the agency is responsible for. As one 
point of comparison, NSF typically conducts about 30 grantee site 
visits and 120 desk reviews each year while the Department of Jus-
tice Office of Justice Programs, an organization that is much, much 
smaller than NSF, conducts over 200 grantee site visits and thou-
sands of desk reviews each year. Do you believe that NSF has suffi-
cient resources dedicated to overseeing its grant portfolio and en-
suring that all funds are being used effectively and appropriately? 

Dr. MARRETT. It is tempting to say that one of the differences be-
tween Justice, the community the Justice Department works with, 
and our community is we have got honest people. We do not have 
to monitor as closely. But I will not say that. 

Mr. WOLF. Well they are usually dealing with localities, though. 
Dr. MARRETT. Instead—— 
Mr. WOLF. They are not dealing with the criminal population. 
Dr. MARRETT. Yes. We have a number of processes. One of them 

is a risk-based process to start with. We know what the risks are 
based on the kind of awardee and the kind of award. And that 
helps us determine which ones require more monitoring than oth-
ers. And so there are several stages to this process that we have 
in place. While it might seem as if we do not have sufficient staff 
to do these individual site visits, that does not mean that we are 
not keeping tabs on what is going on. 

In many of the cases, the institutions where we have awards, 
also have awards from other federal agencies. And sometimes that 
is where the responsibility for the overarching monitoring on behalf 
of the federal government would take place. But as I said, I am 
more than willing to provide more information about the detailed 
processes we use to monitor, to oversee the awards that we make. 

[The information follows:] 
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Mr. WOLF. Okay. Please, do that. Your budget this year proposes 
$4.5 million for increasing staffing. Will any of these new positions 
be dedicated to post-award oversight? 

Dr. MARRETT. We were directed to make sure that we had suffi-
cient staffing for oversight. But most of the increase that you see 
there is really not a significant kind of increase. We still do have 
the problem of how do we manage the number of activities that we 
have. But yes, some of that will be for the area that you are talking 
about. And again, we will get you more of the specific information 
on how those allocations and in terms of the area that you are ask-
ing about. 

[The information follows:] 
The FY 2015 Request does not specifically provide for new positions for post- 

award monitoring. It does support FTE increases for the related areas of Proposal 
Management Efficiencies and the NSF Evaluation and Assessment Capability, both 
of which will provide resources that are useful in program management and over-
sight generally. 

COST OF INTERGOVERNMENTAL PERSONNEL ACT EMPLOYEES

Mr. WOLF. Okay, thank you. For some reason they said there 
were going to be votes, but there are not. Both the Committee and 
your IG have registered concerns about NFS’s costs for temporarily 
hiring employees through the Intergovernmental Personnel Act, 
that is the IPA. The IPA employees cost NSF millions of dollars 
more than the equivalent costs of civil servants each year, and the 
rate of growth of IPA costs is much higher than for civil servants. 
What steps are you taking to keep IPA costs under control? 

Dr. MARRETT. We are doing a number of things to keep the costs 
under control. In some cases they could be somewhat detrimental 
to us. For example, as the travel related costs, we have got to keep 
those down. That makes for a real problem when we bring people 
from the West Coast, and they have only got a certain number of 
days that they can travel. So we are looking at that saying, we 
have got to have some things that will be reasonable. 

We are also working on trying to get more of the institutions, 
from which the IPAs come, to engage in cost sharing. That is an 
expectation. And some institutions have been doing this and doing 
it quite well. We are making all of these strides because we see the 
program itself as so significant. We do not want to lose the possi-
bilities of bringing some of the best people in the nation to NSF 
to help with all the activities that are underway. 

UNEXPENDED RECOVERY ACT FUNDS

Mr. WOLF. More than five years after the enactment of the Re-
covery Act, NSF still has nearly $200 million of unspent stimulus 
funding, including nearly $17 million that is tied to projects that 
are zero percent complete. Why should these funds remain avail-
able for grantees rather than being reclaimed and returned to the 
Treasury?

Dr. MARRETT. Those are all obligated funds. The ones that have 
not been spent out completely were for several reasons that have 
been approved. One of the reasons is that some of them were CA-
REER grants and those are five-years in duration, and are longer 
awards. So they were not going to be spent out within that limited 
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timeframe. There were some other instances in which environ-
mental issues had to be resolved before all the expenditures could 
be made. We got OMB approval for anything where there needed 
to be something past the deadline for the expenditures. But every-
thing is obligated. These are not funds to be pulled back for other 
uses.

Mr. WOLF. When can we expect all the stimulus expenditures to 
have been spent? 

Dr. MARRETT. In a, it may be, is it a couple of years? We might 
in about two years—— 

Mr. WOLF. Two years? 
Dr. MARRETT [continuing]. Because of the way that some of the 

programs are set up. 
Mr. WOLF. Okay. Mr. Fattah, if you have last profound com-

ment?
Mr. FATTAH. Thank you, and I thank the Board Chairman and 

all of the staff at the Foundation. And I thank the chairman, and 
there will be a lot of time but we can never do it too much. You 
know, the chairman is going to be retiring. And I do think it is im-
portant that we continue to put on the record his extraordinary 
leadership. Even though he is on the other team. But he has been 
a steward in terms of support of science and the Foundation in par-
ticular. So I do not want to miss that opportunity. Thank you, Mr. 
Chairman. And I yield back. 

Mr. WOLF. Thank you, Mr. Fattah. Mr. Culberson, do you have 
anything? Well, thank you. If you could get us that information on 
international comparisons, I may send something out or do some-
thing on the floor to sort of show where we are and to make the 
case that we probably need to do more. And you could certainly 
help us with education, so do the same thing in math and engineer-
ing education so we get some sense of maybe ten years ago to 
where we are, and from where we are to ten years from now. If you 
go to 2022, that is fine, but 2022 or 2024 would be good. Anyway, 
thank you very much. I appreciate it. Please give my best to Dr. 
Suresh if you talk to him. 

Dr. MARRETT. I certainly will. 
Mr. WOLF. Thank you, hearing adjourned. 
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THURSDAY, FEBRUARY 27, 2014. 

FEDERAL INVESTMENTS IN NEUROSCIENCE RESEARCH 

WITNESSES
Dr. JOHN P. HOLDREN, DIRECTOR, OFFICE OF SCIENCE AND TECH-

NOLOGY POLICY 
Dr. JOHN C. WINGFIELD, ASSISTANT DIRECTOR, DIRECTORATE OF BI-

OLOGICAL SCIENCES, NATIONAL SCIENCE FOUNDATION 
Dr. ALAN I. LESHNER, CHIEF EXECUTIVE OFFICER, AMERICAN ASSO-

CIATION FOR THE ADVANCEMENT OF SCIENCE 

OPENING REMARKS OF THE CHAIRMAN AND RANKING MEMBER

Mr. WOLF. Good morning. The hearing will come to order. I want 
to welcome everybody to this hearing on the Federal investments 
in neuroscience research. 

Our witnesses will be Dr. John Holdren, Director of the Office of 
Science and Technology Policy; Dr. John Wingfield, the Assistant 
Director of Biological Sciences at the National Science Foundation; 
and Dr. Alan Leshner, Chief Executive Officer, the American Asso-
ciation for the Advancement of Sciences. 

We want to thank you for being here. 
In the interest of time, I am going to just make one comment and 

turn it over to Mr. Fattah. This is really Mr. Fattah’s hearing—I 
mean, I agree with him on all this. But he has been the driver on 
this. And every time we go to conference, he has always pushed 
this. So I think I am going to kind of defer to him on most of the 
hearing.

But it is important. You know, Alzheimer’s, ADHD, we all worry 
about these things. So I just want to pay tribute to Mr. Fattah. 
This is really Mr. Fattah’s issue, if you will. So I appreciate you 
coming.

With that, I recognize the ranking member. 
Mr. FATTAH. I want to thank the chairman. Obviously, this is the 

chairman’s committee. So he has given me full support for this. But 
we really have had from day one what we call in the business a 
four-corner agreement among the House and Senate appropriators 
for CJS that we would make neuroscience a priority. And the chair-
man has been very supportive of that, along with our colleagues 
and counterparts in the Senate. So we are very happy that in each 
of the bills that we have championed through that we have been 
able to build on the language that asked OSTP to proceed in a way 
that would look at this in a comprehensive, kind of cross-agency 
approach and then to build out on that. 

