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HEARING ON THE RISING PRICE OF A QUALITY

POSTSECONDARY EDUCATION: FACT OR FICTION?

THURSDAY OCTOBER 3, 2002
COMMITTEE ON EDUCATION AND THE WORKFORCE,
U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

WASHINGTON, D.C.

The committee met, pursuant to notice, at 9:37 a.m., in Room 2175, Rayburn House Office
Building, Hon. John A. Boehner [chairman of the committee] presiding.

Present: Representatives Boehner, McKeon, Castle, Johnson, Ehlers, Biggert, Tiberi,
Wilson, Miller, Roemer, Scott, Woolsey, Rivers, Tierney, Kind, Solis, and Davis.

Staff present: George Conant, Professional Staff Member; Patrick Lyden, Professional
Staff Member; Deborah L. Samantar, Committee Clerk/Intern Coordinator; Kathleen Smith, Senior
Communications Counselor; Jo-Marie St. Martin, General Counsel; Holli Traud, Legislative
Assistant; Heather Valentine, Press Secretary; John Lawrence, Minority Staff Director; Charles
Barone, Minority Deputy Staff Director; Mark Zuckerman, Minority General Counsel; James
Kvaal, Minority Legislative Associate/Education; Maggie McDow, Minority Legislative
Associate/Education; Alex Nock, Minority Legislative Associate/Education; Joe Novotny,
Minority Staff Assistant/Education; Ann Owens, Minority Clerk; Suzanne Palmer, Minority
Legislative Associate/Education; and Peter Rutledge, Minority Senior Legislative Associate/Labor.

OPENING STATEMENT OF CHAIRMAN JOHN A. BOEHNER, COMMITTEE ON
EDUCATION AND THE WORKFORCE, U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
WASHINGTON, D.C.

Chairman Boehner. A quorum being present, the Committee on Education and the Workforce
will come to order. We are meeting today to hear testimony on the rising costs of postsecondary
education. Under Committee Rule 12(b), opening statements are limited to the Chairman and
ranking member.

With that, I ask unanimous consent for the hearing record to remain open for 14 days to
allow member statements and other extraneous material referenced during the hearing today to be
submitted for the official record. Without objection, so ordered.



Let me just apologize for the normal course of action around here. Yesterday afternoon we
were called to the floor for votes. Unfortunately, today we are likely to have something similar, but
we are going to try to get through all of the testimony.

I do understand that several witnesses have to leave at 10 o'clock. I do appreciate your
willingness to come back today. We are going to try to move this as quickly as we can today.

We are here today to examine the increasing costs of postsecondary education and the effect
it has on students and families.

As we approach the upcoming reauthorization of the Higher Education Act, I think it is
important for every member of this committee to understand what is really happening with tuition
prices and what factors influence tuition increases, and what we can do at the federal level to try to
keep college costs affordable for students across the country.

Since the early 1980s, tuition and fees of postsecondary institutions have outpaced increases
in the rate of inflation and family incomes. Each year, these cost hikes have been two to three
times the rate of inflation. And while we have continued to increase student financial assistance
significantly every year, tuition spikes have outpaced our best efforts to stem this trend.

When we return to our districts, many of us hear from parents, students, and others about
their worries over funding of a postsecondary education. It concerns me that at a time when we
make available far in excess of $50 billion a year in student financial assistance, not to mention the
billion dollars spent by states, philanthropies, colleges, and universities themselves, parents and
students are afraid they won't be able to pay for college.

Last year, under the rate cut formula negotiated by Chairman McKeon as part of the 1998
Higher Education Act reauthorization, the federal student loan rate fell to its lowest level in history.
Since 1995, we have significantly increased our aid for postsecondary education.

More students are receiving more federal support than ever, and we have increased the
maximum Pell to historic highs. The Pell Grant Program is our highest priority for postsecondary
education. Since 1998, the maximum grant has increased by 33 percent.

The CEOG program, which provides supplemental grant aid, is also at an all time high of
$918 million. College work- study, which helps needy students earn while they learn, has been
increased to $1.2 billion per year, and the list goes on.

These programs are often the only hope for low-income students to achieve their dream of
obtaining a higher education. Unfortunately, tuition increases have exceeded even these significant
gains. Since 1981, the average tuition at public and private nonprofit institutions has more than
doubled, even after taking inflation into account.

During that same time, family incomes have only increased some 27 percent, in real terms.
Given these statistics, it is easy to understand why families have real concerns about how they are



going to pay for college.
Let me, at this time, yield to my colleague from California, Mr. Miller.

WRITTEN OPENING STATEMENT OF CHAIRMAN JOHN A. BOEHNER, COMMITTEE ON
EDUCATION AND THE WORKFORCE, U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
WASHINGTON, D.C. - APPENDIX A

OPENING STATEMENT OF RANKING MINORITY MEMBER GEORGE MILLER,
COMMITTEE ON EDUCATION AND THE WORKFORCE, U.S. HOUSE OF
REPRESENTATIVES, WASHINGTON, D.C.

Mr. Miller. Mr. Chairman, in the interest of time, I would like to associate myself with your
remarks, and just thank you for holding this hearing. I cannot think of a more important hearing
that this committee can conduct. I hope this is not the last hearing on this subject.

Somehow, we have got to figure out how to keep our pledge to make sure that every young
person has the option and can properly make the decision of whether or not they can or should
attend college without the financial considerations being a barrier to or thwarting the process by
which they would make the decision of whether or not college made sense for them.

I thank you again for holding the hearing.
Chairman Boehner. Let me recognize you, Mr. Miller, to introduce our first witness.

Mr. Miller. Well, we have a wonderful panel here, Mr. Chairman. I would like to introduce to the
members of the committee Dr. Robert Corrigan, who is the president of San Francisco State
University, my alma mater. He has been president since 1988. Before that, he was at the
University of Massachusetts.

He has also been deeply involved in our California community, and specifically in the San
Francisco community. He probably has among the best records in the nation of having work-study
students participate in public service within the community.

He has been deeply involved and chaired the effort of the ** America Reads" challenge, and
has also worked very hard along with his colleagues in trying to figure out how you keep these
tuition costs down.

I think tuition at San Francisco State is now $1900, which is among the lowest in the nation,
somewhat higher than the $45 a quarter when I went there. But we could return to yesteryear. It
was $95 when I went to law school, and we shut the law school down because of the increase.

But, anyway, we are delighted to have you, President Corrigan, and look forward to your
testimony, along with the other members of the panel.



Chairman Boehner. Our second witness today will be Dr. C.D. Mote, Jr. Dr. Mote became
president of the University of Maryland and a professor of engineering at the Glenn Martin
Institute in September of 1988. Prior to assuming the presidency at Maryland, Dr. Mote served for
31 years on the faculty of the University of California at Berkeley.

Let me recognize my colleague from Massachusetts, Mr. Tierney, to introduce our next
witness.

Mr. Tierney. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, for the privilege to introduce Richard Freeland, who is
the president of Northeastern University.

Northeastern University is a private university with a strong research program, and offers a
comprehensive range of undergraduate and graduate degree programs. It emphasizes the link
between classroom learning and workplace experience. The main campus is located in Boston.

But I am happy to say one of the satellite campuses is firmly entrenched in my district.
Both my district office and Washington office have benefited from Northeastern interns who have
given their time and energy.

Dr. Freeland began his service as president of Northeastern University in September of
1996. Although he has been president for six years, he spent his entire academic career in higher
education. Under his stewardship, Northeastern has striven to achieve excellence as a national
research university that is student-centered, practice-oriented, and urban.

Dr. Freeland has built upon Northeastern's practice-oriented education and tradition, and its
strength in ties between the classroom and the workplace. I want to note that the university has
increased its investment in student financial aid by 123 percent over the last five years.

This is indicative of the commitment to increase financial aid for deserving low-income
students. In addition, the university provides a tuition discount in the form of reduced tuition
charge.

I think we will all be interested in hearing more. I would like to thank Dr. Freeland for
joining the committee today, and look forward to hearing your testimony.

Chairman Boehner. Thank you, Mr. Tierney. Our last witness today will be Dr. Gordon Winston.
Dr. Winston has served as professor of economics for the Williams Project on the Economics of
Higher Education since 1990, and is a leading researcher on cost and price issues as they affect
postsecondary education.

Dr. Winston served as the director of the Williams Project from 1995 to 2001. Prior to that,
he served as the provost of Williams College. He is also a member of the Institute for Advanced
Study in Princeton, New Jersey, and was there from 1978 through 1979.



He has offered numerous reports on the factors that affect tuition prices for the National
Center for Educational Statistics and the National Commission on the Cost of Higher Education.

Before our witnesses begin, members will ask questions when the witnesses are finished.
You will each have five minutes to summarize your statement.

With that, Dr. Corrigan, you can begin.

STATEMENT OF DR. ROBERT A. CORRIGAN, PRESIDENT, SAN FRANCISCO
STATE UNIVERSITY, SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA

Mr. Corrigan. Chairman Boehner, Ranking Member Miller, and Representative McKeon, and
distinguished members of the committee, my name is Robert Corrigan, and I am the president of
San Francisco State University, a 28,000-student public urban university that is part of a 23
California State campus system that enrolls over 370,000 students right now.

The mission of San Francisco State University, like that of the CSU system itself, is to
provide a high quality, accessible education to the students of a very diverse state. To ensure
access, the California State University has made a commitment to keep student fees as low as
possible while maintaining academic quality.

This commitment has enabled us to attract and to graduate a very diverse student
population. For example, at San Francisco State, almost 70 percent of our undergraduate students
are students of color. Their average age is 24; 80 percent of them work, many full-time, and almost
half receive financial aid.

For the current academic year, as Congressman Miller has suggested, the California State
University charges $1428 per year in what you would call tuition. And added to this are campus
space fees for local services such as student health facilities and student activities.

At San Francisco State, those fees total $398 annually, which means that our students pay a
total of $1826. That is less than $2000 for a full year of university study. I would argue that this is
an extraordinary educational bargain.Moreover, our tuition has not increased in eight years. In
fact, it was decreased by 5 percent in 1998/99, and by another 5 percent the following year.

However, it costs the California State University roughly $10,000 per year to educate a
student--considerably in excess of the roughly 2,000 that that student pays. Though the price of a
CSU education has held steady over the past eight years, its costs have continued to rise.

Moreover, CSU is in a period of rapid enrollment growth exceeding its state-funded target
this year by over 6,000 students; 25 percent of those unfunded students happen to be at San
Francisco State this year.

As you know, California faces a major budget crisis. This state's $24 billion current budget
deficit has already caused a CSU budget cut, and the fear is that there is more to come before the



year is out. If the state is no longer able to support the costs of education, California State
University may have to look to other strategies to fund increased costs in enrollment growth, and
that could in fact include fee increases.

Let me assure the committee, however, that CSU and its campuses are in fact working hard
and imaginatively to cut costs and to increase efficiency while maintaining academic quality and
access.

One major very successful undertaking, for example, has been the system's move to year-
round operation. By greatly expanding summer course offerings, actually creating a summer
semester, we are able to increase our enrollment capacity significantly without the huge capital
costs that are associated with new buildings or new campuses. This also helps our students
accelerate their time to a degree, a fiscal benefit both to them and, I would argue, to the state of
California.

Another successful new approach is partnering with local community colleges in joint use
projects, sharing facilities, while offering community college students the chance to earn selected
four-year degrees at a site that might be convenient to them. For example, again, San Francisco
State's "Pathways" project with Canada College in San Mateo County is a venture of this kind.

Early intervention programs that reduce the need for university level remediation are
another California State University cost saver, and, I might add, quality enhancement. It frees up
academic resources that would otherwise go into extensive remediation and brings us, as a bonus,
better prepared students.

However, despite low fees, financial aid remains a critical component of the CSU's ability
to serve a diverse student population. Financial barriers continue, as the chairman has indicated, to
be a very real obstacle to a college education for many of our students.

The problem is particularly acute in San Francisco, which is one of the nation's most
expensive cities in which to live, or in a city like San Francisco. At San Francisco State, the
amount of unmet need, that is, expenses that students must face even after financial aid is factored
in, total over $30 million per year.

Our average financial aid award falls far below the actual costs of student attendance, and
this is money that students must find. They will do so by borrowing heavily from private loan
programs by working longer hours than they should, by enrolling part-time rather than full-time, or
by running up credit card debt.

I say this to highlight the need for the Federal Government to continue increasing financial
aid, as well as its investments in other higher education programs. We urge you to increase the Pell
Grant maximums, award levels; to increase funding for SEOG and federal work-study; and would
also like to see increased funding for GEARUP and TRIO programs.

Finally, Mr. Chairman, I would like to extend an invitation to the committee to visit our
campus in San Francisco, and consider the possibility of holding a field hearing there. That would



enable you to see for yourselves firsthand the challenges that our students face and the sacrifices
that they make on a daily basis to realize their educational goals.

Mr. Chairman, members of the committee, I thank you for taking the time to consider my
testimony this morning. I will be pleased to respond to questions later.

WRITTEN STATEMENT OF DR. ROBERT A. CORRIGAN, PRESIDENT, SAN FRANCISCO
STATE UNIVERSITY, SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA — APPENDIX B

Chairman Boehner. Dr. Mote.

STATEMENT OF C.D. MOTE, JR., PRESIDENT, UNIVERSITY OF MARYLAND AND
PROFESSOR OF ENGINEERING, GLENN L. MARTIN INSTITUTE, COLLEGE PARK,
MARYLAND

Mr. Mote. Chairman Boehner, members of the committee, thank you very much for this
opportunity to testify today. My name is Dan Mote. I am the president of the University of
Maryland at College Park. I am also the stand-in for William Kirwan, the chancellor of the
University System of Maryland, who could not be with you today. His written statement has been
submitted for the record.

As way of my background, Mr. Chairman, I have been at the University of Maryland for
four years. I came in September 1998, after 31 years at Berkeley, once a Bear, and now a Terp.

Mr. Chairman, all of us here today, indeed, thank you very much, and your committee very
much for taking on this most important agenda. Nothing could be more important to the future of
our nation than higher education. It has become the hallmark of our nation.

While there are many benefits of a university degree that we could go on for quite awhile
about, we should just point out the economic benefit. I just realized, after looking at an economic
study from the year 2000, that 1986 graduates of the University of Maryland currently earn
$52,000 on average.

That is about double what is earned by a high school diploma in that year. I think similar
statistics are available from other states. We very much want to do everything in our power to
ensure that this higher education and the prosperity that it brings to our nation and to our citizens
remains available.

I would like to mention five points today very briefly. First, no one, not college presidents,
boards, or certainly parents and legislators want to see tuition increased. Tuition is one critical
revenue source among many.

State appropriations for public universities, especially payouts from endowments, gifts, and
other contracts are other, and frankly much more preferred, revenue sources for covering the cost of



education. State policies balance the state appropriations and tuition costs.

Some states by policy have high tuition and low state appropriations; others have low
tuition, high state appropriations; and others are sort of in the middle. I think Maryland would fall
in the middle.

The second point I want to make is that families and students often don't pay the sticker
price of tuition. In fact, many people overestimate the real tuition costs. When asked people's
assessment of tuition costs, they usually are assessed at much higher than actual costs.

In 2001, for example, 40 percent of the students in the country paid less than $4,000 in
tuition fees. This, of course, is not as low as at San Francisco State, which is quite remarkable.
Third, of all of the factors that drive tuition decisions in the public institutions, the single most
important one, of course, is state appropriation.

Over the last 40 years, the states’ share of costs for higher education has systematically
declined. As a result, tuition has increased. State funds now comprise less than half of the
operating budget for public, four-year institutions. That figures about 33 percent in Maryland, and
actually about 33 percent in California as well, and this trend will probably continue.

What has happened, in my personal view, is that higher education is no longer seen as a
public good. It's seen more as a personal benefit. When it's a personal benefit, the beneficiaries
seem to need to bear more of the costs.

There is an important point to be made here. For example, in Maryland, if the state
appropriation to higher education were flat this year, it would take a 10 percent tuition increase to
produce a four percent increase in overall expenditures.

That is because basically 20 percent of the operating budget comes from tuition; 33 percent
comes from the state. As a result, if the state cuts its appropriation by 6 percent, it would take a 10
percent tuition increase just to produce a flat expenditure into the next year.

My fourth point is that the institution is especially sensitive to the impact on that increasing
tuition costs has on the lowest income level students. A recent report of the U.S. Department of
Education points out that the effective tuition costs for the lowest income students, after all the
need-based scholarships are put into place, is the same now as it was in 1992.

So, in effect, these tuition increases have not affected this population. However, the middle
income and the higher income students have been significantly affected. Possibly, the middle-
income students especially deserve more of our attention, in terms of tuition problems.

Finally, understanding who actually makes the tuition decisions is important. In Maryland,
there is a 17 member Board of Regents that is appointed by the governor and sets the tuition for the
11 degree granting institutions in the University System of Maryland.



In addition, and as a practical matter, the governor and the general assembly of the state
also have to approve the tuition because they consider the tuition as part of state appropriation. So
it basically is part of the law of the state.

While this decision making process I am sure varies from state-to-state, I think it would be
the rare public institution that can actually set its own tuition based on its own decisions.

Mr. Chairman, I suggest that we are very much in agreement in our goal to provide high
quality, affordable education. Our students certainly expect and look for high quality, affordable
education. I think we can achieve these goals collectively.

Our institution, our governing boards, our states, and the federal government, as well, but
we really have to work together and try to look at a collective funding base that would include state
appropriations, federal resources, parental incomes, and, of course, all of the scholarships and
workload.

My final comment would be that the shift of financial aid from students to work and loan
rather than scholarship is a negative one for our country; too much loan, too many students
graduating with too much loan. Thank you very much.

WRITTEN STATEMENT OF C.D. MOTE, JR., PRESIDENT, UNIVERSITY OF MARYLAND
AND PROFESSOR OF ENGINEERING, GLENN L. MARTIN INSTITUTE, COLLEGE PARK,
MARYLAND — APPENDIX C

Chairman Boehner. Dr. Freeland.

STATEMENT OF DR. RICHARD M. FREELAND, PRESIDENT, NORTHEASTERN
UNIVERSITY, BOSTON, MASSACHUSETTS

Mr. Freeland. Chairman Boehner, Congressman Miller, committee members.
Chairman Boehner. You might want to turn on your microphone.

Mr. Freeland. Is that better? Chairman Boehner, Congressman Miller, committee members, I am
pleased to testify on a subject of great importance. I will focus my remarks on my own institution,
Northeastern University, which is a national research university located in the heart of Boston, an
urban setting which I believe is typical of many private universities nationally.

Northeastern enrolls 16,500 students in a range of programs, with special emphasis on
professional work in fields like engineering, business, and the health sciences. We are widely
known for our program of cooperative education, through which students alternate full-time study
and full-time paid employment.

I will say one other thing about our institutional character. We were founded to provide
opportunity for students who were unable to afford other private colleges in the area. We have
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always worked to keep Northeastern accessible.

Against that background, let me summarize recent trends in costs and prices, beginning
with costs. Over the past five years, costs have increased by 46 percent, to $416 million. Because
of growth, this translates into a 22 percent cost increase per student, and a current annual cost per
student of $22,000.

Four factors account for theses increases: First, personnel costs are up by 33 percent for
salaries, and 20 percent for benefits reflecting a tight labor market in scientific and technical fields,
and the high cost of living in Boston.

Second, investments in technology have doubled, chiefly to assure that our students learn
the state-of-the-art technology that will make them job ready graduates for the 21st century
economy.

The third driver of costs has been construction. We have added $360 million in buildings
and doubled our debt service and depreciation, chiefly, to provide residential facilities for out-of-
state students.

The final pressure on costs has been financial aid, mostly in the form of tuition discounts.
Over the past five years, as Congressman Tierney noted, our financial aid budget has grown by 123
percent, reflecting our commitment to the affordability of a Northeastern education. So costs are
up, and they would be up by more without a strong effort of cost control.

We have eliminated weak programs, increased use of non-tenure track and part-time
faculty, focused on energy savings, and participated in consortium-based purchasing. At the same
time, we have increased non-tuition sources of revenue through fundraising and sponsored projects
to minimize the effects of cost increases on tuition prices.

Against that background regarding costs, we must then consider prices.

Over the past five years, our nominal tuition, the so-called sticker price, has risen by 30
percent, to $18,000. This increase is close to the national five-year pattern among private
universities.

As you know, however, and as the National Commission on College Costs stressed, many
students do not pay the sticker price because of financial aid in the form of tuition discounts or
funded scholarships. At Northeastern, we have increased the discount rate from 19 to 25 percent
over this same five-year period.

Taking these discounts into consideration, the tuition actually paid by our students has risen
by only 20 percent, to $13,500. And so, briefly stated, this is a story of costs and prices at
Northeastern. Today, the annual cost of educating a student is $22,000. The price that students
actually pay is only 60 percent of that number, $13,500.
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The difference between our costs and price is a subsidy provided to all of our students.
That number has increased over the past five years. Over that same period, our costs have risen
somewhat more rapidly than our price.

Let me close with two thoughts. Despite our efforts to restrain costs, we worry, like this
committee, about the burdens that attending college impose on students and families. We will
continue to control costs, restrain price, and increase financial aid.

Most important, we deeply believe, given the extraordinary importance of a college degree
to lifetime earning power, that the education we offer, despite the costs, is a solid value. Thank
you, Mr. Chairman.

WRITTEN STATEMENT OF DR. RICHARD M. FREELAND, PRESIDENT,
NORTHEASTERN UNIVERSITY, BOSTON, MASSACHUSETTS — APPENDIX D

Chairman Boehner. Dr. Winston.