We have some great witnesses today, and I want to say a couple 
things. One is I want to thank all of my congressional colleagues. 
This really is a bipartisan initiative, and support from the appro-
priators on this point. I think it is useful for you to understand 
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that we are very committed to trying to move forward. There are 
well over 50 million Americans who are challenged by 
neurologically based diseases, disorders of various kinds. We have 
a whole set of challenges with returning soldiers. Well over 40 per-
cent who have been injured have a traumatic brain injury or post- 
traumatic stress and other issues. 

This is a strategic issue in terms of our international inter-
actions. The EU has now launched a major multiyear effort, Hori-
zon 2020, which focuses in part on neuroscience. They have the 
$1.5 billion investment of the Human Brain Project in Europe. The 
G8, under David Cameron’s leadership, and I know, Dr. Holdren, 
you have been involved, decided that dementia, as the chairman 
mentioned, Alzheimer’s being the kind of brand name of dementia, 
but there are a number of them, Parkinson’s, Huntington’s disease, 
and asked for all the G8 countries to double their investment. 

But the first thing is that what we have done in the original lan-
guage was to ask OSTP to bring together all of the agencies, and 
you have done that, and to try to figure out where we can make 
nonincremental, disruptive progress in this field. And you have a 
report from an agency working group, and we look forward to your 
testimony. We also asked through language that the National 
Science Foundation create a budget theme around neuroscience. 

So we want to hear the testimony. And we are looking for ways 
where we can move forward. The President’s embrace of the brain 
mapping built in the technologies of what we call the BRAIN Ini-
tiative is very, very important. I visited Israel, where there has 
been some focus now on focusing in on a number of these initia-
tives in cooperation with the United States. 

So there are a lot of possibilities here for us to advance human-
kind. One of the things that the chairman has done throughout his 
career has been focused on the plight of people everywhere in the 
world. One of the challenges to human freedom is health and well- 
being. And so this last remaining mystery of science, how our 
brains actually work, is critically important. 

I want to welcome you. 
I think we will have all the testimony, Mr. Chairman, and then 

we can ask questions. 
Mr. WOLF. Thank you, Mr. Fattah. 
Mr. WOLF. Before we begin with witness testimony, we want to 

inform the subcommittee that we are going to administer an oath 
to all Federal officials who appear before the subcommittee as wit-
nesses, as we did last year and is sanctioned by existing law and 
the House rules. I do not do this because I feel that any witness 
will intentionally mislead; instead, I believe it reinforces the seri-
ousness of the committee’s work. The agencies and their officials 
are and should be accountable to the Committee, but more impor-
tantly to the American people, so whatever we hear is valid and 
authentic.

So, pursuant to the authority granted in Section 191 of Title 2 
of the United States Code and Clause 2(m)(2) of House Rule XI, to-
day’s Federal witnesses will be sworn in. Dr. Leshner, since you 
are not a Federal witness, you may remain seated. 

[Witnesses sworn.] 
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Mr. WOLF. Let the record reflect that the witnesses answered in 
the affirmative. 

Your written statements will be made part of the record. You 
may proceed. Thank you very much. 

TESTIMONY OF DR. HOLDREN

Dr. HOLDREN. Well, thank you, Chairman Wolf, Ranking Member 
Fattah. It is a pleasure to be here to talk about the Federal re-
search enterprise in neuroscience and related areas. I hardly need 
to tell the two of you that few fields are as complex as neuro-
science, the study of the brain’s hundred billion neurons and their 
interactions with the rest of the body. 

At the same time, there are few fields that have the potential of 
neuroscience to provide the kinds of biomedical insights that can 
really contribute, as you commented, Ranking Member Fattah, in 
your opening remarks, to reduce the burden of human suffering 
and disease. 

Again, I don’t really need to tell you that neurological disorders 
and stroke affect millions of Americans every year, and cost hun-
dreds of billions of dollars to treat. And despite major advances in 
recent years, understanding the brain and its relationship to be-
havior, a field with implications across domains as diverse as edu-
cation and criminal justice, really remains one of the most impor-
tant scientific challenges of our time. 

With the encouragement of Congress, and particularly with lead-
ership from this committee, my office chartered the Interagency 
Working Group on Neuroscience in June 2012 under the National 
Science and Technology Council and its Committee on Science to, 
quote, ‘‘coordinate activities in neuroscience research across the 
Federal Government with a focus on the fundamental under-
standing of learning, brain development and plasticity, and brain 
health and recovery,’’ close quote. 

Beginning in the fall of 2012, that working group examined the 
landscape of Federal research activities and investments related to 
neuroscience. Its analyses and deliberations have led, as you noted, 
Congressman Fattah, to a set of recommendations for accelerating 
progress in neuroscience, including, through enhanced interagency 
coordination. That group’s report was released earlier this week, 
and a copy was provided to your staff. 

One recommendation that came from that analysis is to improve 
communication and public engagement on the topic of neuroscience. 
A recent example of outreach of that sort is ‘‘Super Neuroscience 
Saturday,’’ an event cosponsored by OSTP in coordination with 
other stakeholders last November. Super Neuroscience Saturday 
included a full day of interactive educational activities for more 
than 70 students from the Washington, D.C., area about the prom-
ise and potential of neuroscience, and it included an evening of 
public lectures and discussion for adult community members led by 
neuroscience experts. 

In April of 2013, President Obama announced the Brain Re-
search through Advancing Innovative Neurotechnologies Initiative, 
The BRAIN Initiative, which we characterize as a grand challenge 
to revolutionize our understanding of the human brain and as a re-
sult, generate new ways to treat, cure, and even prevent brain dis-
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orders, such as Alzheimer’s disease, epilepsy, and traumatic brain 
injury.

OSTP coordinated the development of that effort with philan-
thropic and research stakeholders and Federal agencies, including 
the Defense Advanced Research Projects Agency, the Food and 
Drug Administration, the National Institutes of Health, and the 
National Science Foundation. 

Besides The BRAIN Initiative, there have long been a variety of 
other Federal activities in the neuroscience domain. For example, 
the National Alzheimer’s Project aims to coordinate Alzheimer’s 
disease research and services across all Federal agencies as we 
seek to improve treatment and find a cure for that disease. 

To improve prevention, diagnosis, and treatment of mental 
health conditions affecting veterans, service members, and military 
families, the President also issued an Executive Order in 2012 
that, in part, directed Federal agencies to develop a coordinated na-
tional research action plan to improve scientific understanding and 
treatment of post-traumatic stress disorder, traumatic brain injury, 
and related conditions. 

Finally, I should note that a number of scientific tools to explore 
the neuroscience frontier, including new neurosensing and 
neuroimaging technologies, are just now coming to maturity, and 
that is clearly enhancing the potential for important break-
throughs.

So let me just thank the members of the Committee, particularly 
the chairman and ranking member, for your initiative and your 
drive behind these efforts. We really appreciate your support in 
helping us push the boundaries in this very exciting field. And 
after the other testimonies, I will be happy to try to answer any 
questions you may have. 

Mr. WOLF. Thank you. 
[The information follows:] 
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Mr. WOLF. Dr. Wingfield. 

TESTIMONY OF DR. WINGFIELD

Mr. WINGFIELD. Yes. Good morning, Chairman Wolf, Ranking 
Member Fattah, and members of the Subcommittee. My name is 
John Wingfield, and I for the past 3 years have had the honor of 
serving as Assistant Director for the Biological Sciences at the Na-
tional Science Foundation. It is my privilege to be here today with 
you and with Dr. Holdren and Dr. Leshner to talk about the Na-
tional Science Foundation’s role in The BRAIN Initiative. 

Understanding the brain is one of humanity’s greatest scientific 
challenges and achieving this understanding will have clear and 
great societal benefits. This imperative has been recognized by the 
National Academies and has moved forward with congressional 
guidance and the President’s announcement of The BRAIN Initia-
tive.

Mr. Chairman, the NSF is well prepared to accelerate research 
to understand the brain. For over 30 years, investments by NSF 
core programs have catalyzed discoveries in brain structure, devel-
opment, function, cognition, and behavior. NSF support for key re-
search and data infrastructure has led to technical breakthroughs, 
such as optogenetics and other advanced experimental and imaging 
techniques that are revolutionizing the study of living brains across 
many organisms. 

High-risk, high-reward innovations, including brain-machine 
interfaces designed to restore lost function in human injury or dis-
ease, the first FDA-approved artificial retina, and the new CLAR-
ITY technique for visualizing neuropathways in preserved brains, 
all of these were developed with NSF support. 

In fiscal year 2012, this Committee encouraged the NSF to ex-
pand cross-cutting investments in cognitive science and neuro-
science. Our fiscal year 2014 budget includes new investments of 
nearly $14 million in these areas with an additional $20 million de-
voted to The BRAIN Initiative. Following the President’s announce-
ment, NSF engaged leaders across the relevant scientific and engi-
neering disciplines in a series of workshops to identify key gaps in 
scientific understanding and guide NSF’s investment strategy. 

We have gained much knowledge of individual genetic, molec-
ular, and cellular elements of the brain and nervous system. How-
ever, the frontier lies in understanding how these elements interact 
to produce the stable, functioning whole, and how cognition and ac-
tion emerge in response to information in the environment. Ad-
dressing this frontier requires key investments in areas where NSF 
is uniquely strong. 

First, NSF is increasing its already strong emphasis on integra-
tive and interdisciplinary fundamental research across the sci-
entific and engineering disciplines. Second, NSF is investing in the 
development of new theories, computational models, and analytical 
tools to guide research questions and synthesize experimental data. 
Third, NSF is increasing emphasis on the development of innova-
tive technologies and data infrastructure. These technologies will 
enable the experimental recording and neurocontrol capabilities re-
quired for recovery of lost function. And new data infrastructure is 
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required to handle the expected large-scale and diverse data sets 
resulting from this research. 

Mr. Chairman, collaborative expertise in science, engineering, 
and education is already addressing these priority areas. Research 
Coordination Network awards have established novel neuroscience 
collaborations. A new $25 million Science and Technology Center 
has been funded on ‘‘Brains, Minds, and Machines’’. And $5 million 
in new interdisciplinary awards are focused on understanding the 
brain. These are the first of many new investments to come. 

Lastly, NSF is moving forward with the BRAIN Initiative in co-
ordination with other agencies. NSF participates ex officio in the 
National Institutes of Health’s efforts to define its own plans for 
The BRAIN Initiative, and consults regularly with the White 
House and participating agencies to ensure that our plans and ac-
tivities are coordinated and distinct. 

In summary, first and foremost, NSF is focused on support for 
basic research and education in science and engineering. Our in-
vestments in neuroscience, cognitive science, and The BRAIN Ini-
tiative build upon this focus to develop the neurotechnologies and 
concepts that will ultimately form the basis for future translational 
results. As always, NSF seeks to accelerate scientific discovery, 
promote advances in technology, educate and train a competitive 
scientific workforce, and thereby enhance the lives of Americans 
through fundamental research. 

Thank you, Chairman Wolf, Ranking Member Fattah, and mem-
bers of the Subcommittee for this opportunity to highlight NSF’s 
contributions to the Nation’s quest to understand the brain. I will 
be pleased to answer any questions you may have. 

Mr. FATTAH. Thank you. 
[The information follows:] 
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TESTIMONY OF DR. LESHNER

Dr. LESHNER. Thank you, very much, Chairman Wolf, Ranking 
Member Fattah, members of the Committee. I want to start by 
thanking you for inviting me to join this distinguished panel to 
speak about the Federal Government’s role in neuroscience re-
search. I am a neuroscientist myself by background, and I believe 
we are living in unquestionably the most exciting scientific time in 
my over-40-year scientific career. Not only are we learning a tre-
mendous amount about how the brain is structured and functions, 
but we are making great progress in understanding and developing 
treatments for a wide array of brain disorders that, as has been 
mentioned, have such widespread and devastating effects through-
out society. 

As has also been mentioned, we also finally have an array of 
major multisector neuroscience initiatives going on. I have been 
waiting 30 years for this, and I am really very pleased and hope 
that we will seize the moment fully. Drs. Holdren and Wingfield 
have mentioned the U.S. Government’s exciting Brain Research 
through Advancing Innovative Neurotechnologies project. In addi-
tion, Mr. Fattah mentioned that the European Commission this 
year launched an elaborate Human Brain Project, also recognizing 
the great potential in neuroscience research. 

Exploiting these initiatives to yield the scientific, clinical, and 
economic benefits that we all want will require both political and 
policymaker support and the endorsement and an extensive in-
volvement of the neuroscience community. Having been in town so 
long, I have to say that some people may note that we already saw 
a decade of the brain come and go with relatively little direct result 
20 years ago. And a reasonable question is, so what is different 
now?

Just to remind you, in 1990, U.S. President George H.W. Bush 
declared the 1990s to be the decade of the brain. And shortly there-
after, the European Decade of Brain Research was announced. But 
relatively little special funding was ever allocated to them. In the 
absence of substantial dedicated funding and little scientific coordi-
nation, and, frankly, with no real champions of the efforts in the 
policymaking community, neither the U.S. nor the European brain 
projects gained momentum or generated unified advocacy among 
scientists.

While I am delighted to say that circumstances are dramatically 
different now, and the neuroscience community knows it and is re-
sponding enthusiastically, critical, of course, is the fact that neuro-
science research has progressed at an explosive rate. Never before 
has the often quoted adage that we have learned more about the 
brain in the past decade than in all of recorded history been more 
appropriate. Some of this progress has resulted from advances in 
the technologies that allow neuroscientists to ask wholly new kinds 
of questions. Some has come from the collaboration among multiple 
fields that characterizes so much of modern science. And an in-
creasing focus on translational research is yielding new treatment 
approaches in neurology and psychiatry, and greater hope for prac-
titioners and patients. 
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We are, in fact, on the threshold of being able to answer even the 
most difficult questions about our brains and minds. Break-
throughs in many neuroscience subdisciplines, particularly when 
integrated with advances in molecular biology, psychology, neu-
rology, chemistry, mathematics, physics, engineering, and computer 
science—those are the collaborators—are providing the groundwork 
for major leaps forward by neuroscience as a whole. 

What is needed to realize this potential is to harness techno-
logical advances onto this foundation in order to bring this bur-
geoning set of fields to a new level of understanding. The new neu-
roscience initiatives are, from my point of view, directed explicitly 
at the right targets, at these urgently needed technological ad-
vances and their applications. 

We are also very fortunate to have many neuroscience champions 
in the policymaking community, which, frankly, we were lacking 20 
years ago. As Dr. Holdren has testified, the brain project an-
nounced by the President being coordinated by OSTP involves the 
leaders of many U.S. Science funding agencies as well as some of 
the most important and influential private philanthropies. Here in 
the U.S. Congress, there is an active bipartisan Neuroscience Cau-
cus organized by Representatives Rogers and Blumenauer, and it 
includes, of course, influential Members of Congress, such as the 
subcommittee’s ranking member, Chaka Fattah, who I believe to be 
one of the most informed and great champions of neuroscience ini-
tiatives we have had. 

The new interagency brain initiatives have great potential to 
take advantage of the dramatic advances we have made in the last 
decade and continue to accelerate progress in all of both basic and 
clinical neuroscience. Agencies like the National Science Founda-
tion and the National Institutes of Health are both working to-
gether and individually exploiting their unique roles to ensure that 
the Nation realizes the great potential in neuroscience research. 
Just as an example, NSF’s unique ability to bring together re-
searchers from mathematics, the physical and life sciences, and en-
gineering in truly multidisciplinary ways will be a major force in 
the neuroscience advances of the future. 

This is a particularly opportune time, and I urge you to seize the 
moment. The promise of the Nation’s neuroscience initiatives 
should be embraced as broadly as possible and they should be sup-
ported as fully as we possibly can. Thank you very much. 

Mr. WOLF. Thank you very much. 
[The information follows:] 
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Mr. WOLF. I am going to go directly to Mr. Fattah. 
Mr. FATTAH. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

INTERAGENCY WORKING GROUP ON NEUROSCIENCE

Let me start, and I thank you for all of your contributions and 
your written testimony. Let’s go first to the work product itself, the 
Interagency Working Group report. And if you could highlight for 
the committee what you see as the major recommendations that 
have come out of this report that will guide our work going for-
ward.

Dr. HOLDREN. Sure. I am very happy to do that. The rec-
ommendations in the report span five areas of research policy and 
communication. First, the brain’s information processing capabili-
ties; second, brain diseases, disorders, and trauma; third, inter-
actions between the brain and the environment; fourth, translating 
research to practice; and, fifth, communication and public engage-
ment.