STATEMENT OF DR. GORDON WINSTON, PROFESSOR OF ECONOMICS,
WILLIAMS COLLEGE, WILLIAMSTOWN, MASSACHUSETTS

Mr. Winston. Mr. Chairman, members of the committee, staff, fellow witnesses, my written
statement focused on a single point, and I want to emphasize it in my remarks this afternoon.

Higher education is economically a very unusual industry with very unusual firms. So our
economic intuition and common sense, and our economic theory, based on a lifetime with
experience with ordinary business firms, can really mislead us in very important ways.

Now, for an economist, that is great. It offers an opportunity for studies, and papers, and
books. For a policymaker, it offers an opportunity to make good policy or bad policy depending on
how alert you are to those differences.

Let me try in my five minutes to sketch out the main reasons colleges are not like firms, and
what difference it makes. I hope there will be questions. You can appreciate the deep frustration
of a professor being forced to stick to five minutes.

Most basic and most odd is that colleges--and it has come up three times before--sell their
product, higher education services, to their student customers for a price that does not come close
to covering the cost of its production.

Let me give you some numbers. In the table in the written statement, it costs the average
student at the average college in the U.S.--and, unfortunately, 1995/6 is the most recent data we
have--$12,400 to produce a year of education, which was sold for a price of $4,000.



12

Every student got a subsidy of $8400 a year. Now that is as if your Ford dealer sold you the
Taurus that cost $20,000 to put on the showroom floor for a price of less than $7,000.

He would clearly go out of business. Colleges can do it and stay healthy because the
difference, the student subsidy, is made up by what can broadly be called charitable contributions;
donations, past and present; public and private gifts; appropriations; and earnings on wealth.

But the bottom line is that the students only pay a fraction of their costs, in sharp contrast to
familiar businesses. This has several implications. A major one is that the usual link between cost
and price is broken. If you are searching for why prices are going up, they might go up because
costs go up; but they might go up because these donated resources are going down.

Certainly, the testimony of my fellow witnesses indicates, as do the facts, that this decrease
is a major part of what has been going on. It is what has been happening to public sector schools,
as states have withdrawn their per student support leaving more to be covered by tuition.

Second, those charitable donations are very unevenly distributed among colleges and
universities in the U.S., and that creates a highly differentiated hierarchy among schools. In the top
decile of U.S. schools, the average student gets a subsidy of $21,000 a year. In the bottom decile, it
is $1,700.

The implication of this unevenly distributed wealth is that colleges and universities live in
very different economic worlds, producing education at very different costs and quality, and
charging prices that are very different. The one size fits all policy can be terribly dangerous.

The third fundamental fact, fundamental economic fact, let me underline, is that college
education is made by a very strange production process. Students educate students. As a result,
schools care to whom they sell their product.

High quality education simply cannot be produced without high quality students--not as
passive recipients of the educational services the school is selling, but as active producers of it.
The fiercest competition among colleges is for the best students.

Finally, there is pricing, which can be described as costs to your constituents. Price
discounts are often given by colleges and universities for the familiar business reason of inducing
students to buy more of it, or to increase quality. But price discounts are more often given for the
quite idealistic reasons of equality of opportunity.

To make it possible for qualified low-income kid, who cannot afford even that subsidized
sticker price, need-based financial aid is necessary. We ran some numbers at Williams a few
months ago, and I was hoping I would be able to get to on our financial aid records.

Matching what kids actually paid to their family incomes, we found, gratifyingly, that the
kid in the lowest 20 percent of the income distribution, with a family making less than $25,000 a
year, paid just $1,783 for a year at Williams, room, board, tuition, and fees, with a sticker price of
$33,000 and more. Clearly, a message is beware of sticker prices. Look at the net prices people
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actually pay.

In my remarks in my written statement, I expressed a real concern about our abandonment
of the really low-income ordinary kid. The high kid, the superstar, is fine, as the Williams numbers
suggest. I worry about what public policy is doing to the low-income kids.

Thank you. I hope there will be questions. I will be happy to try to answer them as they
come up.

WRITTEN STATEMENT OF DR. GORDON WINSTON, PROFESSOR OF ECONOMICS,
WILLIAMS COLLEGE, WILLIAMSTOWN, MASSACHUSETTS — APPENDIX E

Chairman Boehner. We thank all of our witnesses for your endurance, and again, for the delay
from yesterday. For the members and the witnesses, we have a vote on the floor, just one vote. Mr.
McKeon has gone to vote. When he gets back, I will go vote. We want to keep the hearing rolling
this morning. Dr. Corrigan, if you are going to go, we certainly understand.

Well, Dr. Winston, let's just pick up on where you left off, because I think that is really the
point of this hearing is that we have this plethora of programs, whether they be loan programs,
grant programs, aimed at trying to provide more access to postsecondary education for more of our
students.

It appears to some of us that the more that we do on the federal government, the less
support comes to universities from other avenues. We know about the states. Now there are states
that have had some fiscal woes here for about a year.

But if you look at state support of higher education during the '90s, there is no stellar
record, at a time when all states were spending at record levels. As we begin to look forward to the
Higher Education Act next year, our concern is that we have our own budget issues that we are
going to deal with.

But as we try to continue to provide means and better access for the poorest of our students,
I think we are losing the race. Even with the tremendous increases we have made over the last five
or six years, | think we are still slipping behind in terms of access for the lowest income students.

Let's take the bottom 20 percentile that you talked about, and look at the last five or six
years. Were those students better off five or six years ago, or are they better off today? I will let
you answer the question.

Mr. Winston. I wish I knew the answer. One of the things that surprised and encouraged me was
looking carefully at what had been happening in the '90s. This fundamental phenomenon of states
withdrawing support for colleges and shifting it, forcing it into higher tuition, lower quality, or

both, strikes me as a driving phenomenon in this general question of why sticker prices are rising.

One of the encouraging things was that in the data the two-year college was apparently
being protected in significant measure from those reductions in per-student appropriations. The



14

two-year colleges--and this is national data because I know essentially nothing about the
particulars--appeared not to be taking the burden of adjustment through reduced quality or
increased sticker price that the rest of public higher education was taking.

In that, I find something encouraging. I also, frankly, find something encouraging for the
highly qualified, the Horatio Alger, the poor kid who does smashingly well. They can go to
Princeton, or Williams, or Harvard, or Amherst, for a remarkably low price.

Now that is equality of opportunity. It is tough in that most kids are not going to get into
those schools. But it is encouraging in that those who can, are able to afford it.

Chairman Boehner. How do we ensure access for the poorest of our students, as we look toward
the Higher Education Act reauthorization?

I would look for comments from any of the three.
Dr. Corrigan.

Mr. Corrigan. You know, Mr. Chairman, 98 percent of our students do not have the opportunity to
go to Amherst, or Princeton, or Harvard, or Williams. Northeastern and San Francisco State are
examples of institutions that are trying to deal with that other 98 percent of the population.

The issue I think is that was really pointed out so well by Dr. Winston is the interface
between quality and access. In California, the issue has been pushed on access. I gave you the
figures; almost 70 percent of our students are students of color. They are first time college-goers.
They are working class, blue-collar students.

The issue that I see is that we are in danger of providing access, but to a low quality
education, because the resources are not there. When Mr. Miller was a student at San Francisco
State, we would brag about the fact that he would be in a classroom with a full-time faculty
member, doctorally prepared, with probably no more than 20 students, 25 students, in my class.

Now we are loading those students into large classes. We are using more and more
adjuncts. We do not have the library books, the computer support, et cetera, that we need. What I
am suggesting to you is that interface between access and quality for the people from the lowest
incomes is really at stake here. That is why I think your questions are very, very well put.

Mr. Freeland. Mr. Chairman, if I might just add a word from the perspective of a private
university. It is clearly the glory of American higher education that we have a public sector
represented here by Bob Corrigan that provides such wide access to so many students from modest
backgrounds. The private sector would not be able to meet this need were it not also for a very
strong public sector.

However, there is a significant private sector role here also in assuring access to low income
students, and I just tell you one fact about Northeastern University. Over this period of the last five
years, which I was describing, in which tuition has increased, and costs have increased, and so on,
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our number of Pell grant recipients has remained absolutely constant in the Northeastern student
body.

So we have been able to find a way through these tuition subsidies to maintain a significant
role for Northeastern University in serving low-income students. I did also want to comment on
your question about the relationship between the pattern of federal policy toward student aid, and
state policy, or indeed the policy of private institutions.

There have been studies done. The ACE could certainly make these available to the
committee, if that would be helpful, tracking the relationship between federal student aid policy,
and state, and private tuition policies over the long periods of time. These studies essentially show
no clear relationship.

During the '90s, for example, as you may know, in Massachusetts, we were actually in the
public sector reducing the price of tuition in order to maintain accessibility. Lamentably, that
pattern has reversed itself now with the budget cuts in the state.

I can also tell you, from a private perspective, that in all of the discussions of tuition
increases that I have been part of in my seven years as president of Northeastern, the question of
federal aid policy has simply never come up. It is not a point of discussion.

The reason for that is quite simple. I think it would not be rational for us, and I think for
other private universities to decrease our financial aid or adjust our price in relation to federal
policy because we give much more institutional aid than we receive in federal aid. If we adjusted
price for that reason, we would actually end up paying more in our own institutional grants.

Chairman Boehner. We are going to have to recess. Has the gentlelady voted?
Why don't I recognize the gentleman? Would you like to ask questions?

I will tell you what I will do. I would like to ask the gentleman from Virginia to come and
take the chair until Mr. McKeon comes back. I know you are shocked.

Mr. Scott. [presiding] I will entertain a motion from the gentlelady. I will recognize the
gentlelady for questions.

Ms. Solis. Thank you. I apologize for coming in late. But this is obviously a very important and
timely hearing for many of us because of the crisis that we are seeing. I represent the state of
California in the Los Angeles and East Los Angeles area, where we have a high number of
minority students that typically do not have an opportunity to go into higher education.

Many that do go, attend local community colleges, but are not able to make that transition.
This is partly, because of a lack of financial assistance. Many are working part-time jobs to
maintain any kind of semblance of being able to afford to go to college.
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I would be very interested in hearing what kinds of ideas you might have in helping to
concentrate or focus on those populations that, for lack of a better term, are almost stuck at the two
year community college level. Many also are not getting information about transferring and that
path to matriculation, whether it be to a public or private institution.

I think over the last few years there has been a decrease in terms of percentage of financial
aid dollars that should be made available, not so much in terms of loan, but Pell grant, work study,
any other kinds of assistance, forgiveness loans, things of that nature, that I think are very
important. I would be happy to hear from any of the speakers.

Mr. Winston. May I weigh in on that? This is not an area that [ have paid a great deal of attention
to, but close friends have and done it with a respect for facts and data that I respect.

Their deep worry is the shift in state and federal policy from exactly the students you are
talking about, below income students who have been highly dependent on things like Pell grants to
middle income programs like tuition, tax credits, the Hope scholarships, and the rest.

Now, to the extent that their feeling is informed, it is a criticism of what has been happening
in federal and state policy in a shift of support withdrawing it from those people in favor of the
middle class. Having made that bold statement, now I can duck behind the fact that it is they who
have the data and not I.

Ms. Solis. I tend to agree with that comment because I have heard that in the state of California,
some of our institutions have done some studies of merit scholarships that have been given over the
last year years.

Those scholarships have increased and rewarded students that do academically well, but
may not represent the underrepresented student populations that also need that assistance.
Obviously, this is having an impact also in terms of their enrollment availability.

Mr. Freeland. I would also just add a word on this, Congresswoman, since I spent a good part of
my time in the public sector, where I think many of these issues come up. I think one of the things
that our system, national system of higher education does very well is serve students well at the two
year level, serve them well at the four year level, serve them well at graduate school.

We do not do as well at working across the seams of those different levels. Many of us for
years have argued that we needed to think of education in this country as a K through 16 system,
with much more emphasis on helping students across the seam between high school and college,
and between two year and four year institutions.

It is an unfortunate fact that the type of students that you mentioned have a much greater
likelihood of completing a four year degree if they start at a four year public school than if they
start at a community college, and then try to transfer.

So I think what we need to encourage--and there may be a federal role here--is the kinds of
programs that Bob Corrigan talked about where colleges are connecting with high schools and
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reaching out to pre-college kids, kid who do not necessarily think about college around the
breakfast table with their parents because that has not been in their history. We need to encourage
those kinds of patterns, and then encourage four year and two year institutions to work across that
scene, so that two-year students are encouraged and helped and facilitated to get to the four-year
level.

Mr. Corrigan. You know, I am not sure to what extent this is a federal problem, as opposed, at
least in California, to a state problem. For the 14 years that I have been president of San Francisco
State University, of the students that we graduate in May or June, at least 65 percent of them had
started at a community college.

I think the brilliance of the California system is that there is a place for everyone. The
whole notion was to do two years at a community college, and then go to the four-year institution
and graduate. We have been doing that.

The problem in California right now is that the state has not kept pace with this population
explosion. Before you came in, I was making the point that the intersection for me is between
quality and access. The funds are there. For the underrepresented student to attend an institution in
California, it is the space that we are lacking.

We are likely to grow--I said we were at 370,000 students. We are likely to go to 400,000
students in higher education in California. We have not built a new campus at the University of
California since, who knows when. We have not been building new campuses of the CSU.

We have not increased the number of community colleges. I am not sure there is a role for
the federal government there, but what we were saying earlier is that when the states do not provide
the support, there is a tendency to look at the federal government.

I wanted to make another point, if I could, very quickly. Dr. Freeland made a very, very
strong point about there not being a relationship between increases in federal financial aid and fees
or tuition. I think that is absolutely the case.

1 do not know of any institutions that sit around figuring out how much more federal money
is going to become available, and then they can raise their tuition accordingly. That certainly is not
true in California. Whereas, I pointed out, we have actually decreased our fees two years, each at 5
percent. We are charging less now than we were charging ten years ago in the California State
University.

Ms. Solis. Mr. Chairman, I know the red light is on, but I just want to follow up with that question
there.

Because, yes, in the state of California, we have done a really good job with community
colleges, keeping all of the fees and tuition very low. In fact, they are probably the lowest than in
any other part of the country.
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But other costs, books, affordability to find housing, all those other incidentals have
actually increased by, you know, who knows how much percentage points. And we are not making
up for that compensation. Therefore, then the students need to go get a part-time job, or maybe two
part- time jobs because financial aid is not sufficient.

I think that sometimes we do not think realistically, as well, in terms of planning for that.
And that is just something else that I think should be addressed because those are questions that we
get all of the time from our constituents about the lack of affordability to be able to go to college.

I mean they certainly enroll at a local community college, but then they cannot afford the
$300 or $400 costs for each book, or each class that they have to take a course. And that is
astronomical. So I think that we are not being realistic in terms of what we are actually providing
students. Thank you.

Mr. McKeon. [presiding] Just before you leave--were you saying you are leaving? I have another
hearing to go to, but I can stay. This question will be very brief.

What about Monterey Bay and San Marcos? Aren't those new schools?

Mr. Corrigan. Yes, Monterey Bay is new. It will not ever be able to enroll the number of students
that they had anticipated in San Marcos as a new campus. But that is two new campuses of the
CSU. We could easily use another four.

Mr. McKeon. [ see. Santa Toledo would be a good spot.

Mr. Corrigan. I would like to emphasize your mentioning of Monterey Bay. Monterey Bay was
the first campus in our system to actually contract with the local community colleges in a single
admissions statement.

In other words, if you apply to the community college at the same time as you apply to
Monterey Bay, you are guaranteed admission at the end of your two years, if you are admissible
under Monterey Bay's admission criteria. You could make the seamless move.

We are trying to do the same thing in San Francisco. We actually have over 1,000 students
who are concurrently enrolled at our local community college and at our institution. They are
taking classes at both places.

We have students at Canada College down in San Mateo County that, in fact, are taking a
full teacher education program down there, under our auspices. They do not have to travel to San
Francisco to do it. They are doing it at community college fee rates, and not at the higher rate of
the CSU. So there are examples, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. McKeon. That is what we have going on at the College of the Canyons. They have started
their university center, where you stay on the same campus and they are raising the money now to
build the building.
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But they have already contracted with Cal State, Bakersfield, and some other schools. You
can stay at the community college, but graduate with a university degree. You just move to a
different part of the campus. There are a lot of creative things being done.

One of the things that disturbs me is what I hear from a lot of students. It is that colleges
and universities used to take four years. Now it is taking five or more, and one of the reasons is
that the students cannot get the classes they need.

What are you doing at the school level to address this problem? If it takes five years, it is
going to cost more. If it takes six years, it is going to cost more. If it takes a week to register and
you are the sixth day, and everything you need is already taken, it is a tough thing.

Mr. Winston. Can I jump in on that one? I think it is just inordinately important that if support per
student goes down in a state, tuition has to go up, or costs have to go down. You have identified
one of the most fundamental ways costs go down.

You cut costs by cutting the classes, by making bigger classes, by using T.V. and TA's
instead of professors. These are the ways colleges and universities had first showed up eloquently
with UCLA back in the early '90s, when there was a draconian cut.

All of a sudden kids could not graduate because they could not get the courses, because the
courses were not offered, and because it was too expensive. You have identified one of the
fundamental ways that a college under pressure, in addition to raising tuition, cuts costs by cutting
courses. It is important to underline that.

Mr. McKeon. One of the things they are doing is cutting core classes and keeping some of the
fringe classes. You can get classes, but you cannot get the ones you need to graduate. I hope that
will be addressed. I am sure that is something that will be talked about.

Let me bring up another subject. Do you think loan limits for students should be increased?
We have a limit now on how much a student can borrow through the government programs.
Should that be increased?

Mr. Freeland. I can tell you that the loan limit, as I understand it right now, and I am not a
financial aid expert, but my understanding is it is $23,000, in terms of federally subsidized loans.
Many students in private institutions end up going to alternative loan sources and borrowing
beyond that subsidized limit.

Mr. McKeon. Generally, they have higher interest rates.

Mr. Freeland. Yes, they are at higher interest rates. That is right. So I would think there is that
strong prima facie case for considering increasing that $23,000 limit.

Mr. McKeon. Dr. Freeland, you raised tuition rate by 10 percent this year, by 21 percent over the
last three years. How do you explain that to parents and students?
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Mr. Freeland. That 10 percent number is not accurate. I know there has been some confusion
about this. We actually raised tuition this past year 6.5 percent.

Mr. McKeon. Is the 21 percent over the last three years accurate?

Mr. Freeland. It is 30 percent over the last five years, in terms of sticker price--20 percent over the
last three. It is a little high.

Mr. McKeon. But that number is much higher than inflation. How do you address that to students
and parents?

Mr. Freeland. I think two things, Mr. Chairman. One is that the rate of inflation, as you know, is
set by the Bureau of Labor Statistics. I believe it is based on a mix of costs that are very different
than the mix of costs you have in college.

I mentioned the chief cost drivers and our cost increases over the last five years. They are
salaries which are in the high tech-oriented field, scientific engineering, health science fields, have
themselves gone up much more rapidly than the rate of inflation.

Mr. McKeon. What percent have the salaries gone up?

Mr. Freeland. I can tell you, for example, that to recruit an electrical engineer today, or to recruit
someone in computer science, or to recruit someone in accounting or finance is difficult. These are
high demand fields where faculty members have corporate alternatives. People with Ph.D.’s in
these fields do not need to go into higher education, the way people like myself in history do.
Those salaries have gone up by factors of 50 percent.

Mr. McKeon. In five years?

Mr. Freeland. Over the last five years. And those salaries remain well below their corporate
counterparts. So we have trouble recruiting talent, even with those kinds of increases in those
fields. Those happen to be fields in which Northeastern is concentrated.

Mr. McKeon. s that one of the areas you commented about using part-time instructors? Is this
how you have offset some of that?

Mr. Freeland. We have what we call non-tenure track faculty, which is maybe a term of art here,
but what that describes is faculty members who are hired full-time primarily to teach. They do not
have the full range of scholarly responsibilities of other faculty members.

There has been a shift at Northeastern, and at many other institutions, toward those kinds of
faculty members because the salaries are somewhat lower and they teach more. In addition to that,

there has been more use of part-time.

Mr. McKeon. How long does it take?
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Mr. Freeland. Pardon me?
Mr. McKeon. How long does it take to get tenure?

Mr. Freeland. Typically, six years. A tenure decision is typically made in the sixth year. This
increased reliance on part-time faculty and non-tenure track faculty really is a compromise between
quality and cost. If it goes too far, it is going to erode quality throughout the system. It is not
something we would want to make as a core solution to the cost issue.

Another big driver of our cost, I should mention, is technology. I think the committee is
well aware of what has been happening with technology prices. A three-year-old computer on a
faculty member's desktop is starting to be an obsolete computer.

Mr. McKeon. Three years?
Mr. Freeland. Three years.
Mr. McKeon. [ was thinking about two.

Mr. Freeland. Yes, fair enough. These cost cycles are really very different than what drives the
general cost of living.

Mr. McKeon. Thank you. My time is up. Mr. Scott.

Mr. Scott. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. We have heard a lot about the importance of K through 6. 1
think we have to make sure these opportunities are available.

Dr. Freeland, you mentioned the importance of getting people in the pre-college years.
Have TRIO and GEARUP been helpful?

Mr. Freeland. We have had a good experience with GEARUP. My understanding around the
country is that GEARUP has had somewhat mixed reviews nationally, but Northeastern is heavily
involved with that program. We are deeply committed to what it represents, and we have had
generally good experience with it.

Mr. Scott. Upward bound?