And in addition to identifying the key scientific challenges and 
making recommendations in those areas, the report highlights, first 
of all, a subset of recommendations that can be addressed in the 
short term without additional funding, which is obviously impor-
tant in the times we find ourselves in. Those include strengthening 
the Federal neuroscience framework, including projects that have 
been initiated through The BRAIN Initiative; initiating a Federally 
led effort to build translational bridges between neuroscience, cog-
nitive science, and learning across the lifespan; establishing a 
working group to recommend how current neurobiological informa-
tion can be used in the classification of brain disorders; supporting 
efforts to improve coordination and collaboration of Federal re-
search and development agendas in neuroscience, which, of course, 
is what the Interagency Working Group will continue to do; and es-
tablishing a new working group to focus on the impact of over- and 
under-nutrition on brain development. 

There are a number of other activities, obviously, mentioned in 
the recommendations that would require additional funding. And 
we kind of hope that that will be forthcoming. 

Mr. FATTAH. Well, I would commend the report to the committee, 
and it will be helpful to us, I think, to help shape our view as we 
go forward. 

INTERNATIONAL COOPERATION

In the last omnibus that we passed, that the President signed 
over a month ago, the committee had language that would have 
OSTP under your leadership look to see where in these inter-
national efforts there could be collaboration in fields that are stra-
tegically important in terms of brain research. So, the Australians, 
you know, David Abbott is putting up 250 million, the Europeans 
with their brain initiative is at $1.5 billion, on top of the other in-
vestments that are going to be made out of the Horizon 2020. The 
Israelis have now said that brain research, at least in terms of 
brain machine and therapeutics, are going to be their number one 
investment in terms of research and development. 

Where does the United States—see opportunities? The Japanese 
have done, some very significant work in this regard and are chal-
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lenged by many of these same issues, like Alzheimer’s and the like. 
Can you give us a sense of your view about where there could be 
collaboration?

Dr. HOLDREN. Well, you have mentioned many of them. We are 
engaged in discussions and interactions with all of the groups you 
mentioned, with the Japanese, with the European Union, with our 
British colleagues. Dr. Philip Rubin, who has been leading this 
work in OSTP, Principal Assistant Director for Science in OSTP, 
has gone to meetings on this subject with the Japanese. He at-
tended in December of last year a major meeting that our British 
colleagues put together on this topic. It was a major topic of discus-
sion in the meeting of the science advisors at the G8-plus-5 that 
I hosted recently. And Dr. Rubin also visited Israel for a meeting 
on this subject with our Israeli colleagues. I think there is a tre-
mendous amount of opportunity for sharing information. 

Mr. FATTAH. Do you get the sense that we could actually work 
together? The Europeans have a different view, for instance, about 
how to map the brain. They want to proceed along a kind of com-
putational modeling. How does that compare to the U.S. approach 
as announced by the President? And do you see where there can 
be actual collaboration? 

Dr. HOLDREN. First of all, there is benefit in diversity of ap-
proaches, benefit in comparing notes on progress. And there is also 
benefit in doing some things really jointly. 

Mr. FATTAH. Right. 
Dr. HOLDREN. And we are in the process of identifying which 

things it would make sense to actually work on together as opposed 
to which things we will continue to work on, on separate tracks but 
compare notes. 

Mr. FATTAH. Take Alzheimer’s, for example. The United States 
spent about $210 billion last year on Alzheimer’s care. Half the pa-
tients in the Nation’s nursing homes have Alzheimer’s. If you take 
all of the neurological investments we made as a country last year, 
they amount to—about $6 billion. 

We need to be doing more. Perhaps there is an opportunity for 
us to have resources like Horizon 2020. The EU says, they are put-
ting these dollars on the table and they want to work with U.S.- 
based research institutions on these challenges. I am wondering be-
cause sometimes in politics we have turf wars, I am trying to figure 
out in the scientific world where it is easier to work together. 

Dr. HOLDREN. I think there is a long and vigorous tradition of 
international cooperation in science. The President is a strong sup-
porter of partnerships of all kinds, not just international partner-
ships, but intersectoral partnerships. And as you know, we have 
very important philanthropic private sector participation in The 
BRAIN Initiative with the Howard Hughes Medical Institute, the 
Paul Allen Institute for Brain Research, and the Kavli Foundation. 
And so we are in the business of leveraging the limited Federal re-
sources that we can bring to bear on this to bring in private re-
sources and to do international collaboration where it makes sense 
to link our resources with those of other countries. 

Mr. FATTAH. We would like to work with you as you go forward 
in this regard. The executive branch nor Congress wants to con-
quer this issue. We want to work with you. 
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Dr. HOLDREN. Absolutely. 
Mr. FATTAH. We want this to be a joint initiative. It is a bipar-

tisan initiative. And from the first day there has been bipartisan 
support, not just from the chairman, but as we have interacted 
with our other colleagues. As I understand it, this is a challenge 
that affects almost every family in the country, just on the disease 
and disorder side. And then when we start to cross over into the 
cognitive teaching and learning issues, there is a lot to be gained 
from a better understanding of the brain. 

I think the administration has been pushing the country to em-
brace investments in science. This is an area where we could build 
support for major investments. The fact is we see our economic 
competitors making major investments in this area. They are doing 
so because they see a strategic advantage, not just a need. There 
is something to be said for leading the effort on the earliest discov-
eries, better diagnostic tools, and better treatments for various 
types of illnesses. 

OPPORTUNITIES FOR FUTURE RESEARCH

Now, Dr. Leshner, you said in your recent article that this was 
the neuroscience moment and that we needed to seize it. You lead 
the largest scientific society. Where do you see the opportunities for 
both collaboration and for us to do even more than we are doing? 

Dr. LESHNER. Thank you. I love that question. 
I think there are two things at least going on at the moment that 

make this a particularly opportune time. First of all, there is the 
enthusiasm that you all have expressed. But advances in neuro-
science are continuing to come at an accelerating rate, both incre-
mentally and in a sort of a step-wise function, what people call 
quantum changes. And a lot of those quantum changes are coming 
as a result of new technologies. 

We don’t yet quite have all of the technologies we need to get 
into the most difficult questions. But just as one example, in the 
last 5 years we have seen an increasing application of what is 
called diffusion tensor imaging, which is a way to literally visualize 
all of the circuitry of the brain. Think about that. With billions of 
neurons, to be able to literally look at and trace these circuits is 
a tremendous advantage because that is how behavior, for example, 
comes about. So one thing is that the science is going extremely 
well.

Another is that neuroscience has become a very attractive area 
for people in other fields. So we are seeing more and more com-
putational scientists coming to work at the intersection with neuro-
science. Engineering. So NSF again has this sort of relationship be-
tween the biologists and the engineers and is fostering that kind 
of interaction. Chemistry. Physics. You can’t do modern imaging 
without a physicist in your lab. 

And so what I think we are seeing is, first of all, wonderful 
progress, and everybody ought to be applauding that rate of 
progress. But the second thing is that all of the scientific commu-
nity is recognizing it and getting more and more interested in 
working at the intersection with neuroscience. 

Mr. FATTAH. You know, yesterday Francis Collins testified before 
the Senate. He talked about some of the great science being done 
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in Alzheimer’s research, however these efforts are dying for lack of 
funding. The notion that something more challenging is what grabs 
the headline, not the science, underlines the discussion he was 
making because we really are making some progress. 

The committee that we are in front of today, Commerce Justice 
Science, is just one committee. I want to recognize the ranking 
member on Veterans’ Affairs who just came in. Through his com-
mittee, we have done some work in terms of funding epilepsy cen-
ters of excellence and other work related to brain research. 

The National Science Foundation is at the point of the spear in 
terms of bringing in other disciplines. The notion that we have to 
have a collaboration of particular engineers should not be limited 
to just nanoscientists to really understand how the brain works. 

The chairman and the committee provided 14 million for cross- 
agency work. Please tell us how you are going to proceed at the 
foundation with the funding provided. 

Dr. WINGFIELD. Certainly. We have three major foci for the fiscal 
year 2014 for the $14 million. This will include very integrative re-
search, particularly coming out of a program we call BioMaPS, 
which is the interface of biology with mathematical, physical 
sciences, and engineering. A lot of the neurotechnology tools are 
being developed at this interface, and, as Dr. Leshner said, a lot 
of the imaging techniques cannot be done without physicists and 
chemists being involved. So we are focusing on those areas with 
‘‘Dear Colleague’’ letters to attract the best and the brightest and 
the most potentially groundbreaking science. 

Another integrative research area concerns data. The Biological 
Sciences Directorate has a lot of interactions with the Directorate 
for Computation and Information Science and Engineering. We are 
trying to develop a cyber infrastructure so we can, in the future, 
integrate extremely diverse types of data and also enormous types 
of data. For example, the ultimate goal of The BRAIN Initiative to 
map human brain activity will require enormous amounts of infor-
mation, and we don’t have the machines and the informatics to 
handle that yet in a way that we would like to. 

Furthermore, integrating that with other information from the 
environment——

Mr. FATTAH. Can you take 60 seconds and lay out in layman’s 
terms what you mean by we don’t have the ability? I think just to 
put it in perspective for the record it might be helpful. 

Dr. WINGFIELD. What I mean is that we lack informatics tech-
niques to deal with the enormous amounts of data and then make 
sense of it, so that we can understand how human brain activity 
responds to physical environments, social economic environments, 
and so forth. 

Mr. FATTAH. Thank you, Doctor. Let me, because I am a politi-
cian, let me try to do it. You have over 100 billion or so neurons, 
somewhere in the 89 to 100 billion neurons, with a trillion-plus 
connections. None of us have the faintest idea exactly how this is 
designed or how any one neuron does any particular thing at this 
moment. Not the Nobel scientists, the neuroscientists or neurology 
or anyone else. So we have a lot of work to do in orderto under-
stand how the human brain works. And we are going to need 
supercomputing at a level that does not exist yet. 
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Dr. WINGFIELD. There is a lot of work, a lot of research we need 
to fund. 

Mr. FATTAH. I just want to make sure, because when you talk 
about this in scientific terms it may not translate as well. We need 
to make it as clear as possible about the challenges ahead. The 
country has to come to grips with the fact that we are going to 
need to make more significant investments in this area if we are 
going to get to the answers that we need. 

Dr. WINGFIELD. Quite right. The mission there is to provide the 
basic foundation, knowledge, and technologies to go down that 
translational pathway. 

Mr. FATTAH. I am going to yield at this time, Mr. Chairman, if 
you have any questions, or other members. 

Mr. WOLF. I do. First I am going to go to Mr. Diaz-Balart. 
Mr. DIAZ-BALART. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. I think 

it has been a very interesting presentation. And again I am new 
on this subcommittee. I have a lot to learn. 

Mr. WOLF. It is a great subcommittee. 
Mr. DIAZ-BALART. Obviously, Mr. Chairman. 

BROADENING PARTICIPATION IN NEUROSCIENCE RESEARCH

Dr. Wingfield, in your testimony you mentioned an NSF-sup-
ported workshop titled ‘‘Physical and Mathematical Principles of 
Brain Structure and Function’’ held at NSF in 2–13. And just look-
ing through that, I saw that many of the workshops of the 
attendees included private universities and private foundations, 
some very impressive, by the way, groups. While there were over 
30 public universities, about half came from one State alone. And 
it looked like there was a bit of a lack of diversity from a variety 
of institutions, including, for example, minority-serving institutions 
and that kind of thing. 

How are those invitees chosen? Do they just come on their own? 
How does that work? 

Dr. WINGFIELD. For those particular workshops the participants 
were chosen. The typical way we do this is we identify a PI or two 
PIs and invite them to submit a proposal for the workshop to the 
Foundation. The proposal is then peer reviewed and a decision is 
made whether to fund or not. So the scientific community puts to-
gether the list of participants, after NSF has reviewed the proposal 
and made a decision on whether to fund it. 

We do try our utmost to ensure that all types of institutions— 
from research one universities to community colleges—are rep-
resented as far as possible. And certainly broadening participation, 
including underrepresented minorities, is one of our very highest 
priorities.

Mr. DIAZ-BALART. I know that is part of I guess your mission 
statement. And my concern would be that as you move forward 
with the actual investments in neuroscience research that, you 
know, how are you planning to engage research institutions that, 
frankly, work with diverse populations, to make sure that the re-
search, obviously the outcomes, you know, more reflect the actual 
country as a whole. And again I am not being critical, I am just 
concerned about the fact that you have, you know, out of the 30- 
plus, you know, half were from one State. And, anyways, I just 
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want to make sure that you are aware that that is an issue that 
you have to deal with, obviously. 

Dr. WINGFIELD. Absolutely, we are on board with that. May I 
give one example? The recent Science and Technology Center that 
we funded, ‘‘Brains, Minds, and Machines,’’ has three Minority- 
Serving Institutions associated with it, and the numbers of under-
represented minorities actually doing science there is really im-
pressive.

Mr. DIAZ-BALART. Great. And I commend you for that. And as I 
just mentioned, remember, I am new at this, so you are going to 
have to kind of bear with me, all right? 

But my understanding is that since The BRAIN Initiative was 
announced that both DARPA and NIH have announced some new 
programs as part of that initiative. And the NSF, I guess, either 
has not or has been a little bit slower, which doesn’t necessarily 
mean a bad thing, but are there new research announcements like 
that, like those that we have seen from DARPA and NIH, are they 
forthcoming from NSF? And, if yes—— 

Dr. WINGFIELD. Yes. 
Mr. DIAZ-BALART [continuing]. You know, what should we be 

looking forward to? And, you know. 
Dr. WINGFIELD. Yes. In fiscal year 2014 we have what we call 

‘‘Dear Colleague’’ letters coming out. And we have already funded 
some research coordination networks. We are trying to set the 
foundation for basic research in the brain for years ahead that will 
coordinate well with the other agencies, but not overlap or dupli-
cate research. So we are actually funding research right now with 
direct relevance to The BRAIN Initiative. Solicitations will be 
forthcoming in this fiscal year. 

Mr. DIAZ-BALART. Great. Well, I look forward to it. And again as 
probably the newest one on this subcommittee, I have a lot to 
learn. So please feel free to educate me throughout this process. 

Dr. WINGFIELD. Those are great questions. 
Mr. DIAZ-BALART. Thank you very much. Appreciate what you 

gentlemen are doing. 
Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Appreciate that. 
Mr. WOLF. Thank you, Mr. Diaz-Balart. 
I have a couple questions we have prepared, but we have heard 

your thoughts. And I remember the last brain initiative. Maybe you 
were referring to Silvio Conte. 

Dr. LESHNER. I am indeed. 

NEUROSCIENCE RESEARCH IN AN INTERNATIONAL CONTEXT

Mr. WOLF. Mr. Conte, he would speak very eloquently in con-
ference on this issue, but then it sort of did go away. Sil, God bless 
him, died. And maybe when you remove somebody from this proc-
ess, the Congress, the issue ends. But I remember Mr. Conte used 
to do that. 

We are all concerned about this for so many different reasons. I 
had a sister-in-law who died of Alzheimer’s. You go out to the hos-
pitals and you see the troops who have been engaged in Iraq and 
Afghanistan. And we all know somebody who has Parkinson’s who 
is struggling, including one of my closest friends. 
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So as Mr. Fattah said, it goes across every category because we 
all have a brain. Do we not need international cooperation, almost 
like a NATO-plus or almost like an International Space Station? I 
mean, we could even involve the Chinese on this, Dr. Holdren. 

Do we not need sort of like an International Space Station 
whereby there is a major effort so that if this gentleman is working 
on one thing and you would be working on the other, we know we 
are transferring findings? Do we not need that? And the Working 
Group ends in 2014, the end of this year. Is that correct? 

Dr. HOLDREN. I suspect that we will recharter it. 
Mr. WOLF. So do we then need an international effort or a 

NATO-plus where we are working with our friendly allies? Cer-
tainly, as Mr. Fattah said, the Irish are doing this, Great Britain 
is doing it, the EU is doing it. Do we need something that is just 
to coordinate and bring everything together, even though parts are 
working on different things? 

Do we need a major national conference? The other issue I wrote 
down, where is America in the amount of money that is put in? Mr. 
Fattah may know. If you were to say objectively, what nation is 
number one? Are we number one? Or the European Union? I don’t 
know the answer. 

So there are three different questions there. Do we need a major 
International Space Station approach to it? Secondly, who is num-
ber one? And number three is, do we need a truly national con-
ference whereby the best minds in the world, not just in the United 
States, but in the world are brought together perhaps by the end 
of this year? Mr. Fattah could do a letter asking for a reprogram-
ming of something and bring it together. So there are the three 
questions that all of you can answer, if you can. 

Dr. HOLDREN. Let me take a crack at part of it. I think we do 
need more international cooperation and communication about 
what is going on in the different countries. There is a rapid rise 
in that kind of activity that has been going on. I mentioned a num-
ber of the major meetings that have occurred over the last couple 
of years that we have taken part in. Clearly, there is going to be 
more.