Mr. Freeland. It is similar. You understand, and I am sure committee members do, that there are
so many young people who do not grow up with the notion of college as an option. Unlike the
kinds of young people who go to Williams, for example, who probably never think about not going
to college, for many young people this is an alien world.

It is a somewhat frightening and forbidding world to their parents. It remains frightening
unless institutions of higher education reach out and break down that forbidding barrier, bring the
students onto campus, give them pre-college experiences, run summer programs, and help them
understand that they can do it. So many of them can. They will never get there themselves
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psychologically.
Mr. Scott. Now what impact would a $400 reduction in Pell grants have at Northeastern?

Mr. Freeland. Northeastern, I think, like many private institutions, does not have a large number
of Pell grant recipients. I mentioned the number. It is about 2400 Pell grant recipients in our
13,000 undergraduate student body.

A $400 reduction for those kinds of students would probably mean, quite honestly, that we
would increase institutional aid to have them because these are students that we very much want.

Mr. Scott. Many people at Northeastern work their way through college. How many hours a week
do they have to work?

Mr. Freeland. There are two things about work at Northeastern. One is that our students alternate
periods of full- time paid employment with full-time study. It is a five-year program. In their four
upper class years, they spend 50 percent of their time, two of four quarters, in full-time paid
employment. But most of our students are working, in addition to those co-op salaries.

Mr. Scott. When you are not on co-op, how many hours a week do they end up working?

Mr. Freeland. These would be very rough estimates. But I think the numbers show that most
students work between 20 and 30 hours a week, and many work more than that.

Mr. Scott. Is there considered a limit to the number of hours a week someone ought to work before
it starts eroding his or her academic standards?

Mr. Freeland. It is something we agonize about in higher education. I think most faculty
members, most educators would say being a student is a full-time job. To work more than a
modest number of hours a week--work-study students might work 10 hours a week or so, that can
be fine.

But when you are working 20, 30 hours a week and trying to be a full-time student, you are
not having the kind of full educational experience that produces the best result. I think, particularly
in public commuting institutions serving low-income student bodies, which most educators regret
very much that the amount that students have to work creates a serious compromise in the quality
of their experience.

Mr. Scott. You mentioned professor pay. Did I understand you to say that the mix of faculty tends
to be growing in the high demand areas, and that the English professor's salary may not be going up
as much? But you have more of the high tech employees that start at $50,000 and more.

Mr. Freeland. I think that is fair to say, and I believe it is true at many institutions. It is
particularly true at Northeastern, which is heavily focused in science and technology. But all over
the country, the life sciences are growing, driven by the revolution of molecular biology.
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Students want to take courses that lead, one way or another, into the health care system.
The competition for talent in that world is fierce. We compete with the pharmaceutical industry for
molecular biologists. That is driving it up. We compete with the high tech industry for computer
scientists and electrical engineers.

These patterns are not confined to a place like Northeastern University. There is a huge
difference between the pressures on fields that students are flooding into where they see job
opportunities, and fields that are the more traditional academic fields where faculty members do
not have other choices.

Mr. Scott. Thank you. Mr. Chairman, I had a question for the gentleman from the public colleges.
But since they have both left, I would like to ask unanimous consent to enter into the record a copy
of the Washington Post article from this morning that outlines budget cuts in the Commonwealth of
Virginia, many of which will fall upon the colleges and universities.

WASHINGTON POST ARTICLE SUBMITTED FOR THE RECORD BY REPRESENTATIVE
ROBERT C. “BOBBY” SCOTT, COMMITTEE ON EDUCATION AND THE WORKFORCE,
U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, WASHINGTON, D.C. - APPENDIX F

Mr. McKeon. No objection, so ordered.

Mr. Scott. Yield back.

Mr. McKeon. Mr. Tierney.

Mr. Tierney. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I was wondering if each of you gentlemen would address
this fact. We have talked about the ways that we are financing education, such as endowments,
earnings and investments, tuitions in the public schools, some public resources, and then all across

the board some federal and state scholarship aid, and a lot of financial aid.

How might we change the way that we finance higher education, so that the sticker price
more accurately reflects the actual price?

Mr. Winston. Do we want to do that?
Mr. Tierney. I do not know. You tell me.

Mr. Winston. [ would think that one of the last things we would want to do in interest of access
would be to make the sticker price reflect the actual cost. My figures for national figures way back
in '95/6, that it costs $12,400 a year to create an education for which a student now pays $4,000. It
is not at all clear to me that we would like to raise that price the student pays from $4,000 to
$12,400. In general, I am reluctant.

Mr. Tierney. I am looking at it the other way. Why wouldn't you lower it so that a student going
in would not face the $36,000 number up there so that they actually looked at what the actual cost
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of it was going to be to them, the $4,000 number.

In other words, students apply to college and all they look at is that their parents need
$37,000 a year to go to such-and-such an institution. You are going to tell me that is not really
what the price is, and that in the end it is a whole lot less?

Mr. Winston. I think it is terribly important to sort out what we are talking about. If we are
talking about the cost of producing a year of education, let me use Williams because I know the
numbers.

It costs $75,000 per year, per student, to produce that education. These are a rarified
atmosphere, but it is not different from a whole lot of very, very high quality private schools. The
student paying the sticker price for that education pays $33,000. The average student pays
$24,000.

Now I am not sure which of two questions you are asking. Why don't we charge them
$75,000 a year? I think that would be a disaster. Is the question, why don't we make it clear to
them that they on average are going to pay $24,000?

Mr. Tierney. That is the question. Right.

Mr. Winston. That is exactly why we did the study that I alluded to, looking not just at the general
question, what does the average Williams student pay, but what does the Williams student pay who
comes from the bottom 20 percent of the income distribution, whose family makes less than
$24,000 a year? We came up with the, I think, gratifying number of $1,683.

Now one of the things we want to do is publicize this as well as we can--not for Williams.
That is obviously not the point. But publicize the fact that these highly selective, highly expensive
colleges are in fact dirt cheap to the kid who can qualify, and who comes from a low-income
family. I think it is a terribly important fact.

Mr. Tierney. I do not think we are doing that, do you?

Mr. Winston. No. Well, to be quite honest, and there is a little sort of self-congratulation to this,
and I am sorry, but I do not think we knew it. The press loves to take Harvard's sticker price and
divide it by the median family income, which, of course, is silly because no one making the median
family income pays the full price at Harvard.

If Harvard costs $35,000 a year, the actual price that kid, coming from a family with a
median income, is going to pay will be $15,000, or something similar? I do not know Harvard's
numbers.

Yes, there is a great deal of misinformation because in no small part we all focus on sticker
price. That is the only thing we see, ignoring the fact that massively, relatively very few kids pay
the sticker price. This occurs for one reason or another, either because of access and low-income
charity, or because of trying to induce better students to go to the school.
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Mr. Tierney. Thank you.

Mr. Freeland. If I might just add a word, because this as you know was a major theme of the
National Commission on College Costs that the general public just did not understand this
distinction between sticker price and actual paid price. It probably sets up barriers to higher
education, which simply do not need to be there. It is purely a matter of information.

The thing the committee might well think about, and maybe in some way partnering with an
organization like the ACE, would be some sort of national campaign to make people aware of what
is actually out there, in terms of opportunity to go to college because it is far greater than people
generally realize, even at private institutions.

The other point I would make, Congressman, is in terms of the relationship between the
sticker price and the net price. A thing which would somewhat narrow that gap--maybe not so
much in places like Williams, which are heavily endowed, but for most private universities, would
be to give financial aid in the form of tuition discounts.

Institutions like Northeastern that want to maintain access to low income students end up
doing it through tuition discounts. What that means is that there is a cross-subsidy between
students who can pay the full amount and students who cannot.

The more support the Federal Government provides for low income students through Pell
grants, and guaranteed loans, and others to have access, the less that pattern of cross- subsidy
becomes necessary to maintain access to private institutions.

Mr. Tierney. Thank you.
Mr. McKeon. Ms. Woolsey. We did not have it down that way, but that is fine. Ms. Rivers.

Ms. Rivers. In the time that I have been here, I have served on the Science Committee, the
Education and Labor Committee, and the Budget Committee. The issue of college tuition comes up
often. As someone who represents a district with three universities, I have a pretty good
understanding of how the whole system operates. I am always shocked by, first, the sort of anti-
intellectualism that exists in Congress as a decision making body.

Secondly, I am shocked by this idea that the cost associated with getting an education is
way out of line; that colleges and universities are gauging, and that professional staff at universities
are slackers who are not working very hard and get very high salaries. This idea has gone on for a
very long time.

My question is two-fold: First, what can supportive members of congress do? Secondly,
what can colleges and universities do to help decision makers understand what it actually costs?

I think most people are unaware that $75,000 is spent per student at a top university each
year. | am very concerned that a lot of decisions are being made out of ignorance. In all of my
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time in public office, I have heard a lot of hollering, and have seen a lot of table pounding that
somehow tuition rates have to be dropped, tuition rates have to be constrained. They are always
predicated on this idea that there is something illegitimate about what people are being asked to pay
for an education.

Mr. Winston. Let me address that question because I think it is a critically important point, and it
goes to where we are as economists trying to understand this exceedingly odd industry. The basic
answer to your question, *'why wasn't this widely known?" is we did not know it.

Ten years ago, people--economists were only beginning to study carefully higher education.
It was like studying the economics of a church. It just was not being done. Now it is being done.
Maybe my 10 years is selling people short who were working very hard 15 years ago.

One of the most fundamental discoveries is how much it actually does cost to produce this
education. Personally, I found it stunning to move from a single college that spends a lot, to
national data, and find these numbers are way, way more than I expected. I am an economist who
has lived in higher education for more years than I will admit.

I would like to congratulate the committee for creating, prodding the National Commission
because that was one of the vehicles through which this kind of fact first really became widely
recognized--that is too optimistic--became widely publicized. I do not think people have yet
absorbed it, and I think it is critically important.

Mr. Freeland. I would just maybe repeat again that I think that is actually an excellent case and
point because the National Commission did a careful study of this, and ended up focusing
tremendously on this distinction between sticker price and net price. The Commission pointed out
that the actual price of attending college was far, far below what most people thought it was.

If you did polls asking people what they thought it was going to cost, they would give an
egregiously wrong number. Yet, despite that emphasis in the National Commission Report, we
have not seen the kind of broad public information program that could make people aware of this,
or start to influence people who do not have wide access to this information, such as in the district
that the congresswoman from Los Angeles talked about.

I would say again there is tremendous importance of using the federal pulpit, the federal
leverage, to make people aware of this fact.

Ms. Rivers. Well, I think it is not just an issue for decision makers. I think it is really an issue for
colleges and universities.

One of the very frustrating things for me as I operate on my campuses, is that I have people
associated with the university, who live on NSF grants or NIH grants, who tell me they are much
too busy to explain to the public what they do. They are much too busy to vote.

They are much too busy in their labs doing all kinds of things, and then they wonder why
they are being vilified or their research is being depicted on Rush Limbaugh or somewhere else as
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being irrelevant, and stupid, and a waste of money.

It strikes me that the university communities are going to have to take some responsibility
for this, explaining what it really costs, what is really going on university campuses, exploding
some of the myths. The best one is that students are somehow subsidizing research, and they are
being gauged to keep people working out of the classrooms, which is not true.

But there are lots of problems that just seem to continue and to fester over time, and the
universities are not addressing them. I think they have to.

Mr. Freeland. I think that is a fair point. We work very hard through our admissions outreach and
other public information programs to make people aware of this. We would not have the kind of
Pell grant recipients in our applicant pool that I described if we did not make it clear that the sticker
price is different from what you are actually going to pay.

But there is no question that we could do a better job in interesting faculty members in
participating in this discussion as a challenge. I share that. One of the things that is most
interesting in the context of your comment is that it is a little bit like medical care.

Most people would say they are pretty well satisfied with their own doctor, and they are
pretty well satisfied with the college they went to, and they think they got a good deal. Somehow
elsewhere, the system is not working properly. We need to do a much better job of reaching out in
the way you have described.

Mr. Winston. Can I weigh in just briefly on that? In my written remarks and when I opened, I
really underlined the degree to which common sense and economic intuition mislead us in this
very, very odd industry. In a way, [ was kind of lecturing that you all should shape up and realize
this difference.

Only recently are we shaping up and realizing the difference. This is complicated material.
We cannot map over from the local Ford dealer to talk about a university. It is just a fundamentally
economically different animal, and we are only now figuring it out.

So I guess I am asking a little patience, and a little support for us while we are learning. [
think that process is going rather well, but it is slow.

Mr. McKeon. Actually, it is kind of like going to the local Ford dealer. There is a sticker price;
and then, depending on how you can negotiate, there are different prices. There are more
similarities probably than differences.

Yes?
Mr. Winston. In my written remarks, I had three different automobile dealer illustrations, and I

cut them out in the interest of five minutes. But it is comparable to going to a Ford dealer if the
Ford dealer took that car that was worth $20,000 on the showroom floor, and sold it routinely for
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$7,000.
Mr. McKeon. Right.
Mr. Winston. Then you have got a car dealer parallel.

Mr. McKeon. You mentioned that in your statement. What I was getting at is that there are lots of
different airlines. You board the airplane and you sit next to somebody that paid more or less, but
nobody knows. It is all different.

We have lots of schools in this country, and there are lots of differences. If we had 1,000
representatives from schools, we would have a lot of differences. This is not my time. Excuse me.
Ms. Woolsey.

Ms. Woolsey. It is my time, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. McKeon. You have four minutes left.

Ms. Woolsey. Believe me he means it. Thank you. I am so sorry I have not been here for this
entire discussion, but you already have all of my thoughts going in my head. I hope I am not
asking a question somebody already has.

My question is about community colleges. Community colleges are considerably less
expensive as a way to fulfill the first two years of an education to enter a four-year university or
college.

So do you recommend that young people attend two-year colleges, get their degree, and
then go forward, or not. Is there a stigma attached?

Mr. Freeland. Although I am president of a private university now, as I mentioned earlier,
perhaps before you came in, Congresswoman, I have spent a lot of years in the public sector. I
would encourage many young people to go to community colleges first.

Community colleges have a superb record of working with young people who did not have
a lot of advantages in their background, and really focusing in on helping them maximize their
academic potential.

By and large, community colleges are really better at that than four-year schools. It is not
good public policy for four-year, public universities to be spending a lot of resources on that job,
which can really be done better at the community college. I would very much encourage many
students to start there.

That being said, many resist it. They resist it for rational reasons, for another fact that I
mentioned, which is that it is not always so easy to make the transfer from community college to
four-year college. We have what we call articulation agreements.
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President Corrigan mentioned some of them, where students who graduate with satisfactory
records from two-year colleges are guaranteed admission to four-year schools. We have such
articulation agreements with community colleges as a private university.

But there exists within the system, and I think it is a fair point, and it exists within the
faculty, quite honestly, some bias on this question that students who start at community colleges
may not be quite as strong as our own students.

I found this even in public four-year institutions. That is why I am very strong on the point
that we need to think about a K through 16 system in which students move across these scenes with
much less difficulty, and much greater collaboration between faculty and administrators at the
different levels.

Ms. Woolsey. Well, does it make a difference which community college?

I know I represent the two counties north of San Francisco across the Golden Gate Bridge.
We also have Marin Community College in Marin County, and we Santa Rosa Community College
in Sonoma County.

Santa Rosa Community College has one of the best reputations, if not the best, in the state
of California. I think the four-year colleges gobble them up. Marin is a great community college.
But because it is such a high-income area, so many of their students go immediately from high
school to a four-year or a private university that people look at it differently.

So does the reputation of the college matter?
Mr. Freeland. Of course it does, because admission counselors know these things.
Ms. Woolsey. Okay.
Mr. Freeland. They know good high schools. They know good community colleges. They know
the ones where students come out well prepared. They know the students who do well in the four-
year programs. They make these kinds of judgments absolutely. That needs to factor in, of course,
to the advice you would give to a young person as to where they would attend.
Ms. Woolsey. I want the other gentleman to answer it too. We have to factor in support for
community colleges; so that they actually can fill that gap in a meaningful way, so it is a lot less
expensive for the students and their families. You, sir.
Mr. Winston. When Dr. Corrigan was here he put in a highly justified part for the California
system in having levels that assure a broad range of access rather than just running a flagship four-

year university, research university, and letting it go at that.

I think that has proved out over the 45 years since the California master plan?
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I think you are quite right that the support at each level is very important to access and to
access to quality.

Ms. Woolsey. I am sorry [ missed him. I preceded him on another committee, and he is now a
witness following me on the same subject that we are supporting. Two of my four children
graduated from his college.

I also have Sonoma State University. In California we do not have colleges anymore other
than community colleges because of the stigma. Our state colleges now are state universities
because there is a stigma in not having a college, not being called a college.

For the life of me, I think that is going backwards. But we had a college, that now is a
university, that has gone from Sonoma State University, called the--no surprise here, Mr.
Chairman--the Granola College, and where everybody supposedly majored in frisbee throwing to
now one of the best colleges or universities in California on environmental issues and on high tech
and economic issues and subjects.

So the pressure of the community, and the needs of the community, if the college or
university will listen, if that entity will meet those needs, then everybody wins.

Mr. Freeland. One of the beauties of American higher education is that it is, at the end of the day,
a competitive system, even in the public sector. So, for institutions to survive and to flourish they
are compelled to match what they want to be with what the communities around them need and
will support.

I think that does end up producing just the kind of evolution that you described, in which
ultimately the requirements and opportunities in the external environment drive institutions to try to
match their commitments and resources to that.

Ms. Woolsey. Right. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I over-spoke. I am sorry.
Mr. McKeon. We all do. Anyway, thank you. I want to thank the witnesses. I want to thank the
members for participating today, especially thank you for staying over an extra day. I apologize for
what happened yesterday, but appreciate your doing that.

As we move forward in reauthorization, this will be an important subject. I hope you will
stay close and make your expertise available to us. If there is no further business now, the

committee stands adjourned.

[Whereupon, at 11:02 a.m., the committee was adjourned.]
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Statement of the Honorable John A, Boehner
Chairman
Committee on Education and the Weorkforce

Hearing on the Rising Price of a Quality Postsecondary Education:
Fact or Fiction

Wednesday, October 2, 2002

Good Afternoon,

T’d like to take a moment to welcome our witnesses, and to

thank them for appearing before the Committee.

We are here today to examine the effects the increasing cost
of a postsecondary education has on students and families. As we
approach the upcoming reauthorization of the Higher Education
Act, it is important for every member of this committee to
understand what is really happening with tuition prices, what

- factors influence tuition increases, and what we can do at the
federal level to try to keep college affordable for students across

the country.

Since the early 1980s, tuition and fees at postsecondary
institutions have outpaced increases in the rate of inflation and
family incomes. Each year, these cost hikes have been two-to-

three times the rate of inflation. While we have continued to



increase student financial assistance significantly every year,

tuition spikes have outpaced our best efforts to stem this trend.

When we return to our districts, many of us hear from parents
and students about their worries over funding a postsecondary
education. It concerns me that at a time when we make available
far in excess of $50 billion a year in federal student financial
assistance, not to mention the billions of dollars spent by states,
philanthropies, and colleges and universities themselves, parents

and students are afraid they won’t be able to pay for college!

Last year, under the rate cut formula negotiated by Chairman
McKeon as part of the 1998 Higher Education Act reauthorization,
the federal student loan rate fell to its lowest level in history. Since
1995, we have significantly increased our aid for postsecondary
education. More students are receiving more federal support than
ever before. We have increased the maximum Pell to historic
highs. The Pell Grant program is our highest priority for
postsecondary education, and since 1998, the maximum grant has
increased by 33 percent. The SEOG program, which provides
supplemental grant aid, is also at an all time high of $918 million.
College Work Sfudy, which helps needy students earn while they

learn, has been increased to $1.2 billion per year, and the list goes
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on. These programs are often the only hope low-income students

have to achieve their dream of obtaining a higher education

Unfortunately, tuition increases have exceeded even these
significant gains. Since 1981, the average tuition at public and
private non-profit institutions more than doubled after taking
inflation into account. During that same time, family incomes only
increased 27 percent in real terms. Given these statistics, it is easy
to understand why families have real concerns about how they will

pay for college.

I am especially concerned for low-income Americans who
might not understand that financial assistance is available. These
potential students often come from families with no college
background and they are the least likely to know about or
understand the financial aid process. They are also the least likely
to understand that there are still some affordable options for a
quality postsecondary education. I am afraid that, when potential
students such as these are told that a year of college will cost in

excess of $20,000, they may just give up.
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Next year, we will reauthorize the Higher Education Act. As
part of that process, we will conduct a comprehensive review of
our student financial assistance programs, determine what works
and what needs to be fixed, and assess how we can truly ensure
that every American has access to a quality postsecondary
education. This Hearing will provide important information on one
of the biggest hurdles to access -- the increasing costs of higher
education -- and provide valuable insight into this issue. I look

forward to hearing from our witnesses.
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Testimony of Dr. Robert A. Corrigan

President, San Francisco State University

Before the U.S. House of Representatives
Committee on Education and the Workforce

October 2, 2002

Chairman Boehner, Ranking Member Miller, Representative McKeon, and distinguished
members of the committee, thank you for this opportunity to testify this morning. My name is
Robert Corrigan and 1 am the president of San Francisco State University, a 28,000-student
public, urban university located in the city of San Francisco. We award undergraduate degrees,
master’s degrees and offer several joint doctoral programs with other institutions. Our university
is a part of the 23-campus California State University (CSU) system, the largest university

system in the country, currently serving more than 370,000 students.