I am not sure the space station analogy quite works in this do-
main just because there are so many diverse lines of research and 
development. There is the development of the tools for imaging the 
brain, there is the development of the high performance computing 
and data management capabilities that you need. There are so 
many dimensions of this that I am not sure we know how to con-
struct a single centralized operation to which the space station 
might be an analog. 

But we sure know how to collaborate on research projects, we 
know how to merge resources, we know how to partner with the 
private and philanthropic sectors as well, and do that, even across 
national boundaries. I think we are going to see a lot more coopera-
tion.

I can’t tell you right now who is number one. Again, if you ask 
who is number one, there are probably many different indices. One 
index is how much money are you spending. It is even difficult to 
figure out across the whole government exactly how much money 
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is in this domain because the boundaries are fuzzy as to what is 
included and what is not. 

Mr. WOLF. I know we are number one in so many areas. But is 
there any sense of where we are in comparison to one, two, and 
three?

Dr. HOLDREN. I would be interested in what Mr. Leshner thinks 
about that question, since he is perhaps coming from a slightly 
more independent stance than those of us who work for the govern-
ment.

Dr. LESHNER. So I think, you know, pushed, you would have to 
say the U.S. remains number one in neuroscience. However, other 
countries whose overall investments in science are increasing at a 
rate far greater than ours, are developing. They see this as an op-
portunity area and have been investing very heavily. So although 
there is no question in my mind that we are among the most emi-
nent in neuroscience in the world, I don’t think we are alone. And 
there are superb neuroscience communities in Japan, in Great Brit-
ain, in the rest of Europe. And so, candidly, I believe broadly that 
American preeminence in science is at great risk as the budgets in 
this country and constant dollars have been falling as other coun-
tries are increasing their investments. 

I would like to just comment on your question about inter-
national coordination and collaboration. My own view is that neu-
roscience among fields is among the most collaborative. I am not 
totally sure why. Other than the American Society for Neuro-
science, the largest aggregation in the world of neuroscientists, 
which has 38,000 members, draws 35,000 members to its annual 
meeting. And that annual meeting is one of the most international 
events that any of us attends. It is a sort of ‘‘you have to be at it,’’ 
and people come from all over the world. 

What we don’t have is a single organization that is charged with 
coordinating all of it. But I have to say that I think neuroscience 
does an excellent job of sort of self-aggregating and self-coordi-
nating and collaborating. 

Mr. FATTAH. Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. WOLF. Go ahead. 
Mr. FATTAH. There is plenty of runway room here for better col-

laboration. And even if you don’t start up at the top where the 
chairman starts where we have over 100 countries working to-
gether on the space station, there is room just in terms of expand-
ing the access to clinical trials, right? The European Union has a 
joint clinical trials initiative that Israel and Australia participate 
in. The United States has not joined in yet. There is an opportunity 
for us. 

When you are dealing with some of the rarer diseases or dis-
orders, you need a broader base of people who are afflicted by the 
disease or disorder that are used for clinical trial basis. So there 
is room there. 

The chairman would not be surprised to learn that there is no 
agreement across the world about the definition of diseases and 
disorders in neuroscience. There could be a more uniformed ap-
proach.

There is room for us to make progress. I think at the upper ech-
elon of this there really is room for nations to work together. When 
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the chairman of this committee says to Dr. Holdren that we could 
bring China to the table for this kind of collaboration, that shows 
you that there is a lot of opportunities to build a collaboration. 

Mr. Culberson is back. I did recognize you. I want to thank you 
for the work you did with me on the Epilepsy Centers for Excel-
lence, on suicide prevention, and some of the other issues on vet-
erans’ affairs. Thank you. 

Mr. WOLF. Well, maybe you can all think about it and be in 
touch with the Committee and Mr. Fattah to see if the Committee 
could carry that language, particularly because of the role the Na-
tional Science Foundation plays, which comes under the committee. 
And, of course, you, Dr. Holdren, in your role of overseeing the en-
tire government. 

I think it is an issue that everyone, if they think about it, is in-
terested in. It doesn’t get into the battles of reconciliation and shut-
downs in government. It is something that we can all come to-
gether on. There but for the grace of God go I. Everyone has some-
one in their family who is facing something. 

So if there is some language directing a—you fill in the blank. 
I am not the expert; Mr. Fattah knows a lot more about it than 
I do. But I think there is an opportunity to do something and to 
seize it now, particularly since Mr. Fattah and I are able to get 
along and we have a great relationship with Senator Mikulski. I 
had forgotten about it, but Sil Conte’s face just came in front of 
me—did you serve with Sil? 

Mr. FATTAH. We should do it now. 
Mr. WOLF. We should do it now. We should do it now so that we 

don’t then say, well, we missed this opportunity. 
Let us know if there is something that we can carry on either 

an international or a national conference. Dr. Collins oversaw the 
human genome project. Who is the Dr. Collins for this? 

But you tell us, so that you don’t have the political process doing 
something that doesn’t quite work out. The Howard Hughes Center 
is in my district. 

Have you been out there, Doctor? 
Dr. WINGFIELD. Yes. We have collaboration. 
Mr. WOLF. Have you been out there? 
Dr. LESHNER. I have. 
Mr. WOLF. It is most impressive. 
Mr. FATTAH. I think, Dr. Holdren, didn’t you host the G8 science 

department there? 
Dr. HOLDREN. No. 
Mr. WOLF. Have you been out there? They don’t open up the 

Hughes Center. I mean, they don’t take any Federal funding, I be-
lieve.

Dr. LESHNER. They don’t need it. 
Mr. WOLF. They don’t need it. 

POTENTIAL EFFECTIVENESS OF HYPERBARIC TREATMENT

The last thing is kind of a personal thing I wanted to ask you 
about. My sister-in-law had a stroke and was given up for dead. My 
brother did a lot of things but all the doctors said, nothing will 
work. He took her to a hyperbaric center, and a couple of the doc-
tors said this is crazy. This is out in Westchester. 
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Mr. FATTAH. Right. 
Mr. WOLF. And the strides and the gains that she has made have 

been incredible. She was in the University of Pennsylvania hos-
pital. They said it was over. 

What do you know about the hyperbaric center? I was at the VA, 
and they are beginning to look at the hyperbaric program for vet-
erans. What do you know about the hyperbaric treatment process 
and the impact on the brain? Do you all have any thoughts or 
knowledge or—— 

Dr. WINGFIELD. I am aware of that research. I don’t have enough 
facts to give you an answer. 

Mr. WOLF. Okay. 
Do you know? I have seen this. I mean, they said it was over, 

finished. My brother took her three times a week. And it is extraor-
dinary. One doctor said, hey, listen, if it makes you feel good, go 
there. He did, and now we see this unbelievable change. And Penn 
is a very good hospital. 

So what you know about the hyperbaric? 
Dr. LESHNER. I don’t know a lot about that particular technology, 

although I do know that there are individual cases where it has 
been successful. 

But one of the things going on in neuroscience is with the advent 
of technologies and the application of technologies and ways that 
that we used to think would never work we are starting to see that 
they are effective for individual people. So deep brain stimulation, 
the notion—I am a former acting director of the National Institute 
of Mental Health and director of the National Center on Drug 
Abuse. An awful lot of what we thought 25 years ago couldn’t pos-
sibly work, electroconvulsive shock therapy for depression, if done 
in a different way, works. Deep brain stimulation for Parkinson’s 
disease is now a technique that is being used. 

Magnetic stimulation of the brain. We used to think magnetic 
stimulation would be nothing, or optogenetics Dr. Wingfield made 
mention of. These kinds of technologies are coming on line, is my 
point, and being tested in ways where I think a lot of our long-held 
beliefs are being challenged. Somebody says it can’t possibly work. 
I think many of us have become much more skeptical. In fact, kind 
of a statement, and I am sorry I don’t know much about the 
hyperbaric.

Mr. WOLF. Well, I tell you, that is why I think Mr. Fattah is on 
to something here. I have seen the change. Also there is a center 
now in Lancaster County, Pennsylvania. Remember the Amish kill-
ing of the young girls? They go there. My brother has told me 
about the different changes in all these people. 

I had a very close friend that I was referencing who has Parkin-
son’s. I said, about this hyperbaric center. He said, I did and he 
said it is quackery. It is crazy. 

Well, so, obviously, if you like your doctor and he says that, you 
are not going to go. But the NBA stars do, the hockey stars do, the 
hockey players do. So God bless these people. The one doctor told 
my brother, if it makes you feel good, do it. And it has worked. 