CSU Commitment to Affordability

San Francisco State University (SFSU), like the CSU system itself, sees its mission as providing
a high-quality, broadly accessible education to the students of our diverse state. A key element
of accessibility is affordability, and so, as a part of this mission, the campuses of the California
State University have made a commitment fo keep student fees as low as is consisient with

quality.
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This commitment has enabled us to attract — and fo graduate — a very diverse population of
traditional and non-traditional students. Let me give you a quick sketch of the students the CSU
serves:

» The CSU is a majority-minority university system. Overall, 53% of CSU students are

people of color. At San Francisco State, that figure is closer to 70%.

* The average age of our undergraduate students is 24

e About one in five is a first-gencration college student

¢ Two out of five come from homes where English is not the main language spoken

» Forty-four percent are not supported by their parents.

» Nearly two in five have dependents themselves

"« Four out of five have jobs, and 36 percent work full time

e About half of our students receive financial aid --46% at SFSU.

Our low fees represent a key component of our ability to provide educational opportunity to

these students.
Student Fees at the CSU

For the current academic year, the CSU charges a system wide fee of $1,428 for full-time
undergraduate students who are California residents. This fee is made up of what is usually
called tuition and fees in Other states. Added to this are campus-based fees for local services
such as student health facilities and services, the student center, student activities, and the like.

These fees vary slightly by campus, but average around $500. At San Francisco State, the
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campus fees total $398, which means that our students pay a total of $1,826. The CSU system

wide average total fee for 2002/03 is $1,926 — less than $2,000 for a full year of university study.

This is an astonishing educational bargain. T6 provide some national perspective, when
evaluated side-by-side with our 15 comparison institutions across the country, California State
University fees for resident undergraduates are the lowest in the pation. Comparison data for
2002/03 are not yet available, but for 2001/02, the CSU’s average total fee (the system wide fee
plus the average local campus fee) of $1,876 was far below the $4,168 average of our
comparison institutions. In addition, our average total fee had increased only 2 percent — all for
campus-based fees -- above the previous year. That was among the lowest percentage increases
of any of our comparison institutions, and far below the 7.7% national average increase for all

public institutions, as rcported by the College Board.

The CSU’s state university fee has not gone up for eight years. In fact, this fee was decreased by
S percent in 1998/99 and again in 1999/00. This year marks the fourth year in a row that the

system wide fee has been held at $1,428.

While we are very proud to have maintained these low fees in comparison with similar
institutions, our students live in one of the nation's most expensive cities. So the costs that they
face for such necessities as housing, food, health care, transportation and insurance add a great
deal to the cost of getting an education at SFSU. There is very little we can do to lower these

costs facing our students.
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Maintaining Low Fees

How has the California State University managed to maintain its historic affordability? One
major explanation is a partnership funding agreement between the Governor of California and
the state’s two university systems — the CSU and the University of California. The funding
provided by the state of California to the systems under the partnership has allowed us to keep

fees down -~ far below the actual cost of instruction.

The current partnership, reached with Gov. Gray Davis and our universities in May 2000, is
similar to the earlier agreement our universities had with his predecessor, Gov. Pete Wilson. That
agreement assures the CSU of a certain baseline level of funding. In return, the University
commiits to deliver certain educational outcomes. The funding requests we make under this

agreement require legislative approval each year, which we have received.

The partnership provides for a total 5 percent increase to the CSU’s General Fund base, each
year, plus full marginal cost funding for enrollment growth. The partnership agreement further
provides that the CSU’s state university fee can increase annually by the percentage change in
the California per capita personal income. Through this parinership, the state has, in effect,

“bought out” annual CSU fee rate increases.

However, the CSU and its campuses still need to find ways to keep the cost of operation low.
‘We have developed a number of strategies to reduce costs and operate efficiently, while
maintaining quality and access. A recent major undertaking has been the system wide move to

year-round operation. By greatly expanding course offerings, creating a true “summer
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semester,” we are able to significantly increase our enwollment capacity, without the huge capital
costs of constructing new facilities or even new campuses. Our summer semester also allows
students to accelerate time to degree — a significant fiscal saving both for them and for the

University system.

Although keeping pace with constantly changing technologies requires significant financial
investmenits, the CSU and San Francisco State are making great use of the new information
technologies to reduce costs in the long run through distance education. Again, we achieve two
ends: fiscal efficiency and greater service to students who for reasons of geography or personal
circumstances cannot come to campus., Another successful application of technology is the CSU
Mentor program, which two years age won an Academic Excellence and Cost Management
National Award. CSU Mentor is an online resource which helps students, parents, and
counselors leamn about the CSU, plan for college --- starting as early as middle school, learn
about financial aid, get pre-admission counseling, apply and do much more - providing a high

level of service without additional staffing.

Another exceptionally successful new approach is partnering with Iocal community colleges in
joint use projects. To offer one example, last year, San Francisco State launched a joint use
program with Cafiada College, a two-year institution about 45 minutes outside San Francisco,
whose facilities were seriousty underused. Through our “Pathways” project, San Francisco State
now enables students to complete some four-year degrees, as well as teacher certification, on the
Canada campus. We are now working with our near neighbor, San Francisco City College, to
develop a joint use building that will house programs in early childhood development, health and

workforce training.



Early intervention programs, which reduce the need for University-level remediation, are another
key component of California State University cost savings. The GEARUP program, that focuses
on middle school achievement, and such campus-based programs as San Francisco State’s “Step
to College” program for high school students in under performing schools provide early support
and guidance for students so that they are better prepared when they reach us. This frees up

academic resources that would otherwise go into extensive remediation courses,

Importance of Finaneial Aid

Even with Iéw fees, financial aid remains a critical component of our ability to serve a diverse
student population. Financial barriers continue to be very real obstacles to a college education for
many of our students despite federal, state and institutional aid. The extraordinarily high cost of
living in the Bay Area and other large California cities is one component of the increased cost of
attendance. But transportation, childcare, and housing are issues statewide. Even with some of
the Towest student fees in the nation, the California State University has tens, even hundreds of

thousands of students dependent to some extent on financial aid.

At SFSU, almost half of our students receive financial assistance. Despite low fees, the amount
of unmet need that is, expenses students face even after financial aid is factored into the equation
-- amounts to almost $30 million per year Qur average financial aid award is $8,941 even though
our fees are around $2,000. The actual cost of attendance including housing, books,
transportation and other living costs is approximately $12,000. This is money that students must

still find. They will do so by borrowing more money than we would like from private loan
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programs, by working longer hours than they should, by emwolling part-time rather than full-time,
by taking entire semesters off and stretching out the length of fime it takes to get their degree, or
by maxing out credit cards, None of these are desirable choices but I am sad to tell you that some

of our students must make them every day.

T present these figures to highlight the need for the federal government to continue increasing
financial aid and investments in other higher education programs. We urge you to increase the
Pell Grant maximum award levels, increase funding for SEOG, and Work Study. Our students
would also benefit from a change in the Pell Grant program to allow for more flexibility in how
Pell Grants are awarded. A huge cost confronting low-income students in getting an education
is the foregone income they face while they are in school. Unfortunately, current federal policy
makes it harder for low-income students who want -- for good economic reasons - to accelerate
their education. San Francisco State and the CSU --with its nontraditional students and
burgeoning enroliment-- needs this flexibility more than anyone. We would alsoe like to see
increased funding for GEARUP and TRIO, which help reduce our remediation costs, and the for
the “Child Care Access Means Parents in School” program. These federal investments pay off

many-fold, as students are then able to stay in school, move along more quickly, and graduate,

I know that there is somewhat of an "urban legend” which claims that more student aid simply
encourages colleges to increase the fee that they charge students. 1 can only tell you that there is
absolately no truth to this and the CSU system provides an excellent example. Simply look at
the record of the last decade. In the 1990s, especially the late 1990s, federal need based student
aid increased sharply and the federal government enacted a number of tax benefits — such as the

HOPE and Lifetime Learning Tax Credits — to help families pay for college. State student aid
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also increased during this period. Yet, as I noted at the beginning of my testimony, the CSU
State University Fee has not increased in 8 years and, in two years, it was actually reduced 5%.
Surely if there was a relationship, we would have seen some evidence of it inrecent years in

California.

More personally, I have been a university president for more than 20 years, 14 at SFSU and 8
before that at 17 Mass Boston, a school with a student population similar to that of SFSU. Tn
those years, I have participated in literally bundreds of decisions about tuition. I can safely say
that the subject of increasing tuition because of an increase in federal (or state) student aid has
never been raised, Schools such as SFSU and U Mass Boston exist to provide a high-quality
education at the lowest price possible. Any increase in tuition is a cause of concern and

something that we want to avoid.

Costs Are Rising

However, when we talk about what a student pays for an education at San Francisco State or at
another CSU campus, it is important to make a distinction between price and costs. The price is
the total amount that a student pays to attend the university. The cost is what the university

actually needs to spend to provide the education.

1t costs the CSU more than $10,000 annually to educate a student. Of that amount, the state pays
70 to 75 percent, in-state students pay 18 to 20 percent, and the rest comes from other sources

such as private donations.
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the issue of student fees from the politics of good budget years versus bad budget years, and it

would give students and their families greater predictabilify about college costs.

Of course, these decisions and any future considerations about student fees will be made within
the context of the CSU’s commitment to provide access and affordability for California’s
students. The CSU leaders and 1 are all reluctant to see fees increased but when the state, which
provides such a large share of campus operating costs is facing an unprecedented financial
deficit, public higher education is very likely to be affected. We have our backs up against the
wall in California. Your advocacy at the federal level to increase funding for student aid
programs is all the more critical now to assist us in maintaining the college affordability for our

students.

Finally, I would like to extend an invitation to the committee to visit cur campus and consider
the possibility of holding a field hearing. That v&}ay you can see first hand what challenges our
students face and what sacrifices they make on a daily basis to make their educational goals a

reality.

Members of the committee, 1 thank you for taking the time to consider my testimony this

afternoon. I will be glad to answer any questions you may have.
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FINAL DRAFT
October 2, 2002
Statement of William E. Kirwan, Chancellor
University System of Maryland
before
Committee on Education and the Workforce
U.S. House of Representatives

Mr. Chairman, members of the Committee, thank you for the opportunity to
testify today. I want to commend you, Mr. Chairman, for the series of hearings you are
holding in preparation for next year's consideration of the reauthorization of the Higher
Education Act.

I am William E. Kirwan, chancellor of the University System of Maryland
(USM), a position I assumed on August 1 of this year. I served as president of Ohio State
University from 1998 until my appointment at Maryland. From 1989 to 1998, I was
president of the University of Maryland, College Park, where I had been a faculty
member for over 30 years. '

Mr. Chairman, the subject of today's hearing is very important. Higher education
is the ladder of opportunity in our country, and, as vital as a college degree is in today's
knowledge economy, its importance will grow exponentially in the years ahead. The
benefits of a college degree are many, but let me give you just one small statistic from a
USM economic study, which has tracked the actual earnings of the USM's 1986

graduating class. In 2000, the average earnings of 1986 bachelor's degree recipients were

$51,397, $26,225 more than a person with just a high school degree.
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Education leaders and policy-makers at the state and federal levels must do
everything in their power to ensure that higher education, and the opportunity for a better
life, is financially accessible to all potential students.

In examining the cost of tuition, we must remember that most families and
students don’t pay the full amount listed by a college in their viewbooks and catalogs - -
in fact, many pay far less. In 2001 more than 40% of full-time undergraduate college
students paid less than $4,000 a year in tuition and fees after financial assistance
programs were taken into account. This doesn't mean that there is no affordability
problem, but the true extent of the problem can be determined only by using the real cost
of tuition.

1I'd like to address two related points in my testimony:

1. How the cost of tuition is determined, meaning the factors that drive the tuition
decision; and
2. Who determines the cost of tuition at public colleges and universities.

When an institution determines what it will charge for tuition, it considers a
number of variables. The degree to which these items influence the price of an institution
will vary from year to year and are commonly referred to as the “cost drivers” in higher
education. Particularly in the public sector, an institution has little or no control over
many of these drivers,

1. State Appropriations
Most America_n college students (80 percent) attend public colleges and

universities that depend, to varying degrees, on state appropriations. For most public
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institutions, their state appropriation is the most significant variable driving their tuition
decisions.

In the last 20 years states have systematically reduced their support for higher
education and as a result, tuition increased. At the end of the 1990's, a decade of state
budget cutbacks, the balance of funding responsibility has fundamentally changed. State
funds now comprise under half of total revenues for the 4-vear institutions - a trend that
will continue in our currenf economic climate. For example, this year:

» 31 states made mid-year cuts to the higher education budget during the
2001-02 fiscal year;

s 33 states reduced or held flat appropriations for higher education overall
for 2002-03;

* 21 states held flat or reduced need-based student aid programs; and

* 33 states raised tuition for the coming year at public institutions to
compensate for the shortfalls.

In addition, many institutions will cut services, courses, and personnet to
accommodate for the loss in state assistance.

My experience at Ohio State University illustrates the interaction between state
appropriations and tuition. The facts are these: We developed a multi-year plan to move
OSU’s tuition from 9" (out of 13) in Ohio to the top quartile. OSU was the only public
flagship with essentially the lowest tuition in its state. Usually, the flagship campuses
have the highest. In the midst of all this, higher education in Ohio had a 6 percent cut in
state funds. OSU redid its plan and phased in (new students only} a tuition increase of

35% spread over two years. This was projected to move OSU fram 9" to 4™ in tuition. A



key element of the plan was to hold students with need-based aid harmless. That is, the
need based aid funds were increased at the same rate ag tuition. But we did even more;
we added additional need based aid to hold harmless those students who became eligible
for need based aid because of the higher tition. This plan was well accepted by the by
the governor and the legislature.

Last year in Maryland, a mid-year cut in the USM's state budget resulted in the
abandonment of a sclf—impbsed tuition increase cap of 4 pcrcént and the approval of a 6
percent increase. The tuition increase and a hiring freeze for administrative personnel
allowed the USM institutions to protect academic programs.

In this fiscal year, Maryland is facing a $400 million dollar shortfall, and 2 $1.3
billion dollar deficit is projected for the next fiscal year. Further cuts in the USM budget
are a certainty. We will consider a number of steps to manage these cuts, including
increases in tuition.

Another example of this problem can be found at the University of Virginia.
Since 1990, Commonwealth support for the university dropped from 28 percent to 12
percent of revenues. The FY 2002 budget for the university was cat by $25 million (16
percent) during the fiscal year. As a remedy, the university increased tuition by 9 percent
and cut base budgets of academic departments by almost 5 percent.

2. Labor Costs

Nationally, administrative expenditures have increased 1-3 percent annually over
the last decade. Colleges and universities spend approximately $40 billion annually on
administrative expenses that include academic support, student services, institutional

support, and operations and maintenance.
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Maintaining a faculty is also expensive. Retaining a high-quality force of teachers
and researchers requires institutions to provide them with the compensation, benefits, and
resources that make it possible to remain in the academy and make a living. Colleges and
universities compete in a national and increasingly international market for the best and
brightest professors. To attract these individuals, especially to areas like computer
science, business, engineering, law, and medicine, compensation must be equal, or close,
to what the private market Will bear.

In Maryland, another factor that will contribute to higher labor costs is a recently
enacted law granting collective bargaining rights to certain USM employees - a law I
should ad that was supported by the USM Board of Regents. Wholly apart from its
impact on wages and other compensation, the cost to our institations just to engage in
collective bargaining (e.g., legal counsel, lost work hours during bargaining sessions) and
to administer a negotiated contract are significant.

Options to reduce labor costs are not popular. Larger classes, fewer seminars, and
an increase in the facuity to student ratio are some of the byproducts of reducing the costs
in the teaching ranks. To some extent, this is done through the use of part-time faculty.
Since 1979 there has been a twenty percent increase in the percentage of part-time faculty
teaching on college campuses, This has helped control costs, but it also has raised
questions about the quality of teaching.

3. Growth of Scientific Knowledge

Knowledge in‘most scientific disciplines doubles every 7 to 10 years. In some

cases, whole new scientific disciplines have been created: computer science and

microbiology did not exist on most campuses twenty years ago. Biotechnology was not
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around ten years ago. Today, it is unlikely to find a good college without areas of study
and perhaps departments dedicated to bioinformatics, cognitive science, or cybemetics.
Colleges and universities must keep up with the growth of this knowledge or their
students receive an education that is obsolete.

To see how knowledge has grown and the implications it has for budgets of
educational institutions, consider Chemical Abstracts, a single academic journal that is
indispensable to sciemists; In 1977 a subscription to the joufnal cost $3,500. Today, it
costs $23,700.

In addition, the equipment used in colleges and universities has grown in mumber
and price. The monocular microscope that many Baby Boomers remember from their
own academic experience has been replaced by electron microscopes that are far better
and significantly more expensive.

4. Technology

As with scientific knowledge, no institution of higher education can survive with
obsolete technology. Students expect and need high-speed, high quality IT facilities from
anywhere on campus. In the last decade, almost all colleges wired campus buildings for
high-speed Intemnet access. But just as that has been completed, more and more schools
face the costs of moving to a totally wireless environment.

In some important areas, the cost of technology has dropped -- for example,
personal computers. However, the frequency with which this equipment is replaced

means that colleges face regular, on-going expenses that did not exist a generation ago.



57

Because colleges are such large, diverse enterprises, the range of regulations that
affect them is enormous. Indeed, it’s hard to imagine any business in American socigty
that is affected by as many different regulatory agencies as a typical college. The Federal
Trade Commission (FTC) and the Consumer Product Safety Commission are the only
federal agencies that do not have regulations affecting institutions of higher education.

T'm not asking that regulations be rolled back to save money or that universities be
exempted from them. Thé point is simply that regulations iﬁcrease the cost of doing
business and these costs, as in every other business, are passed on {o consutners.

These are the major factors driving the tnition decision of a public institution. T'd
iike to note what is not a factor in this decision: Federal and state student aid programs.

The 1998 National Commission on the Cost of Higher Education found no
evidence to suggest a relationship between the availability of Federal grants and the costs.
or prices of institutions. It also found no conclusive evidence that the accessibility of
loans has contributed to the increase. But, the Commission did suggest further study into
this area.

In December 2001, the National Center for Education Statistics (NCES) published
a statistical analysis report on college costs and prices in response to a 1998 mandate
from Coongress to study the issue. The NCES report came to similar conclusions:
“Regarding the relation between financial aid and tuition, the regression models [used in
the report} found no associations between most of the aid packaging variables (federal
grants, state grants and loans) and changes in tuition in either the public or private not-

for-profit sectors.”
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Understanding who makes fuition decisions is also important in the examination
of tuition increases. In Maryland, a 17-member Board of Regents appointed by the
Governor sets the tuition for the USM's 11 degree-granting institutions. Presidents of the
institytions make recommendations, but it is the Board that makes the decision. In
addition, as a practical matter, the Governor and the General Assembly also approve
tuition because tuition is treated as a state appropriation, requiring legislative approval.

The relationship aﬁlong a public institution's adminisfration, its governing board,
and its state’s executive and legislative branches varies considerably. However, it is the
rare institution that has complete autonomy in making the tuition decision. Legislative
involverent in setting tuition, directly or indirectly, tends to reduce the rate of growth of
tuition. There's nothing wrong with that, but political decisions regarding tuition often are
made without regard to the actual costs of higher education.

In conclusion, Mr. Chairman, my experience suggests that there is no
disagreement about goals when it comes.to public higher education. We want it to be
high quality and affordable. Every tuition decision I've been involved in has boiled down
fo a balancing of these goals. We can achieve these goals, and collectively - our
institutions, their governing boards, and the state and federal governments - must work to
provide the means for students to enroll and succeed.

# ##
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Testimony of
Richard M. Freeland, President of Northeastzrn University
. before the
Comunitiee on Education and the Workforce
October 2, 2002

Chairman Boehner, Congressman Miller, and membe‘rs of the committee, I am pleased to
have the opportunity to testify about the cost of higher education, a subject of great
concesn to all of us. In my opening remarks. I will focus on the private institution { jead,
Northeastern University, which is a national, research university located in the heart of
Boston. We enroll approximately 16,600 students from all fifty states and: 125 nations.
We offer a full array of majors in the traditional arts and sciences and we place particular
emphasis on preparing undergraduate and graduate students for professional careers in
sﬁch fields as business, engineering, law, computer science, and the health sciences. We
also stress programs and curricula that help students integrate professional majors with
the liberal arts and relate classroom study to professional work experience. We are
widely known for our program of cooperative education, through which students alternate

periods of full-time study and full-time paid employment in jobs related to thelr majors.

Northeastern was founded over a century ago as a place of opportunity for people in
Boston who did not have the financial means to attend the other private colleges and
universities in the area. Our flagship co-op program has historically helped many students
camn the dollars they needed to pay their tuition bills. Northeastern’s traditions of
accessibility and aft"ordabﬂity are particularly important to me. Ihave spent my entire

academic career at access oriented institutions—two public universities, the University of
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Massachusetts in Boston and the City University of New York, and now Northeastern. 1
regard access to quality higher education for young people from all walks of Bfeas a
central value of American democracy. And so I commend the conumittee for bringing
new attention to the cost of higher educatjon, and for your efforts in the 1990s xelated to
the National Commission on the Cost of Higher Bducation. The report of that
commission provided an important wake-up call for higher education about the vital
importance of artending to the issue of college cosis. Northeastern has responded to this

charge, as I believe my testimony will show.