So I think that is why you need somebody to coordinate the re-
search in such a way that if there is something out there that 
somebody can tap into, they can try it. 
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Mr. Culberson. 
Mr. CULBERSON. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 

RESEARCH PRIORITIES FOR NEUROSCIENCE APPLICATIONS TO
VETERANS

My other committee assignment is the Veterans and Military 
Construction Subcommittee, and of particular interest is the effect 
of concussions on our young men and women. Their survival rates 
are extraordinary today in Afghanistan and Iraq. If they survive 
the initial injury, they have a greater than 98 percent chance of liv-
ing. But then many of them are injured terribly with the concus-
sive effect on their brain. 

And I wanted to ask about some of the work that Chairman Wolf 
just mentioned that the VA is doing. Are you familiar with any of 
the work that is being done at the VA? Are you satisfied with the 
collaborative efforts that they are making with some of the re-
searchers that you are familiar with in helping to treat these young 
men and women and recover from the chronic traumatic 
encephalopathy effects of concussive explosion? 

Dr. HOLDREN. Well, I would just say I am far from an expert in 
this field, but the VA is a participant in the Interagency Working 
Group. The potential advances that we are looking to achieve 
through the investments that are being made in The BRAIN Initia-
tive and in the wider neuroscience domain include the potential for 
really significant breakthroughs in treating traumatic brain injury. 
That is one of the big flagship approaches, to be able to deal with 
that really tragic situation that so many of our service people have 
suffered. And also, as you mentioned, folks suffer these kinds of in-
juries in the workplace as well. 

Mr. CULBERSON. And they are surviving at rates never seen be-
fore. So it is extraordinarily important. And many of the effects 
don’t immediately appear. There are examples of young men and 
women who have been exposed to tremendous explosions and stay 
conscious.

And then there is one example in an article in Science 
Translational Medicine from, I think this is—what is the date on 
this—it is from 2012. This is May 16th of 2012, a 45-year-old vet-
eran who had been exposed to a one-time tremendous explosion, 
had no effects, did not go unconscious, had some headaches and ir-
ritability, seemed to be fine, and then died 2 years later of an aneu-
rysm, but had no prior history. So these things are obviously very 
mysterious.

The investments that are being made in brain research are so ex-
traordinarily important. And I just wanted to ask if, they are a 
member of working group, Dr. Wingfield or Dr. Leshner, are you 
aware of any specific work that is being done with the VA to help 
these young men and women? 

Dr. LESHNER. We do know that the VA has put a major emphasis 
on battlefield injuries and their effects specifically on the brain. 
They have made it a major priority. Post-traumatic stress disorder, 
epilepsy induced by battlefield incidents, and then the effects of 
concussion, which, of course, can lead to all these other kinds of 
things.
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So the VA has recognized the issue. I just don’t know the details 
of the extent of it. But I have been in meetings where the head of 
research at the VA has spoken about some of the emphases, and 
it is a shift for them—— 

Dr. HOLDREN. We can certainly get back to you, Congressman 
Culberson.

Mr. CULBERSON. Thank you. That was what I was going to ask. 
Thank you. 

Dr. HOLDREN. We will put together some detailed information on 
what is going on, on that front, for you. 

[The information follows:] 
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Mr. CULBERSON. Thank you. And give me some idea, if you could, 
specifically where you think, on our subcommittee in particular, in 
conjunction with Chairman Wolf and Mr. Fattah to make some 
progress in this area, because it is something of keen interest. 

Are you aware of any private universities or private researchers 
that are making significant progress in this area? I know Baylor 
University that I have the privilege of representing in Houston, at 
the Texas Medical Center, has been doing some extraordinary work 
in this area, as has the University of Texas Health Science Center. 

Dr. HOLDREN. We will put together a package—— 
Mr. CULBERSON. Okay. 
Dr. HOLDREN [continuing]. That addresses what is going on with-

in the government and across the research. 

CUTTING EDGE RESEARCH OPPORTUNITIES FOR NEUROSCIENCE

Mr. CULBERSON. The BRAIN Initiative that you described is es-
sentially the President, I know under your direction, Dr. Holdren, 
the amount of money that he is suggesting is being spent is a total 
of how much? 

Dr. HOLDREN. Starting out at a little bit more than 100 million 
a year. The intent is for that to rise. Obviously, it has to be on a 
trajectory that makes sense in terms of your capacity to absorb the 
money in a constructive way with some of these new focuses. 

Mr. CULBERSON. That is what is proposed in the budget this 
year?

Dr. HOLDREN. What is in the budget for 2014 is something 
around $100 million. By the way, about the same amount is being 
put in by the private partners. Howard Hughes, Kavli, and Paul 
Allen are putting in among them about another hundred million. 
There are folks who are very vocal about how it needs to be more. 
We agree that it will ramp up. I can’t talk to the 2015 budget at 
this point, but that will be released next week. 

Mr. CULBERSON. Oh, it is next week, you haven’t got it yet? 
Dr. HOLDREN. No. The 2015 budget is being released on March 

4th.
Mr. CULBERSON. Okay. Could you talk specifically, if I could very 

quickly, then I want to move on, I will come back, is some specific 
examples if your mind of the most promising areas of research that 
are being done? What are the most exciting, if you could pick out 
one or two, cutting-edge, tip-of-the-spear research in your mind 
have the greatest promise that we should particularly pay atten-
tion to? 

Dr. WINGFIELD. One area that the NSF is now very interested in 
is, how do these circuits of neurons work? And then the important 
next step is, how do all of those circuits integrate together to result 
in complex behavior, extremely complex behavior that humans 
show, for example? That is a huge challenge and will be one of our 
foci over the next few years. 

You also mentioned something very interesting earlier about in-
dividual variability and how one individual can respond to the 
same trauma in a very different way. 

Mr. CULBERSON. Yes, sir. 
Dr. WINGFIELD. That is something we are very interested in at 

NSF, too. We see that kind of variability across many organisms. 
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We are now focusing on not so much the golden mean, the average 
across many individuals, but what is the basis of that individual 
variation, which could have a huge impact for how you treat spe-
cific diseases. 

Mr. CULBERSON. Certainly, my opinion, I am no expert, but that 
is certainly my impression. And Chairman Wolf’s personal story is 
one that we hear all the time of individuals who have responded 
in remarkable, extraordinary—the power of prayer, good doctors, 
willpower. Extraordinary. The good Lord designed us to be very re-
silient creatures. And it is astonishing the ability even of the brain 
to repair itself and to heal. Each one us are individual and highly 
unique. And I do think, I agree with you, that that is extremely 
exciting.

And one thing I know that Mr. Fattah, Chairman Wolf, and I 
and the other members of the subcommittee believe I know very 
strongly is the importance of the Federal funding, and then to do 
everything we can to get out of your way and let the science lead 
and try to avoid political interference in what you are doing. 

So as you talk about the cutting-edge, tip-of-the-spear research, 
if I could, Dr. Leshner, the one or two areas that you think are 
most exciting, and then Dr. Holdren, and then I will pass the wit-
ness.

Thank you very much for the time, Mr. Chairman. 
Also mention, if you could, to the extent that political—I hope po-

litical interference is not causing any problems in the work that 
you are doing. 

Dr. LESHNER. So far so good. 
On the latter question, we really have had very little, even when 

I was running the National Institute on Drug Abuse, where you 
might suspect there would be the potential at least, I did not expe-
rience political interference. 

I had the pleasure of chairing a workshop at the Institute of 
Medicine on grand challenges in neuroscience. So I will keep my 
remarks as short as I am physically capable in light of that. 

So my favorite question is, how does the brain generate a mind? 
And what is happening now is that with the advent of new tech-
nologies, particularly technologies actually that have been devel-
oped in the last 5 years, we can actually watch a brain in action. 
We can watch what is going on in the brain during mental and cog-
nitive events. 

And as these technologies get further developed, I think we will 
very rapidly move to a new level of understanding of how cognitive 
function is organized in the brain. That doesn’t mean it is going to 
tell us how you get a mind. I think we are decades from that one. 
But that is my favorite question, because it is really the essence 
of who we are. 

Another issue where I think we are making tremendous progress 
is the intersection between genetics and environmental influences. 
More and more we are coming to understand that so many things 
are influenced by genetics, not necessarily heredity, but by genetic 
mechanisms. And then what happens is, of course, that the envi-
ronment impinges on that prepared organism. So you are prepared 
by your genes and then you live in an environment. And more and 
more we are coming to understand how the environment modifies 



317

the expression of genes, and that is fabulous. That just gives you 
insights that we couldn’t fantasize years ago. 

So I will stop at that. I will behave. 
Mr. CULBERSON. Dr. Holdren. 
Dr. HOLDREN. I will just say a couple of things. First of all, to 

echo what Dr. Leshner said about the new tools that are becoming 
available for visualizing what the brain is doing. These are going 
to be enormously important. This is the centerpiece of The BRAIN 
Initiative. And one can’t even imagine all the places that this capa-
bility is likely to lead us. I think of the analogy with the Human 
Genome Project where at the time that was begun no one could 
have imagined, the most knowledgeable people involved in it—Dr. 
Collins, Dr. Lander, Dr. Venter—couldn’t have imagined where this 
was going to go and what the applications would turn out to be. 

My suspicion in terms of some of the outcomes we are going to 
get: I think we are going to come to understand Parkinson’s much 
better, including ways to treat it better and indeed potentially to 
cure it. I think we are going to make major progress with the issue 
you were talking about a moment ago, the traumatic brain injuries. 
I think that is ripe for advances and going to be enormously help-
ful.

But I would also say if you look at what we are doing across the 
Federal Government in neuroscience funding, we are funding a tre-
mendous amount of fundamental research in the various domains 
that are neuroscience and that impinge on neuroscience. And that 
fundamental research investment is invariably the seed corn from 
which applied discoveries are going to grow. 

And if I would ask one thing of this committee it is to continue 
the excellent support you have given for funding these fundamental 
research domains where you can’t tell exactly where it is going to 
go, but you know that those investments are going to bear tremen-
dously powerful fruit. 

Mr. CULBERSON. Absolutely. I am all in. 
Mr. WOLF. Mr. Fattah. 

FUNDING PRIORITIES

Mr. FATTAH. Yes. First of all, there is some very exciting re-
search going on. But let me just put it in perspective. 

In the human brain, there are almost a hundred billion or so 
neurons. In the brain of a worm, there are 302. We don’t know how 
the worm’s brain, or how the neuro network actually works. So we 
have a lot of room to figure out what we want to accomplish. 

I think the chairman’s point earlier, is embodied in this notion 
of a moment, a neuroscience moment, that we want to actually get 
something done. Now, we are politicians. We have no idea. We are 
not neuroscientists. We want to get something done that is worth 
doing. And the language that got OSTP started here was a non-
incremental, disruptive progress. This is the committee where we 
are funding $8 billion for the James Webb Telescope. It is going to 
launch in 2018. We are going to know more about how the heavens 
are constructed than you could ever want to know. Well. Mr. Cul-
berson wants to know even more. 

When we talk about improving imaging tools to see there are 
three pounds in between our ears, we actually want to know what 
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it is that you need. We want to help you. We want to see this 
progress, sooner rather than later. You have a President who has 
walked into the East Room and said the brain is important. You 
have an array of leaders around the world who in a time of aus-
terity are putting resources on the table. You have 28 European 
nations who unanimously agreed to put $90 billion on the table for 
the next 7 years on major scientific work, and neuroscience is at 
the top of the leader board. You got Australia. You have a lot of 
things going on at this moment. 

The chairman came over and sat beside me. His point is that, we 
need to do this now. We don’t want to take a passive approach to 
this.

Newt Gingrich said that if we could delay the onset of Alz-
heimer’s by, 7 years, it is probably a $2 trillion proposition for the 
Federal Government. Not that money is the be all, end all, but be-
cause, there are 5 million families dealing with Alzheimer’s. 

The point is, as a matter of Federal resources and priorities, one 
could argue this should be a very, very important one. That is my 
argument. I could tell you a lot about the research. Everything 
from Paul Allen, who has put up a half billion of his own money. 
The research he is doing looking at infants and their cognitive ca-
pabilities before they ever see a math teacher shows they under-
stand math concepts. The human brain is a magnificent thing. 
There is a lot going on in terms of restoring the development of 
neurons in the brain that could have a lot to do with how we deal 
with dementia issues. 

But what we want to know as appropriators is where and what 
we need to look at given the array of choices we have to make, so 
that it is more relevant to the challenges that the population faces. 
That is really what we are trying to get you to tell us. Specifically 
where we need to make investments. Is it imaging, is it diagnostic 
tools or basic research? A lot of what we are going to find we are 
going to find by accident. So we need to do basic research across 
the board. 

Please respond to that. And then I think that we will conclude. 
We will have some questions for the record. 

Dr. HOLDREN. Well, certainly, we will be happy to work with you 
on the priorities issues, the funding issues. My inclination in this 
domain is, forgive me, to say all of the above, because virtually ev-
erything we have talked about here in the broad neuroscience do-
main is worthy of additional investments. We know we live in a 
challenging budget environment, but this does need to be a high 
priority, and I think when you see the President’s 2015 budget you 
will see that reflected. But we will be happy to work with you on 
the budget issues going forward. 

Mr. WOLF. With that, thank you, Mr. Fattah. We are going to 
conclude.

Thank you for your testimony. 
Sure, Mr. Culberson. Go ahead. 
Mr. CULBERSON. I am sorry. 
I wanted to specifically follow up and ask, if I could, to put sort 

of a time limit on getting back to me on what the VA is doing. Be-
cause my subcommittee, Military Construction, and Veterans’ Ad-
ministration will be the first one out of the gate. And I really need 
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to know within the next couple of weeks, where the most promising 
research in your opinion that is being done through the VA. Be-
cause the VA has got the ability, they have got a vast amount of 
the money. And this whole question of a traumatic brain injury, 
the encephalopathy, I think it is called, where the brain begins to 
accumulate fluid after a concussive blast, and the ability of the 
brain to repair itself. 

And something I was listening really, really keenly for and did 
not hear until Mr. Fattah and then Frank, Mr. Wolf mentioned as 
well, is the ability of neurons to heal and repair. That is of I think 
tremendous importance. It is marvelous to be able to image and see 
what is going on and what makes a mind and how a complex brain 
activity creates complex physical activity. 

But be able to repair neurons. Is the VA able to do anything? Is 
there any research that is going on that I could help through our 
subcommittee on VA be able to direct funding to enhance what this 
subcommittee is doing in helping neurons repair, helping these 
young men and women recover? 

Every individual is unique. This article is astonishing in the 
work. I have been a subscriber to the journals Nature and Science 
for 20 years. I can’t pretend to understand it all. I read them cover 
to cover, but don’t always get it. There is a marvelous article from 
November 30 of 2012 on a large-scale model of the functioning 
brain that you mentioned. It is extraordinarily exciting to see it. 

But what research is being done that we can invest in, where, 
as Mr. Fattah and Mr. Wolf says, can we target our dollars? And 
I have got a brief window. My bill is going to be the first one out 
of the gate. We are going to come rocketing out here soon. And I 
need to know where can I as a subcommittee, where can we target 
the money at the VA to do the best work to help these young men 
and find ways to repair the mind when it is injured or damaged. 

Dr. HOLDREN. I am not sure we can tell you how to allocate the 
VA budget, but we can certainly give you a picture of what is going 
on in terms of the research in which the VA is involved, academic 
research, as you have mentioned that addresses these questions. 

Mr. CULBERSON. What is the most promising. 
Dr. HOLDREN. And perhaps we can offer some judgments on what 

is really promising. 
Mr. CULBERSON. Yeah, most promising. And then give me your 

personal——
Mr. FATTAH. I am going to share some information with you too, 

Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. CULBERSON. Please do. And we will work arm in arm on this. 
Mr. FATTAH. As we have. 
Mr. CULBERSON. As we have and will continue do. But really this 

is going to happen quickly. 
Dr. HOLDREN. I hear your time scale. We will try to work to that. 
Mr. CULBERSON. Right. And happen rapidly. And thank good-

ness, we are going to get all 12 appropriations bills this year. 
Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. WOLF. Thank you. Since there has been an agreement on the 

budget, I don’t think you will go through the whole process you 
have gone through the last couple years. This thing will move very, 
very fast, the markups will. He will be out of the chute first. 
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So on the funding level, I think we are going to be okay here. 
But I also think there are process issues, too. That is also some-
thing that the Committee has the ability to carry language on. We 
have enough money to do something, but how do you then do it ? 
So you can come back with process suggestions. Literally, I think 
before we get to the end of March, we are going to really have to 
have it. 

Mr. FATTAH. I do want to thank Dr. Rubin and his team for the 
great work they have done at OSTP under your leadership. 

Dr. HOLDREN. I will pass that on. Thank you. 
Mr. WOLF. Great. 
With that, thank you for your testimony. Hearing is adjourned. 
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