As Thave mentioned, I will focus my remuarks on my own unjversity, but f believe our
story is not unusual among private aniversities. Many of the headline stories about
college costs foces on a relatively small number of elite and richly endowed privare
colleges and universities. Though such stories make interesting reading, the fact is that
these institutions enroll a relative handful of all students attending college it this country.
Most private institutions rely, as does Northeastern, on student payménts for most of their

revenues. In that respect we are quite typical of private higher education in the conniry.

Rising costs and stralegies o restrain costsy
‘Whenever we discuss the cost of higher education, it is of course helpful and necessary
that we make a distinction between what it costs a university to educate its students and

the price that those students pay to acqaire that education. I will use my remaining time
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1o review both cost and price trends at Northeastern from a 1996-1997 base through

2001-2002.

Over the past five years, our total expenses have risen from $285 million to $416 million,
or 46 percent; on a per student basis, operating expenses have increased from $18,264 10
$22,243, or 21.8%. The primary expenses driving our costs upward invclve new
investment in four areas: salaries, technology, financial aid, and construction. The first
three of these driving forces have dominated rising costs at most private universities in

Trecent years,

#  About two-thirds of our niet operating budget is dedicated to salaries and benefits,
Over the past five years, salaries have risen from $127.3 million to $168.7 million,
an increase of 32.5 percent, and non-wage compensation has increased from $24.7
million to $29.5 million, an increase of 19.4 percent. Boston®s high cost-of-
Hiving—combined with the fact that we must compete with industry if we want te
bring more of the nation’s best PhD-level scholars to Nottheastern—make managing
per;onnei costs one of our greatest chalienges. This is especially true in the fields of
science, engineering, and information technology, where private sector salaries are
now more than one-third higher than the average salary for these fields in four-year
colleges and universities. Moreover, the size of the gap has increased in recent years.
To remain even somewhat competitive we have needed to dramatically increase

starting salaries in the last five years: by 30 percent in electrical engineering; 51



percent in computer science; and 49 percent in finance, to provide just a few

examples.

Reflecting the dramatic growth of technology thmughout the economy and suciety,
our investment in technology has more than doubled in the past five years, from about
$10 million to over $23 million. Were we able to do so, T would have increased these
invegtmems even more. Most of these investments support technology directly
related to the education of students or the improvement ol the non-academic services
we provide them. 1t is, of course, vital that we expose owr students to state-of-the-art
technologies so that they graduate from Northeastern fully equipped to contribute to
the nation's economy. I should add one additional point about our investments in
technology: Such investments for educational purposes do not lead to produetivity
increases in higher education as similar investments frequently do in business
enterprises. The productivity gains from these investments come later in the form of

graduates better equipped to add value to their places of emnployment.

A third significant factor driving our costs upward involves the development of our
campus. Over five years, construction expenditures have added over $360 million in
new bwildings to campus, this has increased our annual debt service and depreciation
from $26.2 million to $48.3 million, or 84 percent while also adding expenses to
maintain and operate the new buildings. Between 1999 and 2004, we will have added
nine new residence halls and new facilities for our colleges of health science 2nd

computer science. In this category, we may differ from other universities that are not
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being as aggressive as Northeastern in expanding their physical facilities, In our case
we have no choice. If we are to succeed in our efforts to enroll more students from
outside the state and region, we must provide residential facilities. In addition, we
have been urged by the Mayor of Boston 1o house more students in on-campus
tesidence halls in order to reduce competition for housing between students and area

residents.

*  Finally, and critically important to the subject of this hearing, over the past five years
our investment in institutional financial aid has grown by 123 percent, providing
additional tuition discounts to students of modest means. To a significant degree this
increase has been driven by our commitment to providing increases in financial aid to

all aid-receiving students to offset annual tuition increases.

So our costs are rising as a result of a combination of external conditions, such as the
cost-of-living in our area, and internal forces, such as our need to invest in personnel and

technology.

I have stressed that our cost structures are fairly typical of those at private universities
nationally. T should acknowledge, however, a few factors that are particular to
Northeastern, First, we spend between $600 and $700 per student, or about $8 million a
yeur, operating our cooperative education program. Most universities do not have these
costs. Second, we are weighted toward high-cost fields such as engineering, compuier

science, and the health sciences. Third, much as we celebrate our location in Boston, it it
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one of the most expensive places to live in the United States, and this fact puts great
pressure on salaries as we seek to attract talented professionals from around the country.

Al of these factors increase the pressures of rising costs at Northeastern.

Against this background of upward pressures on costs, we have worked strenuousty to

keep our costs in check.

* i the early 1990s, we began implementing 2 restructuﬁng plan that by the end of the
1996-1997 acadernic year would reduce full-tine undergraduate enroliments by over
25 percent from over 15,000 to about 11,200; reduce staff by 18 percent, from over
2,800 full-time facuity, administrators and sapport staff to under 2,300; and eliminate
thirteen majors that were weak or ountdated. In 1997, we undertook a review of our
graduate programs that led to the elimination of seventeen PhD, masters, and

certificates of advanced graduate stady programs.

% Like many other colleges and universities, we are relying more on non-fepuye-track
faculty and adjunct faculty fo. teach our students, a development that troubles me even

as it holds down costs.

* We have sought additional cost savings through strategies that range from gaining
new efficiencies through e-commerce to participating in local, state and national
higher education purchasing consortiums. By participating in the Massachusetts non-

profit energy purchasers consortium, for example, we have saved 2.8 million in
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slectricity costs over the last four years. All told, through participating in purchasing
consortiums, and through other measures, we have saved about $20.5 million in

energy costs over the past five years.

% 'We have asked each of our colleges, schools and departments to find ways to restrain
costs: Over the past ten years, there have been no general budgetary increases to

address rising operating costs due to inflation.

* ‘We have also sought to insulate our students from rising costs by increasing revenves
from sources other than tuition. Between July 1, 1997 and June 30, 2002, ws have
gamered nearly $122 million through fundraising, and external funding for research

and projects has doubled to more than $47 million.

The price of 2 Northesstern education
_Let me now address how all of this impacts what our students must pay to attend

Northeastern,

From 1996-1997 through 2001-2002, the nominal tvition price—the so-called sticker
price—paid by the average student at Northeastern increased from $13,846 to $18,032, a
rise of 30.2 percent, or 5.4 percent a year. This compares with a national average for
private universities of 31.8 percent over the same period. The numbers for Northeastern

would describe changes in our effeciive tultion only if everyone paid the actual sticker
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charged to students is, of course, the subsidy received by Northeastern students from a
variety of sources including endowment income, fundraising, and wition discounting, and
this number has somewhat increased over the five year period, Thus Northeastern
University has found a way to increase the quality of our academic programs, enhance
the extra~-curriculsr experience, and graduate a growing percentage of those who enroll as
freshman while keeping the overall rise in net price somewhat below the growth of costs.
We are especially proud of the fact that we have increased institutional financial aid by

123% while increasing our nominal tuition by only 30 per cent and net tuition by 19.8%.

1 et me close with two thoughts. First, despite our efforts to restrain cost increases, we
worry, as do the members of this conumittee, about the financial burdens that attending
Nertheastern impose on students and their families. So we will continue our effosts to
conirol costs and continue our comrmitment to financial aid. Increasing endowment
support for scholarships is, in fact, a major goal of our current capital campaign. Second,
we believe that the cducm}m we offer our students, though challenging for the family
budget of some, is a solid value for all. Northeastern freshmen entering this fall will pay
a little more than $70.5 thousand in average tuition during the course of their
nndergraduate studies with us. But they will graduate into an economy that in the late
1990s was paying workers who hold bachelors degrees an average of $21,800 more than
was earned by workers who have only graduated from high school. Over the course of
their lifetimes, bachelors degree holders can expect to earn an average of $900,000 more
than their high school graduate counterpants, Against such numbers our tuition charges,

while substantial, represent a very good investment.
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wawa. U Quantitative Characterization of Pulmonary Prassura-Volums Curve for Improved Cate of Actte Lung ARMY $113,137
o8, P Sofid Phase Pephide Synthesis of Antimicroblal Peptides for Call Binding Studies ARMY $25,000
fhaichl,. M To Purchase A Gas Chromalonranh and & Flams Tmclking Softwars Svsiem fo Enhance Capabllity of ARMY 82,125
mo MassAgenda: New Voicas in Urban Poticy boC $399.225
anav, A Acoustic Diffraction Tomoaranhic Sudies at Fit9 DOE $194.118
of. B. Advances In DNA Sequancing by Capitiary Aty electivphoresis: Extended Seauence Read Length, DOE $140.000
8 Advances In DNA Sequenaing by Capillary Array slectrophorasis: Extended Sequence Read Lanath, DOE $140.000
W, A C Modelirier of ) DOE $91.179
W, A o Modeting of DOE $52,500
ioA Structure anct of Complex Materials DOE $125.000
# A, Electronic Structure & Spectioscopy of Complax Matstials DOE 250,000
dA Elactronic Stucture & Spestroscopy of Complex Materials DOE $84.000
wjge, S Enhanced Fledirocatalvsis for Proton Exchange Membans Fuel Calls DOE 350000
5T Enhancemsnt of Aluminum Fomings Through Rapld Prehesting of Billets DOE 380,588
A0ff . Micrascotie Machanisms for Frictlon DOE $30.000
folt, 4. Mletoscopic Mechatilsms for Fiotion DOE $45,000
ol J. Misroscopic Mechentems for Friction DOE $45.000
LT The Usa of Novat Tailared Nano-structured Support Medla for Metal Catalvst Particles DOE $185.000
R'A An ion to Improve D f Domestie Vistenca In Medical Records BoJ $220.817
Mt Best Practicas for Data Collection Wab-Based Raclal Profiling Ressurcs Cepter Dod 349,420
it J Bridaing the information Disconnact in Bias Crime Reporing Doy $149.953
it Civit Legal Assislance et $61.500
w0 COPS Grant Dod $450.000
§ A Decloral Dlsssration Dad $14.928
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PLPD. Proloct Title Agency  Agency Award
X, Enhancement and Analysls of Hamicide Data et} $54 8¢
Davit, 4. Aadial Profiing Dats Colfecton Bod 430
1estona, B Third Tier Cltfes Prolect DOL $359.81
mington, £ Thtes-Year Coaperalive Demonstration Proaram. The New &naland Workforca Davelspment DoL $75.0C
m.A Three:Year Cooperative Dsmonstration Frogram, The New Enatand Workforce Davelopment DoL $69.7C
vers, T, Creating Postwar Gultare: The Nenvetbal Arts of Japan. 1952-1968 ED 100,00
nsit, A ELMO Curieular Reform Project ED 318351
(=Y ELMO Cunicular Reform Prolect £D $208.1€
ola. 8. Graduate Program In Systems and ing {GPRISM) D £I53.00
ota, 8. Graduate Program in Ir Systems and A {GPRISM) ED $173.14
Jen, C. Imerprater Education Project ED £4.07
aen, C. Interpretar Education Proiect ED $155.40
2en. G. Interpretsr Education Project ED $155.40
38n, G, Interpreter Education Profest ED 3155.56
30n. G, intorpmter Education Projact ED $15428
K Prolect ive Toarms: inary Teams Proparing Eany intetvention Persohns! from £b $2r234
ar K, Project Teams: i v Teame Propating Eariy Intervention Personnel from j=9 528188
Klawlex, R, Proposalio Expand Graduate Sclence Prearams with Coneeritration in Advarced Sclantific Gomputation €D $220.50
Kiowick, R. Proposat fo Expand Graduste Scisnce Prog with G on in d Selentific Ct i EDR 5259.71
wil, A Proposal to Exmand Graduate Scishes Programs with Concantration in Advanced Scientific Computatior ED $260.25
Josset, R The Rols of Speech Oulma T Ky for Beainning Ct ED $184.02
ait, D, Urban Community Service ED $347.2¢
astors, B Surveving the Technulogical Capabiiifies of Minority Businasses In Boston FEDBUB $1w50
8.V Datection & Classification for Multichanne! Spatial Slonals FEDSUB AFOSR $33.40.
sV Detection & Classification for Multichiannel Spatial Sigrals FEDSUB AFOSR £16.44
thar, §. High Power Microwave Responsa of Suparconductiong Flims FEQSUB AFOSR $59,99
ar.E. Reducad Tamet Recos P and Algoritht Development FEDSUB  AFOSR  $179.95
ar E. Raducad Si Targat itiors: F gy and Algorithrs Dievelopmant FEDSUB AFOSR 323,02
<8, Novet io image itation - Phass i FEOSUI AFOSR  380.96!
hemi. H, Salf Consurning Satalite with STTR Multifunstiops! Sinwture FEDSUB AFOSR 29,99
sruer, N System Dasion for Microtast Optical Switch FEDSUB  AFOBR 49,564
arion. 8 Advancad Direct Methano! Fusl Calis with Electron Beam - Proessed Polyphosphiazena Membranas FEDSUB ARQ $70.0X

80, MVP Training/Germany FEDSUB AROQ $48,000

50, J. Boston Collahoration tor Yeuth Activity FEDSUB CDG  $11a83¢

59, . Boslon Collabotation for Yeuth Activity FEDSUB coe $68.751

on, O fal o Coord. Comm. 1 FEDSUB cpe $82.74E

on, G, O & F Coopd. Comm, FEDSUB TG $17288¢

mv. A Piay Across Boston FEDSUR oht pizese

or, W Massachusetis Promise Amaticonps Pramiss Fellowship Program FEDSUB  Comp Nal  $221,000

er, W Massachuzetts Promise Amercons Promise Feflowship Program FEDSUB  CorpNat  $263.400
sh. A, An Actin-Mvesin Machine FEDSUB DARPA g21.282
ar M ANT-Based Adaotlve Resource Manzagement FEDSUR DARPA  £237.070
ar, M ANT-Based Adaplive Rasource Managshent FEDSUB DARPA  8252.185
sthem, K. BBN Request for Proposal (PCES), *Aspact QUO" FEDSUB  DARPA $35.000
erhar, K BEN Boaues! {or Proposal (PCES), "Aspadt QUO” FEDSUB DARPA $84.531
naA, Novel Stroam Ciphers FEDSUB DARPA $39,145

AL Novel! Stream Ciphers . FEDSUB DARPA $40.223

ser, M, Acceferation of Srana Classification and Spectral Unmixitis with Reconfigurebls Sorputing FEDSUB DOE  s127.148

e M Acasleration of Svene Classification and Svectrat Unmixing with Reconfiqursble Computing FEDSHB DOE $8,000

ser, M Accoleration of Scena Classification aid Spectral Unmixing with Reconfiqurable Computing FEDSUR DOE $50.000

3198, 5 Davelopment of Advanned Calalysts for Diract Mathano! Fust Cells FEDSUB ooE 340,000

s, § fmproved PEM Fust Oolf MEA's based on FT Aoy Calhiods Caiplyat FEDSUB DOE £31.000

nee, & Tmproved PEM Fuel Cell MEA's baged o PT Alloy Cathede Catatyst FEOsSUB DOE  §259.000

siea, & ing For Ad! Electroda Azsambllos FEDSUB DOE 466,000

snew, S Inertaclal Gorrusion Sclence Studiss: Novel Matarials and In situ Synchrotron Based Spactroscany FEDSUB DOE $22.783

ames, $ Low Cost, High Temparaturs Solid Polvmex Electrolvie Mambrane For Fus! Cells FEDSUB DOE $8.000

Mee, § Nang Pl d Co-pot for High Te {urs, Low PRassure Micro Composite Fuet Celt FEDSUR DOE  gT2000

wolon, P Servica for Physies. FEDSUB DOE $18775
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PYPO Proleci Titie Agency Agency Awarde
nsen, R f fodinated B and Thelr Ty Precusars FEDSUB DOE $1558
ason, R, of lwfirated ang Thelr Ts ¥ TS0 FEDSUB DOE $15.58
we. & Boston Children and Families Database FEDSUB bOJ  sa0s72
Davitt, J. Cops Problem Soiving Pantnetship Program FEDSUS DOJ $14.18
Aer. L GBLS Subeontract; Civit Legal Sarvices FEDSUR Do $rE04
whe, J School Resource Officar Assessment FEDSUB DO 38078
Devitt. 4 South Boston Coslition to Pravent Substancs Abuss FEDSUR Dol $23.3%
n A, Evaluation of fhe Youlh Opoonunity Granis FEDSUB ooL 2000
nA Evaluation of he Youth Opportunily Granis FEDSUB DOL 35850k
DA Youth Opportunity Area Demonstration FEQSUB BoL  gi22200
hP Uses of Archived AVL/APC Data to improve Translt Pedomance & Managemant FEDSUB DOT  $300.00(
mant B Development of & Vinual Reallty Diiving Simulator for Rehabilitatlon Assessment Research FEDSUB ED $82.95¢
srant, R Develooment of & Virtual Reafity Drivina Simulator for Rehabilitation Asssssment Research FEDSUB ED 36,24
wand, B Devaelopment of a Vitual Reality Driving Simulator for Rahabifitation Assessment Research FEDSUB €0 $20.84¢
el P Massachusetts Partnemship for Teacher Quality FEDSUR ED 1044
P Massachusetls Parinership for Togcher Quality FEDSUB EC sws7z
Toil. P Massachusetis Partherstip for Teacher Quality FEDSUB 2o $164.65¢
on. G, New Englend Renlonal Mambershie Conlarence FEDSUB ED 31,000
qolo, B, Teachas Coltaburative Community Haalth Planning and Davelops a Model for Trangetlantic Exchange FEDSUB ED $9.007
arzio, G, 2-4 MHz Multi-Element Ultrasound Svatam FEDSUB. HHS 36.18¢
wel, §. ics and piior: of G FEDSUB HHS $33.08%
wel, S andf on of G FEDSUR HHS  g383m¢
wn b Advanced Traning Opporiuntiies for Minoitiss in Scleate FEDSUBR HHS 23384
hod. Anatomic Motphologic Anafvsis of MR Brain imates FEDSUB HHS $95,147
nJ Anatornic Momhalegic Analvsis of MR Brain Images FEDSUB HHS $56.807
h.J, Anatomic Momhologie Analysis of MR Braln Images FEDSUB HHS $58.50¢
for . Automatie Pronumciation Screaning Test FEDSUB HHS $50. 728
wo, K Data tor Prevention F i FEDSUS HHS  seosTs
nska, of Novat DAT as Polential Anth-Cocaine Medications repsus HHS $RT4AS
s, V. Bloenminesting Desion of Arificlal Blood FEDSUB HHS  $22158%
hilin. ¥, Bivengineering Desian of Adificial Blood FEDSUB HHS  g253.208
hllite, V. Bloengineering Dasian of Arificial Blood FEDSUB HAHS §14.625
hitin, V Bloenginesitzt Deskan of Asificial Blood HHS $235.054
ning, J. Bostort: Sickle Cell Conter HHS $9.558
ning, Boston Sickle Cell Center HHS  $105,081
ring. J Boaton Skekle Cali Conter HHS  s1oe884
5D Cenferfor Fiaki Modsaling and HHS  $10718
&, I Center for Bi e Fisid Modsting, & HHS $70.588
s, 3. Carnter for Fiald Modaling, & HHS $69.080
ks. O Genter for Bi Fleld Modsaling, & HHS $70.960
& R Commprehensiva Ditection of DNA Adducis HHS $45.000
N3 Comprehensive Dataction of DNA Adducts HHS $25.635
e.R Comprohensive Dstaction of DNA Adducts HHS $12.488
LA Dasigning Viral Dynamic Studies HHS $25875
v, A Education and nformation Transfer Coro HHS $31.689
wood, 3. Etehing of Cst Scinfillators HHS $50.554
v B, Imaging Intimat Hypemiasia Myoevls Hynaxa & Nectosls HHE $46,876
v, B Imacing Intima¥ Hyperplasia Myocyts Hypoxia & Naecrosis HHS $48,131
v.B Imaaing Intimal Hyperplesia Mvocyte Hvboxla & Necrosis HHS §78.244
er. 8. Impismentation of & 384 Cablllary Ssquending Systerm HHS  s453.500
o1 8. implamerttation of 2 384 Capilary Seauencing Svstem HHS 3418440
%o, D Irtomat-Besad Nutrition Education for Collens Studsnis HHS 815,787
<. Nutritlonat Heaith information SD-ROM for Colleqe Wormen HHS $10.866
shdorp, of Light Sansitivity by Phosducin and 14-33 at the Rod Synapse HHS 265,000
bino, & Rols of Thrombin In Slekle Vaso-ovclusion HHS £48,702
bine. G Rels of Thrombin In Slekle Vaso-Ocolusion HHS 550,144
@A SCOR in Sudden Gantllac Dezth HHS $62.861
LN SCOR in Sudden Cardian Desih HHS $62.820
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i, AR L. Agency  Agency Award:
ma. A SCOR in Sudden Sardiac Death FEDSUB HHS $55.7¢
c e R, Spachficity of DNA Repalr for Oxidized Abasic Sites FEDBUB HHS  $117.28
ma R Specificity of ONA Repalr for Oxidized Abaslc Sltes FEDSUB HHS 412076
sa, R, Specificity of ONA Repair for Oxldized Abasic Shes FEDSUB HHS  $1p4,38
roar-Ewing, ©  Stage-based Maafth Promoetion with the Bidery FEDSUR HHS $86.57
nnlag, J Structure, Interaction & Mechanism int Sickle Harmogtobin FEDSUB HHS  si8B.42
nning, d Strrcture. & fam i Sloda i FEDSUB HHE 18509
nnirgy, Shueture, ion & s i Siokfe Hes FEDSUB HHS  sappar
aning, Shuciure and in Sickds ¢ FEDSUB HHS  g1s0.08
Json, R Stiboontract from U Mass Medical FEDSUR HHS 52880
aro, H Tameted Capacity Expansion HIV Ingrvention (Mother's Hope) FEDSUB HHS $8.28
aro, H ‘Targeted Capacity Expansicn Job Training intervention FEDSUB HHS  $128.89
aro. H Targeted Capacity Expansion Pregnart 8 Post Partur irtervention FEDSUR HHS  g128.89
iros, P Trace Leval Dataction and identhication of DNA Damage FEDSUBR HHES $78.73
wos, P Trace Level Detection and identification of DNA Damagse FEDSUB HHS $84.20
wos, P Trace Laval Detection and identificatton of DNA Damags FEDSUR HHS 28538
dor. L. Vistal Automatic Feedback on Atticiation rERSUB HHS $14.70
wos, P Vitamin D ism Through A-Ring FEDSUR HHE $20.68.
ros, P Vitamin D A Throuah A-Rlng FEDSUB HHS $30,57
aro. H Womah & Violenee Study (Consertium) FEDSUB HHS $88.42:
.c Elactrochemicsl Elnviane Sensor for Monitoring Low Lovals In Plant Environments FEDSUB NASA .57
ma. A, Denxittic il FEDSUB NASA 520,00
e AL intertace Partem Selection in Directiona! Solidfication FEDSUB NASA BT
oo A Massachuselts Space Grant Congortium FEDBUB NASA $15.000
en,J. American Humans Project FEDSUB NL 58,32
on.. Co-Producing Commercial Safety Sevice in PA FEDSUB Nk $12,18¢
an.J. Evaluating Community Policing in Public Mousina FEDSUB N $8.96¢
an J. Supporting Polles Intearity FEDSUB [N $18.07¢
n. O, Research and Cutrench to Prevent and Conlrof Aquatic Nulsanes Species Invasions: Identification and FEDSUB NOSA 830.37:
D Rasparch arxd Qulraach to Provent and Control Asualic Nulsance Speciss irvvasions: identification sind FEDSUR NOAA $48,37¢
wchanko, S & B-O Conducior insulalor Transilon on Two Dimentions FEDSUB NSF $45.00°
ofies. § Bimetaliic Oxvgen Reduction Gatalvsis for Proton Exchanas Membrane Fuel Cells FEDSUB NSF $34.90¢
.G, Charactetization of ApdA Inducad Pelease of Nitie Oxide From Endothefial Cells FEDSUB NSF $17.224
3.6 Charactarization of Ap4A Induced Release of Nitric Oxide Frum Endothelial Cells FEDSUB NSF 517224
8, G Charactarization of An4A Induced Rslogsa of Nitric Oxide From Endothelial Cells FEDSUB Nsf $17.22¢
o, 8. GMS Constnuction Project FEDSUB NSE  gatao0t
Asan, M Intaqrating Loclc inte the Computer Science Cumiculsm FEDSUB NSF $1ig864
AT Structursl Deslan angd Thermal conteol of Matal matrx Combosite Coetings from Lavered Precursors FEDISUB NSF s1t7sna
T Ultrasorie Rapld of M i i and Adfive FEDSUB NSF £150350
EN-% Unlocking the Secrals of Nublan Cufture FEDSUB NSF $23842
A Devalopmert of Polvmide-Based Hiuh Parformance E-O Polvmens FEDSUB ONR $58.000
v. D. Muitiple Actens & | a Methaouds for Acoustie ¢ and FEDSUR ONR $40,494
LAN Multipte Accass & Methods for Acouslic € ard FEOSUB ONR $11.638
Kovie, A Nonliner Cenlrot of Etactromechanical Systems in Naval A & ONR 3198326
v D Uity Modem angd Network Development for Acoustic Telsmetry FEORUB ONR $53.000
5K A Genomics Approach to P, asruginosa Bioflims HHS $13.778
2 K A Genornics Apgrroach to P. peruginosa Biofims HHS $297.980
ard, E, Acie Cars Nurse Practioner Gariatfivs Spacialty HHS $40.162
ard. € Acute Care Nurse Practionsr Getlatrics Spacialty HHS §151,385
ard, B Acuts Care Nusise Practioner Gariatrics Spaclaity HHS $166.301
it B, Adolescent Arabolic Sterolds. Vasobression & Angression HHS $118T74
g, B, Adolascers Anabolic Storoids. Vasopression & Agaression HHS 30383
Jokn, M, RNursing ion Proaram HRS $87.33¢
aR. Analyels of DBP DNA Adducts HHS $79 250
aR, Analysis of DEP DNA Adducts HHS $79.250
nska, M. Behavioral Evaluation of Novel DAT Antagionists as Polantial Anti-Cocalne Medications HHS $56.744
wslos, . Calalvels and Rexulation of the Urea Cvcie HHs $227,902
wstes, 5. Catalysis and Renulation of the Urea Cyele HHS $294.738
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it Projectiitle Agmney Agency Awarde
. H. Cation Labsiing mass Spactrometry of DNA Adducts HHS $158.50
8. . Cation Lubsling mass Spectrometry of DNA Adducts HHS 1585
se. . Cation Laboling mass Spectrometry of DNA Adducts HHS $13.0K
wing. k. Chemicat & Recombinant Studies on Sickle Hemoglobin HHS $241.37¢
wing, J. Chernical & Rosembinant Studies on Sickle Hemoglobin HHS $288 17C
g, L Chemical & Recambinart Studles on Sickle Hemoglobin HHS £268.07%
Sll-Prozzi. T.  Comsiation of Shis Dys & Modified Sarium Swaliow Tests HHS $21, 70
aah, B Dascending Motor Control I Larval Zebra Fish HHS 340,18
s, F. Devalcoment of Mammalaln Circadian Rivihers. HHS $235 55¢
8.F. Davelopment of Mammalain Circadian Rhvthms HHS $213,97¢
i, F Developmeant of Mammalain Gircadlan Rhvihms HHS §213.97¢
usg, P DNA Damage Recognition by AP Erdotililaase HHS $317.000
uss, P DNA Damsge Fecoanition By AP Endonuslsase HHS $149.66¢
uss. P, DNA Damage Recogniion by AP Endonudeass HHS BEI4ES
som M Health P Throush HHS $00.000
5.8 Enhancament of Nutea Anssthesia Program 1o increase Wotldoros Diversity HHS BIMIBXK
anay, I Functional Omanization of the Zebraflal Hindbrain HHS 5192250
allay, 0, Functional Granization of the Zabrafish Hindbrain HHS §195.27¢
schestie, M Gehetics for Mursing: Response to the Revelutions In Heatih CARP Teday HHS £30,00C
L E. Giardia Encvatment: Control of GalNAe Bynthesis HHS $162.948
nard. f infiusnes of Legal Context on Tobacco Industry Behavier HHS SRSB4
3. 1 infrared Studies of Protain Struckire and Dvnaries HHS $208.50
s T infrared Studies of Protein Stacture and Dynamics HHS $158,500
hoW. nisect Model for Study of the insulin Flacepstor HHS 5185.514
W, ngact Mode] for Study of the Insulin Recedtor HHS $170.478
snitina, M, intensity DLs and masking In Nommal and Jmpatrad Haafita HHS $067.966
artine, b Intensity OLe and Masking In Nomal and Impaired Hearing HHS 360,588
hifin, V. Long-Gireutating Polymer-Moditied Liposomes: HHS 3232245
hillls, V. Long-Cheulating Polynar-Modifled Uposomes HHS $237.750
08, P, Mass Spadiometric Studfes of Distaty Carvinogsn DNAAddUGtS HHS $203.505
08, P, Mase Spectrometric Studies of Distaty Carginogen DNA-Adducta HHS $215.751
s, P, Mass Spactrometric Studiee of Distary Garcinogen DNA-Adducts HHS $29.500
s, B, Mass Spactiomatiic Studies of Dielary Carcinogen DNA-Adducts KHS $222 265
h, K, Mechanical Funstion of Muscle During Mevement HHS $233,650
h R’ Mecharical Furwtton of Muscle During Movement HHS $10,000
hH Mechanical Function of Muscle Dutingy Movamant HAS £361.150
plin, V. Miceliar Carlers for Sparngly Solubls Phammaoettionls HHS 383,915
iR, V. Micaltar Cafrers for Sparngly Scluble Pharmaceificals HHS $124.480
. V. Micsllar Sartiers for Sparingly Solubla Phamaceticals HHS $215.734
Adlin, V. Miceilar Carriars for Sparinaly Soluble Phammacsttticals HHS $226,199
or, B. Multiplex Mass Spectrometiy: In-Dapth Protaame Analvsis HHs $269,739
er B8, Multlptex Mass Spactromatry: In-Depth Protecme Analvsis HHS §282,231
K Natural Substratos and intibitors of Microbisl MDR Pumps. HHS $100,278
5K Natural Subst-ates and inhibiters of Microblal MDR Pures HHS $118,875
nplen, P, Near Uttraviolst Raman Stuties of Cyiochroms PA50 HHS £285.419
npion, B, Near Uliravieist Raman Studies of Gyiotshrome P4A50 HHS $2685419
nplon, B, Near Ultyaviclst Raman Studies of Cytechrome P450 HHS 6,748
nplon, P, Near Ultraviolet Raman Studies of Cviochrome P450 HHS $268,116
s0n, 1. Neurochernicat Effecis of Prenatal Gocaing In Rat Stiata HHS $112.311
som. £, Neurochamical Effacts of Prenatsl Cocsine in Rat Stiata HHS $76.088
on o Neurochemical Effects of Pranatal Covsing in Rat Stdeta HHS $59.807
B New Separation and Analviicsl Technologies tor Protsomice HHS $424.981
=N Normaf and impatrod Tomporal Processing of Compfox Sourds HHS 5287.332
.8, Nomal and {mpaired Temporal Procassing of Gomplex Sounds HHS §9.205
iR, M, Norrmnat ang: Imbatred Temporal Processing of Complex Sounds HHS $253.933
.5, Normal and knnaired Temporal Prosessing of Complex Sounds HHS $ReR.B47
nting, M. Normat and lmpairad Tamporal Procassing of Complex Sounds HHS 320,394
E Ni Alfied Hesith Prolect HHS 13T
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Agsiicy

rvey prro(act Titleo Agency
nkett, P. NU Allled Health Project HHS
sholm. M. Nurse Anesthetist Trainesship Proaram HHS
mer. C, Ped Gerts Aclion In Development znd Repmduction HHS
mer, C. Peod Gene Actian in Daveloptnent end Reproduction HHS
wimutter, N Plausibliity and Syntatic Processing Load HHs
wanathan, N, Postnatal Matemal Entralnment Of Circadian Rhvihms RHS
vansthan. N,  Postnatal Matemal Entrainment Of Circadian Rhvthms HHS
ew. R. P Cotor and Lumi HHS
ow. R. Postrocaptoral Color and Luminanes Machanlems HHS
it, 8. Predoctoral Felfowship HHS
i’ S, Pradoctora] Felfowship HHS
Wwett, P - e Omant. Al foT Haalth Sclence Education HHS
Tat. C. Prolein Painting of Preimplantation Embryos HRS
ner, G, Protein Palnting of Prefrplantailon Embrvos HHs
uss, P Sabbatical Callaborallon: Redox Function of Apendonuclsase HHS
AN Same Dstenminants of Spasch Parception HHS
ar. . Some Daterminants of Speoch Percoption HHS
AN Some Detorminants of Speech Parcaption HHS
ol Soma Daterminants of Sposch Parception HHS
o Some Determinants of Spasch Percention HHS
cazio, L. Sourcas of Information In Speoch Percaption HHS
wazio. 1. Sources of Information in Spesch Perception HHS
son. R Soecific Probes tor the ER-Hormane Binding Domain HHS
son, R. Spacific Probes for the ER-Hormone Binding Domain HHS
son, R Specific Pmbes for the ER-Hemmona Binding Domaln HHS
son. R. Specific Probes for the ER-Homone Binding Domain HHS
son, R. Specific Probss for the ER-Honnona Binding Domaln HHS
na, A. Spiral Wave Stabllity in Prasence of Cardlac Memory HHS
‘holm, M. Suppolt tor Advanced Practice Nursing Students HHS
holm. M Support for Advanced Practics Nursing Students HHS
&S Support for Nursa Anesthesia Students HHS
ins, 8 Training Basle Regearchers With Emphasis on Minoritios HHS
ns. 8 Tralning Basic with o Minorit HHS
th.8 NU Heaith HUD
30.A CAMMP BOP 2002 NASA
o A CAMMP BOP 2002 NASA
oA CAMMP BOP 2002 NASA
0 A CAMNMP BOP 2002 NASA
oA, Coapertative Anresmnent batween NASA & Centter For Advanced Materials Procassing at N.U. NABA
DA Cooperative Agréement batween NASA & Center For Advanced Mateals Processing al N.U. NASA
oA, Cooperative Agreement batwean NASA & Center For Advancad Materals Processing at N.UL NASA
0,A. Gooperativa Agresment betwesh NASA & Canter For Advanced Materials Processing at N.U. NASA
VA, Coopsratlve Aqreement betwean NASA & Center For Advancad Materials Procsssing at N.U. NASA
DA, Cooparative Agreemant betwean NASA & Center For Advanced Materials Processing at N.U. NASA
onLM tmape Processing Techniquss for Sstellite Data Using Reconfinurable Technoloay NASA
©.A Modsling of Magroscopic/Microscopic Transnort and Growth Phanomena in Zostite Crystals NASA
i A Phase-ield Simulations of Dendritic Growth at Low Undercooling: Confronting Theorv and Experiment NASA
A Phasa-fistd Simulations of Dendtitic Growth at Low Undercoolina: Confronting Theory and Experiment NASA
WA Phasa-fleld Simulations of Dandrilic Growth at Low Undencooling: Confronting Theorv and Expetiment NASA
wA Phasa-field Simulations of Dendiitic Growth at Low Undarcooling: Confrorting Theory and Expatiment NASA
B A Phase-field Simulations of Dendrlic Growth at Low L M Theory and B NASA
mer. F State Space Quariization in Navigation Tasks on an Eight-leaged Robot NASA
net, F Team Orientad Robolic Exploration Tasks on Scomtion and K9 Plattorms NASA
A, The Fole of Dynamic Nucleation at Moving Boundarles In Phase and Microstructure Sefection NASA
<ovic, A A Fraqueney-Selective Approach to Modsling and Control in Switched Power Procsssing NAVY
tovie, A, A Frequency-Salactive Aoproach to Modeling and Control in Switched Power Protessing NAVY
3. C. Acauisition of Liauld Phass Epltaxv Equipment NAVY
ia, C. Deposition of Thick Hexagonal Ferrite Films by the LADAPE Techniques NAVY

#Asion of Sponsotad Projact Administration

Awarde
$12841
§16.90
$285.30
$285.30
$486.65
510245
$105.46:
522312
5237.750
$25.42!
$25.79
$5.42!
$249.63
$249.63¢
$68.33!
$63.07
$188.23(
$100.55"
$258.81¢

$897.800
$650.000
$375.000
$1.025.000
$120.000
$1.344.337
$895 668
$303,650
$1.322,600
$125,000
$1.000912
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B IR L hgency Agency Awarde
Dapositlon of Thick Haxanonal Ferite Films by the LADAPE Techniquas NAVY $780.00

Depostion of Thick Hexagona! Ferrite Fiims by the LADALPE Techniques NAVY £75.50

Daveloping #f Broadband Ciroutators - A Feasibiltv Study NAVY $117.81

Development of Artificlal Fenittes at the Atomic Scale NAVY $79.08

Development of Artificial Fartilas at tha Alomic Scale NAVY $90.97,

Davalopment of Biomimetic Ambulatety & Undulatory Underwatar Robotic Svstems NAVY 5282.25

Dy ot Bk if y & Lindt v L Robotic Systems NAVY 267.74

B of Bit & &t T Robolle Systoms NAVY $50.00

b of Torresttal Robokt NAYVY 244040

b of Ts trint Biomnireth FRabet: NAVY $44.70;

D of Tarestrial Biomi Ambulatery Robots NAVY $546.48

Funding tor & Conference NAVY $25.000

Funding For A C - nology For Biomi Pobats NAVY $1547

Grad Student Supporl & Publication cost for CFDAZE Procoeding NAVY $24.004

hner, F integrating Dynamiec Walking, Running & Lecametion InThe Scomion Robat NAVY 34187
Tar, B intrinsic Multiscals Stiuchare & Dvnamies NAVY $2.000
ey, S, Microwave Loggss in Tunable Device Matetials NAVY $74.99
Ihar, $. Microwave Losses In Tunable Davise Maletlals NAVY $78.99¢
har. & Microwave Losses fn Tunabls Davice Materials Navy $77.00°
ar, $. Moneifthic High-Fraquancy Single-Crystal Fertite Materfals and Devices NAVY $140,00¢
oL S. Monolithic High-Fracuaney Sinale-Crystal Famite Materials and Davices NAVY $400.00¢
Ms, ¢, Monallthic High-Fraquency Sinple-Cryalal Farile Materals and Dovicss NAVY $E0.EN
wa. C. Monolithic Hinh-Fraquancy Single-Crysial Ferte Mateilals and Devices NAVY $28821¢
. €, Mornalithic High-Freauency Singhe-Crvstal Fenile Matenals and Dovices NAVY 86500
har, §. Proposal 1o Ongshize the ONR Superconducting Electronics Program Review and Confarence NAVY F10,00¢
=d Sensoar Fusion Mediation at Exterocsptive Refloxes NAVY $49.974
rs. 4 Support for the Bacand Ir Svimpostum ort NAVY FAL71E
g, U Aanpe Data C NAVY $17.66C
W J - U Ranae Date C i NAVY 324,50¢
Kis, t Fange Data G {RDCY NAVY $31.27¢
ning, P Boveloning A New Teaching Fisld Word Hislory For Tha 21st Cantuey NEAH $40.00¢
s, P Developing & New Teaching Field: Wordd History for the 21st Century NEAH $156.504
ningt, P, World History Network NEAH £240,000
sls, W, A Mamory Intensive Combliation Envitohment Tameting VLIW and DSP Architectutes NSF $100.000
ahan, T. A New Expatimental Approach Toward a Unified Theory of Time-Dependent Consofidation NSF $42,146
~aina, A A Planing Maeting tor an {UCRE for ination Cantrot NSF 31000
rouk, P A Solvert Enalheering Appoach o the Sudy of Bismolscular Recogrition in Heme Proteins and NSF $105.001
rouk, P A Solvent A sch o e Study of f ition in Heme Proteins apd NSF $105.000
ok, P A Solvent Enplineering Approach to the Siudy of Biomolecuizr Recogrition in Hema Proteins and NSF $105.000
nan, Acquisition of & Low Temperature Near-Fleld Scanning Optical Microscope/Scanning Probe NSF $148.000
aloff, N isitlon of an Ultra-High-V: Varabia-T Seanning Proba Microseops for the Study of NSF $107,000
sl O, Acaulsition of Instrumesniation for Dual lon-Bearn Daposifion & Analysls of Carbon Nitide Thin filims. NSF $133.3¢0
e, of SGUID for fon, Toaching and R h : NSF $143.000
an, D Adquisition: of Supemonducting Magnet NSF $90 545
.G, Adddithity Probleme In Quardum nformation Theory NsF $B4.427
an M Alr Entrapment for Liquifection Mitination « SGER NSF $50.000
ich, M An Enginesring Research Certer for Subsurface Sensirn and Imaging Systems (CENSSIS) NSF $2,581.751
itch, M An EnginesHrs Ressrrch Center for Subsurtace Sensing and braging Systams (CENGSIS) NSF 53,146.000
ftch, M An Eng h Center for Subsuitace Sshsing & Imaaing Syslems NSE $60.000
d M. Analysis-Bassd Program Ti NeF $89.930
M Analvsie-Based Program T " NSF $102.332
3.K Apoplosis in Bacleria i NsF $60.000
man, J. Anplieations of Represantations of Cidvers NSF $31.500
nan, J, Applications of Flapresentations of Quivers NsF $31.500
H Automatic Recognifion of Emotion In Spaech ) NSF §02.759
raman, R, CAREER: Alorithms for Oganizing and Schaduling Distributed Resources NSF $115.829
rman, R. CAREER: for O ings and Distributed NSF $58,152
c CAREER: i Prmary & ¥ Activilles for Enhancing Tewencid Indols NSF $75.000

vision of Sponsored Projest Administration
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rury Projest Thie. Agency Agency Awarde
taln, S. Catsloquing Diversity of Ciilated Protists Theouah the Swsry of and Gereit NSF £270.54
fein. 8 Calalogulng Diversity of Clifated Protists Through the Swmerav of Mo ical 2nd Genatie NSF $12,000
ria. & Corarnic Artificia) Fenite Prepared by Laser NSF $85.05(
wroft, . CMS Construction Prolect NsF $3.959,99¢
wroft. . CMS Conatrugtion Project NEF $4.074.0K
ne. M Cohomoloay Theetes for Algebraic Variaties NSF $44.00¢
erhart, K Coffaboration - Oriented Aspects NSF $99,99¢
" wood. J reh: Scaling of Mi Plasma Sourcss o Small Dimensiuns NSF $E467F
wood, J Scating of Plasina Sourcas o Small Dirpensions HSF $58 81
wood, J Collaborative Fesearch: Scaling of Microwave Plasma Sources 1o Small Dimensions NSF $53.311
#ono, Collaborative Rassarch: The Effect of Emotions on Automatic intergreup Evaluation, Goals, and NSF $32,85¢
reharko, § Gollabroative Research: Study of Noval Phases in Two Dimensional Electron Systems In Migh 8T N&F £149,784
ala, H. Compider Scleres Laboratory Prolscts That Provide Breadth Through Depth NSF $48.67¢
ala R Compttsr Salence Laboratorv Prolects That Provide Braadth Thiough Depth NSF 32276
sisen, M Comptaing Education for Evary Student in Secendary Schools NSF $627 0858
sesm M for Everv Studsnt v Schools NSE $823.852
0, G, Conneclions te the intermet NsF $145.428
llafagmell, S, Connections: Woman in Sciences, Engingering and Math (SEM) Making Connsctions Betwaen NSF F269,847
laFacetth . Conneclions: Women (n Sclences, Enainesring and Math (SEM) Making Connactions Betwasn NSF $293.291
sroft, &, Continuation ¢f REV Site al CERN NSF $104.265
roft, S, Cominuation of BEL She at CERN NSF $64,000
sraft, §. Continualion of REU Site st CERN NSF $104.285
g, A Cooperatives Ressarch with Korad: Study of the adhssion betwsen Slury Parlicles and Water Surface NEF 324300
ahan, T h! & Reaclive © NSF $100.000
Jov, O Developmant of a New Genstic Transtormation Techinidus for Maine Algas NBF 554,118
wsl, O, Develaptnent of an Litrasound Sased Svstem for Dvnamice Intracoronary Plaque Charasterization NSF £62.530
s, 0. Davelopmert of an Uitrasound Bassd Svstem for Dynamic intracoronary Plaque Characternization NSF $62.134
.S, Doyst of Films fot Cplical Isolators. NGF $232.874
300, A, <f Phyalcal P gy for Robust Dasian NaT 325,000
e, B fat o and Using the in Blology Taxt NSF 588,281
sk, D, Distribusted Systemns With SE. Basad ot Cots. NSF $220.163
o G Embeddad Svatems For Feedback Mixing Gontro! iy Fhuid Flow NSF $80.000
wtina, A Establishing an IHCRC for Control Site at ) NSF $50.000
woft, $. Expetimentsd Particle Physlcs NSF $793.040
woft, 8. Exparmerdal Particle Physics NSF $793.040
ot S Expertmontal Panicle Physics NSF $159,736
woft, § Experimental Padicls Physice NSF 5290000
3 8 Exploralory Repearch on Archic Microblal Diversity NSF $34.133
an, D, Farromaghetisn in Samiconductors NSF $10.000
an, i1, Feromganetism in Semiconductors NSF $10.000
Zo. G Gonorallzod Ouufar Atlases for Ophthalmle Sumery NSF $150.000
108, G GOALL Control snd Observation of Mixing in Fiuld Flow NSF $180.000
ovan, 4 GOALL Statistical Quatity Control Melhods for Health Svstoms Proploms NSF $71,143
avan, GOALE Statisieat Quality Control Maethods for Hoatth Systems Problams NSF $748.700
evan, J GOALE Stalisticsl Quality Condrol Mathods for Haalth Systems Probisms N&F $78.435
¥n, 8 Hidden Micnsbinl Diversity of the Sea: Testing & Noval Approacts to Ctitivating Prasently Uncuitivedla NSF $65.732
i M Hilbert Space Towis for Modaling & Compansation of Reactive Powar In Ensray Prosassing Svstems NSF 270,000
s O Hvdrogen P on by F Powarad B NSF $32.800
how ICEFISH 2003: intemational Collaborative Expadition to Collett and Study Fish Indigenous to NSF $156,109
tety, M. IMPAGT: A Raglonal Curfenturs imoplermentation Effort NSF $1.201.170
h M, WPACT: A Bepional Curiculum Implemaniation Effort N&F $191.000
e, M. MPACT: A Reglona! Currcvium implamentation Effort NSF so87.780
foh, M, IMPACT: A Aamdonal Curieutum implamentation Effort NSF $191.000
teh, M, IMPACT: A Retlongl Curicuium implameration Etiort NSF $1.038.253
ang. B, Indexing ant Recranization in Parallel Databasa Systams NSF $79.913
erg. B. Indexing end Reorganization In Parllel Database Svstems N&F $84.683
wabkeh. A, Sall dlatic NSF 375,000
ERA ic and n Maleriale Procossing NSF $25.000

islon of Sponsorad Project Administmtion
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pp—

and Envi
Valie-Based Progran O
Inverss Scatling Models ad Alnorithins for Functions imaging with Diffusa Optical Wavefleds
ITREWF: Now Abproaches to Human ©abital D Through Resaarch
[TR/EWF: New Approaches to Human Capital Development Through Information Technology Ressarch
Laftice Models and Aoplications
Lattios Modets s Applications
tatlice Modeis snd Apnlications
{attics Modsie and Applisations
Metaliic Behavior of Two-Dimensionsl Semiconductors
Metallic Behavier of Two-Dimensional Semiconductors
Matatlic Behavior of Two-Dimensional Semiconductors
Micro Gas Analyzer
Modelling Genarational Gamage Collaction
' Clreults for Sensor
Muttipla Pathwavs Toward Gender Equity in The T Worklorce
Nanoscate Spatio-Temporal Glassy Dynamics
fovel High-Field EPR Studies of Photosynthetic Reaction Canters
NSF Graduate Teaching Fellows in K-12 Education
NSF Gradusla Teaching Fellows in X-12 Education
Nuciear of Blomolacul
On the Emissions of PAH, PM and Other Poliutants From Buning Ormnie Wastes Tarseling
Onthe Emissions of PAH, PM and Other Poliutsnts From Buming Omanic Wastes Tamaiing
On tha Emisslons of PAH. Pi ang Other Poffistants From Buming Onmnie Wastes Tameling
In and Ressarsh; 153 the Futura of Bi Imaning

Plasma Chemistry Study in Plasma Doplng
Plasma Chemistry Studv In Plasma Dopirg
Plasma Chemiutry Study In Plasma Depity
Polvhadmt Combination in Representation Theory & Algsbrals Geometry
Palvhedral Combinstotics inn Repsentation Theory and Algebrale Geomelry

vhedral Cx Theoty and Algshraic Geometry
POWRE: Direciing Indole Alkeiold Synthesis from Cathararthus Roseus Cultures
POWRE: Dirscting Indole Alkaloid Svnthesls from Catharanthus floseus Culiures
POWRE: Enzvme-Substrate Intetactions Mediated by Vitamin B6
Predictina Briine Life-Cyele Detetiomtion: intaqrating Condition States with Svelem Perfomance
Predicting Bridnes Life-Cvcle Deterforation: Infearating Condifon States with Svstem Parformance
Prepamtion Characterization & Kinetle Behavior of Uniqus Cavbon Supported Bimstalfic Ou Catalysis for
Praparation Characierization & Kinetic Behavior of Uniqus Carbon Supportad Simetaliic Cu Catalvsts for
Preparation Charmcterization & Kinplic Behavier of Unfaus Carbon Supported Simetaliic Cu Catalvsts for
Probing Fluctuations and Nanoscale Dynamics in Glasses and other complex Materials
Product. Process, ahd System Monitoting and Diaanostics
Proflis-Driven Gorminite-Tima O 18 Targeting O Daskiop Er
Quartum Chaos and Electronagnetio Chiaos
Quantum Chaos and Elactramannetic Chaos
GQuantum Chigos and Electromagnetic Chios

in it Matorials ing

Ressarch i for Teachers
Research Exparisnces for Undemrathsates at CEAN
reh for atCERN

Research for Multi Disciplinary Princibles In Mantfacturog

Ressarch In Particle Theorv

Rasaarch In Paricle Thaory

Ressarch on Elementary Paricle Theory

Fessarch on Elomentary Particie Theory

Reseanch on Elementary Particle Theory

Resonance Raman Studies of Election Nuclear Goupiing. Time Resolved Dynamics and Magnatic
Resonance Raman Studies of Election Nugloar Coupling, Time flesolved Dynamics and Maanetic
Resonance Raman Studies of Election Nuclsar Coupling, Time Resolved Dvnamics and Megnetic
Resonance Ramah Studias of Electron Nuclsar Coubling. Tine Resctved Dynmimics & Megnelic

NSF

N&F
NSF
NSF
NSF
NSF
NsF

NSF
NSF
NSF
NSF
NSF
NSF
NSF
NSF

NSF
NSF
NSF
NSF
NSE
NSF
NSF
NSE

NEF
NSF

NSF
N&F

NSF

NSF

N&F

$28.00
$10.00(
$98.69;
$767.21¢

$56.861
$115.000
$8.139

$175,000
$9,734
35000
3163888
$120.000
$150.000
$112.680
$89,100
§26,401
$104.873
$105.000

$40,000
$40.000

$126.000
$120,000
$200.000

isfon of Sponscerad Project Adminisiration
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SRR _I IR Agenoy.  Agency Awardh
Kright, 8 AE Supplemsnt for Congsis NeP S52.5
wmers, £ RNA Having imidazale Funclionativ: A Novel Blapolvmer Mimic for Desion of Artificial Catalvsis NSF 42,60
aperman, G Scalable Pamliel Bymbolle Computation for Inequtar Protlems NSF $85.28
oria, C Self-blased Y-lunction Cirealators NSF $72.18
nd M. of hplieht ¥ alfing NSF 821423
veman, M Svectral Invarinats of Detormed Diras Oparators on Cpen G-Manlfolds NEE $96,12
[ tatus/D s and Motivational Effects on and Smiting NSF 800
wing, J, Shuctum and Hoje of B-Amine Acld Transminase NSF $85.00
foh, W. Structure, Function, and Exomssion of Tubllins, Globins, and Microtubule-Dapersdent Motors from NSF 816827
Aoh, W, Strseturs, Funclon, and Exorssslon of Tubiiing, Slobine. and Microlutule-Depsndtent Mofers from NSF $20D.96
rich, W Structura, Function, and Expression of Tubiling, Globins, and Microtubule-Dependent Mators from N&F $180.61
Amutter. N. Syntactle £ in Sentence NSF $189.00
Amumer. N, Svmactic Pr I Sentence Cx NSF s32a
F. The Davalotmers of Numbar Concents NSF $124.8%
Hh.D, The Infiuence of Watsr Tamperature oh Pradalordinduced Defonsiva Responses and Ule-History NSF 5050
D, The influencs of Water T on Prod: DOsfangive and tie-History NSF $35.261
F The Role of Lanauane in the Acquisition of Kind Concepts NSF S41.97
wrs, W, The Rale of Race in Punishing Cominal Violsnes: Juy Santencing in Capitsl Cases NSF $248 50;
olls, B, Tha Shucturs and Contant of Diagrams NSF $14z. 568
alle, R. The Stiuctura and Gonterit of Diagrams NSF $135.55¢
afla R, The Stueture and Contert of Digorams NSF 521750
ek, P, Tre Uss of Non Aqueous Madia to Probs Oxvietvt Metalioanzvme intsmediates NSF 3437
rmchan, M THEMATICS: D 13 ot o New Cf Toot for onal NSF $201 84C
sk Theorstical Studies of Guanium Chaos NSF 287000
L, Theorstical Studies of Quantum Chaos NSF $49.997
W Treorstical Studies of Quaniim Chaos NSF $50.00C
i M Tepics n Anatysis on NonwCompact Mariifolds NSF $40.000
A M Teples tn Analvsis on Non-Compact Manitolds NGF $40,000
WA Tepology of Hypewians Asangement NSF £33,585
A Topolony of Hypemiane Atrangement NSF $33.586
LE Toward & Unifed Avproach o Diffuss Wave Inverse Problems NGF $124 965
P Tractebls Formal Methods for the Synthests of concurmsnt Programs NSF $56,937
.G Prostate Activatad Prodrums and imaglning Agents OTHERDS Ay §547.632
dta, £, 3 et In Discrete motry and ic Group Theory OTHERDO NSA $22.632
shour, B, 20th Anniversary Meeling of HSS OTHERFED $7.340
ot n Assist Stata Untversity of Wedd Languages to o iong of CTHERFED 200,000
W, Athigtes in Servics 1o Ampriea OTHEAFED $1.041.130
WA Athletes in Service to America CTHERFED 5220816
WA Athlatgs In Sarvics fo America OTHERFED $857 053
1.8 Alhtetas in Sarvics to Amatics Progam TTHERFED $84.756
an, B COBASE Prolect Davelopment & Inftiatiort Grant OTHERFED $6.800
nan, &, Community Health Servica Gom, OTHERFED $35,250
store, B, FMCS “Resource K" CTHERFED 5115.088
done. 8, FMCS "Rascurce Kt CTHERFED $100.453
1ona, B, FMCS *Resourcs K" CTHERFED $80.000
LB, Funding of Patrick Fennich OTHERFED 26,371
teh, M. [ ives T¢ cies for 1o Satellite-Assisted Praciction of Eanhauakes CTHERFED $243.950
8RB NIST SURF Program OTHERFED $5.845
nan, E. Servica Leaming Coros QTHERFE $292.552
aport, € Elactromagnetics Modeling for Detection of Buried Oblects CTHERFED  AFOSR $7.660

slon ¢f Sponsered Froject Adrninlsiration
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AWARDS RECEIVED
October 1, 1999 - August 31, 2002
PUPD Af
Yary A ardd Key Pr for Wirsless Nelworks AIRFOR
wn, A Authanfication snd Kev Revecation Protocols Tor Wholess Netwotks AIRFOR
wen, A, Autharfication and Kev Fevocation Prolecols for Wirsless Networks AIRFOR
kar, M. Fuslon as an Operatiof on Format Systams AIRFOR
idhar, § for Atening AIRFOR
idhar. § Tor Antenna Toch AIRFOR
idhar, 8 for Artenna AIRFOR
nson. R, A Structuts Basad. Sofld Phass Svnthesis Appraach to the Davalopment of Novst Selective Estrogen ARMY
for E. A Unifiedt Apbroach (¢ the Procassing and Fusion of Time and Frequancy Domaln EMI Dats for UX0 ARNY
ppapor, C, An inenreted Anproachito the Detestion, Localization. and Classifcation of Mines ARMY
boabort. G, Animagrated Approach 1o the Detaction. Locallzation, and Classification of Minas ARMY
ppabort, C. An Intesiroted Approach to the Detectian. Localization, and Classhicetion of Mines ARMY
ppaport. C. An Integratsxt Acproach to the Datection. Localization, and Classifiestion of Mines ARMY
ppapo. C, An Integrated Asprogch o the Dotection. Locwlization, and Classiicetion of Minos ARMY
tghalchl. M. Autoignitton and Bumity Speeds of JF-8 Fuel at High Tomperatures and Prossunss ARMY
Aghatchi, M. Autolgnition and Buming Speeds of JP- Fusl at High Temperatins and Prasaures ARMY
kerieo. S. Dosian Mateals for Oxvaan 1 i PEM Basod Fusi Celis: Noval ARMY
kerss. S, Dasign Materials for Oxygen £l in PEM Based Fusl Colis: Novel ARMY
sona. C. Developtmert of Attificial Y-Tvps Hexaferrites ARMY
ter. E. Enhancad Tachnology for Vehleular Damining Sensom and Systams ARMY
of Inlectton for In Sttu Ramediation ARMY
RS Molscular Anatysis of the Gommon Slanaling Mechariamm of Neurenal Dasth Induced by Gitulamate ard ARMY
Y. Molscular Analysis of the Oanmon Slgnaling Mechanism of Neuronal Death induced by Glutartats and ARMY
walskl, G, NLSRM Code Involving Pr with Time Dy Noniinear Gotical Parametors ARMY
walskl. G. NLSAM Code Appilcaticns Involving Problems with Tima Dependent Nenliwsar Ontical Parameaters ARMY
nalsikd, @. NUSRM Code Appiications nvelving Problams with Tima Dependet Nondineer Oplical Paramaters ARMY
vk, G NLSRM Codas Applications Inveiving Problams with Time Dependent Nondinear Optical Parameters ARMY
imor, @. Nonrlirigar Adabtiva Gortrol of AG Elsetrle Drives ARMY
Inor. G. Nonlinaar Adantive Control of AC Etéctric Drives ARMY
Imer, G, Nenlinoar Adaptive Comtiot of AC Eloctric Drives ARMY
usawe, U o o of Prassuro-Volume Curvn for Improved Care of Actde Lung ARNMY
ros. P Soiid Phasa Pechide Swithesis of Antimicroblal Peptides for Celi Binding Studiss ARMY
nhalchi. M To Purchiass A Gas Chomatoarash snda Flama Tracking Software Svstam to Enhance Capability of ARMY
aht. D MassAganda: New Voleas in Umban Poliey DoC
ranay, A Asoustie Diffraction Tomographic Studies at PE ¢ BoE
per, B, inDNA, by Capifary Array Extondod Read Lonath, DOE
Qer. B. Advances In DNA Seauancing by Capllfary Armay slectrophoresie: 2ended Seauence Read Lenath, DOE
ma, A Camputer Modsilng of Solldification Micrestructure DOE
na Al Computer Modaling of Solidification Microstructurs DOE
A Stnschuare and of Complex Materiais DOE
sLA. Efecironie Structre & Spectrescopy of Complex Matettals DOE
sl A Electronic Structure & Spectroscopy of Commblex Matorials DOE
orise, S El for Proton Fusl Colle Dok
0T Erhancament of Aluminum Fermings Through Rapid Preheaiing of Blllate boE
sloff, J. Microscopic Mashanisms for Friction DOE
oloft, J. Microsoopic Machanisms for Friction DOE
oloft. J. Microscosie Mechanlais for Fridion DOE
o T Tha Use of Noval Tallormd Nano.structursd Supoon Modis for Metal Catalvat Pasticles DOE
¥ An inteivantion to improve Docunentation of Domestic Viclonce In Medical Recotds bos
ovitt. J Baat Practices for Data Collection Web-Based Racial Profilng Resource Cantor Doy
aviit, J Bridging tha Dk tn Blag Crime f g bod
wr. L. Chvit Lol Assistanco DOy
D COPS Guant . ol)
A Docorel Dissertation DOJ

Prime
A Awart

51004
$185¢

78
$770L
$149¢
$920C

8280
$1108

s780
$160:4
$1000
3723

8750
$4000
5898
Lt
8838
$222
8123
$0000
9.9t

EaRERH
$25%
w210

$3098.2;

$indy
$140.0¢
$1400¢
1.5
$525¢

S50
$90,0¢
$84.0¢C
45000
$8058
$30.00
$4500

$13500
520081
#4842
$149.93
190

$1492

vislon of Sponsored Projoct Adminlstraton
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o it 4 Kot kot 3 somn
Enhancament and Analvsls of Bomicide Dats DOd $84t
Raclal Profiling Data Collaction 275} $43¢
“Third Tier Ctios Protost oL a8
Three-Year G i Program. The New England Werkiores Doveloptent BoL 5754
Ty €4 B Program, The New Enidand Workloros Development BOL $697
Craating Postwar Cultune; Tha Nonvarbal Arts of Japan. 1952-3865 £D $100L
ELMQ Curricular Refoim Proect ED 51938
ELMO Cunicular Retom Projoct 28] $238.1
Gradudle Progm in Sveloms and GPRISK ED $i53e
Gradusie Proamm in Syshwms and (GPRISM) ED $173.1
interproter Education Frolact ED $40
interpratar Education Project ED 1554
intemreter Sducalion Profsct D 51554
Irstprater Edunation Project =] $1555
Intemreter Education Pejact ED $1542
Projoct Coffeb Toams: Tesms Praparing Eatfy Intetvertion Personnel from 593 $2r24
Project Toams; Teams Proparinst Early Intervention Pefsonnal from ED 52818
Proposal to Expand (eduate Science Programs with C inAd d Sclentific j22] $2205
Proposal % Expand Graduate Sciahce Programs with Concentration ih Advancad Sciendfic Gomputation ED 50597
Proposal to Expand Graduata Sclence Programs with Ci In fondi ED 52602
The Roks of Speech Output for ED $1840
Urban Community Seivice ED 3473
the T C of Minority in Boston FEDSUB $105
Detaction & Classification for Mullichannal Spaliat Slonats FEDSUB  AFOSR I3
Dataction & Classification for Muttichannel Spatist Sianals FEDSUS AFOSR $16.4
High Power R Fims FEDBUB  AFOSR $50.8
Raduced Tawmet Fec P and Aot Development FEDSUB  AFOBR 51789
Reduced Signature Tamet ition: P and Algorithm Development FEDSUB  AFOSR  &2ap;
Novel to fmogs iov - Phase It FEDSUB AFOSR $80.%¢
Self £ Satelile with STTR Shuctare. FEDSUE AFOSR $28.5¢
Svstsm Deslan for Miciofast Optical Sudich FEDSUB  AFOSR $9.5
Advancsd Direct Mathanol Fuet Cells with Electron Boam - Proassed Polyphosphazone Mambranes FEDSUB ARD $70.0
MVP Tralnina/Germany FEDSUB ARO  s4ax
Boston Coflabaration for Youth Activity FEDSUB oDC $risE
Bosien Coliaboralion for Youth Activity FEDBUB CoC esTE
s o Coord. Comm. FEDSUB ope 392.7¢
Porchester Community Reundtable: Coord. Comwn, Responss FEDSUB GG siveme
Play Across Bocton FEDSUD [
Promisa Promise i Program FEDSUB  CompNat  $201.¢
Messachitseits Promise Americorps Promise Fsliowship Program FEDSUB  CompNal  $263.4C
An Actin-Myosin Machina FEDSUB  DARPA $21.28
ANT-Baged Adaptive Rasource Martagomant FEDSUB  DARPA  $237.07
ANT-Based Adaptive Resource Management FEDSUB DARPA  gus2 18
BBN Reausst for Propesal (PCES), “Aspect QUT™ FEDSUB  DARPA 535,00
BEN Roayest for Proposal (PCES), *Aspoct QUO” FEDSUB  DARPA  $54.53
Novel Siream Clphars FEDSUB DARPA $30.44
Noval Stream Civhers FEDSUB DARPA $40.22
Acoslgrafion of Scena Clasaificalon and Spactal Uninixdngg with Reconfizurables Computing FEDSUB DOE  $127.44
Acceferation of Scane Classification and Spectral Unmixing with Reconfigurable Cempiting FEDSUB DOE $9.00
Acceterstion of Scena Classification and Spoctral Unmixing with Reconfiaurable Computing FEDSUB noe £80.00
Davslopmant of Advancad Catalvsts for Ditect Methano! Fuet Cells FEDSUB DOE $40.00
Improved PEM Fusl Cel MEA™s baand on PT Alioy Cathode Catalvst FEDSUB DRE $31.00
Improved PEM Fuel Coll MEA's based on PT Alloy Cathode Catalvst FEDSUB DOE 325000
M For Ad: o Elactrods A FEDSUB DOE 348600
Intarfactal Goraslon Scisnca Studles: Novel Matsrials and In shu Svnchrotron Besad Spactiogoopy FEDSUB DOE $e278
Low Coat, High Temparturs Solid Polvmax Electroivie Mambrane For Fuel Cafls FEDSUB DRE 48,00
Hatvo Phax d Co-pok tor High Low PRessure Misto Composite Fuel Coft FEDSUB DOE T2
Servica for Phystos FEDSUB DOE $19.72
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of Todinatod and Thelr

of lodinatecd and Thelr T Procursors
Boston Children and Familiss Datatiaga
Cops Problem Solving Partnarship Program
GBLS Subcortmet; Civil Legal Sarvices
School Resourcs Officer Assessment
South Buslon Coalition fo Provent Substance Abuse
Evatuation of the Youth Opportunity Girants
Evaluation of the Youth Coportunity Granls
Youth Opportunity Atea Demonstralion
Usas of Amhived AVL/APC Data to Imptove Yransit Performance 8 Management
Developrment of a Virtual Reality Driving Simulator tor F R h
Davalopment of 2 Virlual Reality Driving Simulator for
Development of a Virtua! Reafity Diiving Simutsior for Rehabliitation Assessmant Research
Maszsachusetts Partnership jor Teacher Qualitv
Massachusetts Parinershin for Teachar Quality
Massachusetts Partnorship for Teachar Quality
New England Aoglonat Membership Cottersncs.
Teachss Coillaborative Community Healih Planning and Develops & Modal for Transafiantic Exchange
2-4 MH2 Mutt-Element Uitrasound System
Acoustics and Parception of G
Acoustics and Permaption of Consonant Moditications.
Advancod Training Oppattunities for Minorities in Sclence
Anatorri: Morphologic Analvsis of MR Braln images
Anatomic Morphologice Analysls of MR Brain Imanes
Anatorrie Momhologlo Anatvsls of MR Brain imanos
Automatic Pronunciation Scresning Tast

Data for Pravan 1

Bshavioral Evaluation of Novel DAT Amtagoniete as Potential Arti-Cocaine Medications
Blosnhginaaring Deslan of Artificial Blood
Blosngincoring Desigh of Arificisl Biood
Blosrsiinesrina Deslnn of Antificial Blood
Bloenginaating Deslan of Artificial Blood
Boston; Sickle Celf Cemar
Boston Slekla Cell Cordar
Boston Sickls Call Contor
Canter for Bloslectric Fiaki Modeltng Simutation. and Visualization

Center for Flald Modaling, &
Center for Flold Modellng,
Certor for Flgld &

Comprehenaive Detection of DNA Adducts
Comprshenstve Detection of DNA Addudts
Comprehensive Detoction of DNA Adducts.

Desigring Virs Dynamie Sludles

Education and Information Transfer Core

Etching of Csi Scintillators

maning Intimat Hyporplasia Myocyts Hypoxia & Necrosis
Imaning Infimat Hypomlasia Myecvie Hpoxda & Necrosls
imaging intimel Hyperiasia Myocvie Hvooxia & Necrosis
Implomettation of a 384 Caplliary Sexuencing System
Implementation of & 384 Capiitary Sequencing System
intemet-Hasod Nutriton Edusaiion for Odllene Students
Nulriional Heelth infotrmation CO-ROM for Coliete Women
Regulation of Light Sensitivity by Phosducin and 14-3-3 at the Rod Svnapse
Role of Thtombin in Slckle Vase-oeclusion

Role of Thrombin in Sickde Vaso-Occhusion

SCOR I Sudden Cardise Death

SCOR ¥ Sudden Cardiac Death

FEDSUB
FEDSUB
FEDSUB
FEDSUR

FEDSUB
FEDSUB
FEDSUB

FEDSUR
FEDSUB
FEDSUB
FEDSUB
FEDSUB
FEDSUB
FEDSUB
FEDSUB
FEDSUR
FEDSUB
FEDSUB
FEDSUB
FEDSUB
FEDSUB
FEDSUB
FEDSUB
FEDSUB
FEDSUB
FEDSUB
FEDSUB

FEDSUB

ooL

bolL

HHS

HHs
HHS
HHS

HHS

HHS

5233

5581
3568
585
$50.7

$137
$2218
s283.2¢
1460
$235,0¢
$a5
$106.0¢
$106.8¢
#1007t
$705¢
$68.0¢

$45,0¢
$25.88
$1246
$25.82
$a1.68
390,55
$4687

§7824
$483.50
$413.44

$15.78

$10.06
$65.00
$48.70
$30.34

$H282
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gy rgesny semmems
ma A SCOR in Sudden Canfiac Doath FEDSUB HHS $88.1
- 380, R. Spociiicity of DNA Repsir for Oxidizad Abasic Sites FEDSUB HHS  $1172
s, R, Spadificity of DNA Repair for Oxidized Abasic Stes FEDSUB HHS  s1203
wo R Spocifichty of BNA Renalr for Oxidized Abasic Sites FEDSUB HHS  g124s
shar-Ewing, C  Stans-tased Haalth Promotion with the Eideriy FEDSUB HHS  gess
nring. J Structuma, & In Slekle ¢ FEDSUB HHS  gi864
nning. J Stucturs, & In Slekle ¥ FEDSUB HHS  $195¢
nning, J Structura, & i Slekie ioblt FEDSUB HHS  sopog
nning. J. Strucium aned in Sleide FEDSUB HHS 31008
nson, 8 Suboorraet from U Mass Medicat FEDSUB HHS  §oR€
\aro. H Temated Capacity Expansion HIV Intervanton (Mothar's Hope) FEDSUB HHS 8.2
wo, H Tameted Capacity Expanalon Job Training intarvention FEDSUB HHS 1288
e H Targsted Capacity Expansion Prognant & Post Partum intervartion FEDSUB HHS  sizes
e, P Trace Level Deloction and jdentification of DNA Damane FEDSUB HHS $787
uros, P Trace Luwe! Detaction and Identfication of DNA Damage FEDSUB HHS $24.2
Jros, P Trace Léevat Dalection and [dentification of DNA Damage FEDSUB HHS £85.3
Her L Visus} Automnatic Foedback on Ariculation FEOSUB HHS  $147
e, P Vitamin O Triough A-Fing FEDSUB HHS 988
o8, P Vhamin O Through A-Rilin FEDSUB HHS $a5
ar. K Women & Violence Studv (Consoriium} FEDSUB HHS 84
[X+] Elsctmehemicat Ethviena Sensor for Monltoring Low Lovels in Plant Endronmetits FEDSUB NASA .5
08, A, Deondritic FEDSUB NASA $200
m™ma, A intertace Patiem Selection in Directionstl Soltdificaion FEDSUB NASA $£6.9
0, A pace Grant C FEDSUB NASA  §150
an, J. Amancan Humane Proloct FEDSUB Ni2 FY3
wen, J. Co-Producing Commetual Safety Sapvice In PA FEDSUB N EIERY
o, J Evalugting Commumity Poficing in Public Houstng FEDSUB NiJ s8.8
W, J, Supportirm Police Infeqity FEDSUB N $180
Ith. D. Research and Cutreach tn Pravant and Controt Auuatic Nulsance Spacies [nvaglona: Identifestion ang FEDSUB NCAA $50.3'
D Ressarch and Outrsach 1o Provant andg Controt Aqustic Nulsance Spocles invasions: identification and FEQSUB NOAX 3483
vohanko, § A B-U Conductor insuistor Transition on Two Dimentions FEDSUB NEF F450
stfee. & Bimetallic Oxvasn Rediction Catalvels Jor Proton Exchanne Mombrane Fuel Calis FEDSUB NSF $54.9¢
8. G Characterizafion of ApdA Induced Ralanss of Nitie Oxide From Endethetlal Celis FEDSUB NSF 72
8s. G Charactorization of ApdA induced Release of Nitde Oxide From Erdothelial Ceffs FEDSUB N&F E3v5-q
3.8 Chargclinization of Ap4A indused Ralerse of Nitde Oxide From Endothalisl Cells FEDSUR NSF $t7:
weraft, 5. TS Construction Project FEDSUB NSF $510.0¢
elsen, M Intagrating Lodic Inte thy Computer Sctence Cumieuium FEDSUB NSF 1198
o, T. Structural Dasglgn and Thermat control of Matal matix Composite Gostings from Levesed Pasumors. "EOSUB NSE 311790
oY Rapid 4 and Actve FEDSUR NSF $150.3¢
oy, R, Unlocking the Secrets of Mubsian Culturs FEDSUB NSF 2380
WA Development of Polvimida-Based High Performance E-O Polymers FEDSUB ONR 588,00
dv. D Muttiple Atcess & Networking Methods for Inteqrated Acoustic Cemmunications and Naviaation FEDSUB ONR $49.4¢
.0 Muitipls Accoss & Mathods for Acoustic C it and FEDSUB ONR $1188
Wwovic, A Novliner Control of Etsctromaechianical Syetemms in Naval Via & Fepsus ONR 31885
. D. Lty Moden and Network Develapment tor Acotstic Tolemetry FEDSUB ONR $530C
18K A Gengnics Approach 1o P. aanxinosa Biotims HHS $18 7
s K A A hio P. Sloflims HHS $207.98
g, B Actie Cars Nurse Practioner Geralrics Speciafy HHS $40.16
rarg, £ Acute Care Nurss Practioner Gerlatrios Speciaity HHS 15130
rard. E Acule Care Nume Praciioner Gerlatrics Speclaity HHS $168.30
ohl. R. Adolescont Anabolic Staroids, Vasobression & Agprasslon HHS $118.77
ant. A, Advlescent Anebolic Sterolds, Vasopression & Acaression HHS 5938
olm, M, Nursing Progran HHS 557,93
w, R, Analvsls of DBP DNA Adduats HAS £7525
w, R. Analvsis of DBP DNA Adducls HHS $78.25
inska, M, of Novet DAT 28 Potential Anti-Cocains Medications HHS $55.74
ars-pee. .  Catalysis and Reguiation of the Urea Cyda HHS 29780
ore-los, 8. Catalvsis and Rogulation of the Ures Cycle HHS £2873
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Cation Labeling mase Spestromstry of DNA Adducts
Cation Labulfng mass Specirometry of DNA Adducts
Chemical & Flacombinant Stusfies on Sickle Hemogdobin
Chemical & Recombinant Sturies on Slckle Hemoatobin
Chemical & Recombinant Siudies oh Sickls Hetnoolobin
Conslation of 8lue Dvs & Modified Badum Swaliow Tests
Descanding Motor Control in Larval Zebra Fish
Developman of Marmmatalr; Circadian Rhvthms
Daveiopment of Mammalalh Clrosdian Rhythms
Davelopment of Mammelain Ciradiin Rhvthrms
DA Damags Recoonifion by AP Endonucieass
DNA Damage Recognition By AP Endonucioase
DNA Damans Recoanition by AP Endenucleasa

Heath P Through F
Enhancoment of Nutss Anesthesia Program to Incfease Workloroa Divarsity
FurcSonal Oraantzation of the Zebrafieh Hindbrain
Fuhclionat Qraanization of the Zabralish Hindbrain
Gonetics tor Nursing: Responsa to tha Revollions in Health CARP Today
Giardia Encvsiment: Control of GalNAc Synthesis
Influence of Legal Contaxt on Tobacoo Industry Bahavior
tedrared Stuxdies of Profein Structurs and Dynasnics
Infrarod Studias of Prolsin Struchite and Dvnamies.
inset Model for Study of the Insulin Recentor
(nsect Modal for Study of the insulin Receptor
Imensity DLs and masking In Nommal and Imbaimd Hearing
intensity DLs and Masking in Nonnat and Impairect Hearlng
Long-Circulating Polymer-Modified Liposomes
LangCl ¥
Mass Spactrometiic Studies of Distary Carcineeh DNA-Adducts
Mass Spectmmatric Studles of Digtary Carcinegen DNA-Adducts
Mass Spactromatife Studiss of Distary Carcinocien DNA-Adducts
Mass Spectrometiic Studies of Distary Carcinegen DNA-Adducts
Mochanical Function of Muscle Duting Movement
Mechanical Function of Musclg During Movamant
Machanical Function of Muecke During Movarmant
Micaltar Carriors for Sparinglv Soluble Pharmareuticals
Miceliar Caniass for Sparinatv Soluble Phaimecauticsts
Micaliar Carfors for Sparinglv Solubla Phamacauticals
Micetar Cantiers for Sparingly Soluble Phannaceuticals
Muttipex Mass Spactrometry: In-Depth Profeome Analvsis
Multiplex Mass Spactrometry: In-Depth Protacma Analvsis
Natural Substratas and inhibitors of Microbial MDR Pumps.
Natum! Subetrates and Innibitors of Microbial MDA Pumps
Noar Uttraviclst Aaman Studies of Cytochrome P450
Neer Ultravitlet Raman Shudies of Crtochrome P4S0
Near Ultraviolet Raman Studies of Cviochrome P450
Near Ultraviiiat Raman Siudies of Cvtochrome P450
Nausschamical Effacts of Prenatsl Cocalne in Ret Strista
Neurochemical Bfiscts of Pronatal Cocalne In Rat Stiala
Houmchemical Effacts of Prenatal Cocaine in Rt Stiata
New Separation and Anaiviical Technologies for Proleomics
Normal end Impalred Temporal Procsseing of Comolex Sounds
Normat and Imbaired Tempert Processing of Complax Sourds
Nowmal ared impaired Tompora! Processing of Complex Sounds
Normal and impaired Temporal Processing of Compiex Sounds
NormaJ und Impalred Temporal Processing of Complex Sounds
NU Aflied Haulth Prolect

HHS

HHS
HHS

HHg
HHS
HHS
HHE
HHS
HHS
HHE
HHES
HHS
HHS

HHS
HHS
HHS
HHS
HHS

RHE
HHS

$R22.28
$B3865
$10,000
530115
$88.91
$124.48
S2ETS
$026,1%
526073
$282.23°
stooan
shisan
S2E541
F2HEAN
$6.74¢
$268.11¢
$11231°
$r6.088
$59.807
$424.081
528783
$0.20¢
1283338
|262.847
$20.394
$191.917
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urkett, £ N Atied Hosis Prolect HHS 5123,
Jeholm. M. Nursa Anpsthatist Tralnsoshie Frogem HHs $58:
are, G, Ped G Il and HES S2855
amar, O, Pod Gona Action in D ard F HHS 288
anmutter, N Plausitiity and Svntatie Processing Load HHS $488.¢
swanathany, N, Postnatal Matemat Entminmant Of Clrcadian Rhvthms. HHS $102.4

swangthary, N Posthatal Matemal Entralnmeart OF Circadian Rhvthma HHS $105.
kaw, 1. Golor aiwi L HHS 28
kow. B, P Colorand | HHS saa7
Pradociorsl Fellovwshio HHS $254

Prodocior) Fellowship ) HHS $25.

P - o W Houlth Sclencs Educstion HHS $6<

Protoln Palnting of Prelmplantation Embrvos. HHE Beags

Proteln Painting of Praimplantation Embives HHE 2408

< Radox of HHS 881

Some Detemninants of Spasch Porcaplion HHS $83%

Some Dsteninams of §pesch Parceplion HHS $189%

Some Datenminants of Speach Patcaption HHS BI00E

Some Detorminants of Speach Percartion HHS $RBGE

Some Determinints of Speech Percaption HHS 52675

Sources of intormation in Speach Permsption HRS il

Soirces of nfornation It Speech Percention HHS 393

Spectic Probos for the ER-Hormons Binding Domain HHS $i7is

Specific Probas Tor the ER-Homone Binding Donaln HHS 31854

SBpecic Probes for e ER-Hommone Birding Oomain HHS 3866

Specific Probes jor the ER-Hoimone Binding Demaln HHS 360

Specific Probws for the ER-Hormone Binding Domain HHS 2687

Spiral Wave Sttty In Pressice of Candiag Memory HHS $46.3

Support for Advaneed Praciioe Nursing Students HHS 51084

Suppodt for Advanced Practios Nuraing Shudents HHE 5880

Suppert for Nume Anesthesia Studenis HHS p:F

Training Basic Vitks o HHS FraLE

Training Basie with an HHS F167.8

NU Heslth HUD $9078

20 A CAMNP BOP 202 NASA . $EBO.
x0. A CANMMP BOP 2002 NASA BATBO
20 A CTAMMP BOF 2002 Nasa RyX=at
oA CAMMP BOP 2002 NABA S0
X0A, Cooperdive Agresment batwoor NASA & Center For Advancad Matadals Prossusing al NU, NASA $1,344.2
A, Cooparative Aumeinent betwean NASA & Center For Advancixd Malerials Procassing at N, NASA 905 8(
X0A, Cocbarative Agreemant batwoan NASA & Centsr For Advantid Metarials Procegalng st N, NASA 03,6t
O, Cocparative Aureamernt botwesh NASA & Ganter For Advanead Matorials Procassing st NU, NASA 13350
oo Cooperative Agreoment betwsen NASA & Certter For Advarcad Materlals Procossing at NAL NASA F126.00
oA, Cooparstive Agreamant batween NASA & Genter For Advance! Matatisls Procasalng at N.U. NASA L0009
sor M mage for Qulaifie HASA $ABX
6, & Hodeling of MecrescopioMicrisconis Transport and Growth Phonomens In Zoolie Crsials KASA SO0
ma A Phasedield Simulations of Dendile Growlh at Low & Theotv ared NASA $I5,
ma, A, Phase-fietd Simulations of Dendritic Growth at Low t ¢ Thoory and NASA $45.0¢
ma, A, Phasa-fisld Simulations of Dendritic Grewih at Low L Lol Theaty and NASA $40.5¢
ma. A, Phase-field Simulations of Candritic Growth at Low L [+ Theory and NASA S4B
8, A, Phase-fiek! Simulations of Dendritic Growth at Low L Cx Theoty and NASA 4500
hoef. F Siate $pace OX n Taska on an B o Robot NASA $78.87
bner, ¥ Tesm Oristind Roboll Exploration Tasks on Scorption and K8 Plalforms NASA FI00.00
ne, A, “The Raie of Dynamie Nuch &t Moving in Phuss and Setaction NASA $105,00
wovic, A, A Froquency-Seiactive Approach fo Modeling and Control in Switthed Power Prossssing NaVY $70.00
deovis, A A Froquancy-Selsctive Approach 16 Modaling and Contre! iy Swiiched Power Procsseing NAVY $6B.26
Ha, O, Acquisition of Liould Phase Eptisxy Equlpment NAVY 18400
we, G, Devosition of Thick Hexavonal Fertie Fllms by he LADAPE Techniques . NAVY $70.00
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gy ey o
Sote. Darosition of Thick Hoxagenal Fertie Flims by the LADVPE Teohriaies NAYY £
o & Dopostiion of Thick Hexmaonst Fardte Flims by the LADAPE Tachnluuse NAYY B
fods. © thevsioping of Broastend Clicalstors - A Feasitity Study RAYY sNTE
Totia, © Developmont of Aritiolal Fenites at the Atonle Scale MAVY 8%
om. © Dovaeiopnent of Aiticial Familes sf he Atomlc Scels NAVY 3908
e, J. [ o V& U vi Robotis Svstems NAVY so8R4
wraoky, F. jr of & Us vi Robotic Systema NAVY 8675
ans, . Davelfopment of Blomimatie Ambutatory & Undulatorv Undarweter Robotic Svstems NAVY 80
chner, F, [» of ¥ Rohots NAVY $4494
Krger, M. ks of Robots NAVY 44
chnot F, of Robota NAVY $546.4
805, Furciing for a Conferace NAVY F2HL
s, g Fuyidng For A G For Robats NAVY F3iX
an . Grad Studoet Suppoit 8 Pub oost for CFDASE it HAVY 245
whpor, F tegrating Dvismic Walking, Rurming & Locomotion In The Scomion Robot NAVY $4187
dhar, & Iniriele Muttiscale Stucture & Dvnamics NAVY E3]
dhar, 8. Microwave Lossas in Turable Device Maferals NAVY F748
ohar, 8, Microwaye Lossas in Tunabls Device Materiats NAVY $75.8
dhar, 8. Microwave Lossas ih Tunable Devica Materisls NAVY 170
wer, 8, Monolihic High-Frequency Sinale-Crvstal Ferile Materals and Devices NAVY $140.0
ver. &, Monolithic High-Frequency Sinale-Crystal Fentte Materials snd Devices NAVY 4000
o, . NMonolithic High-Freausnay Singie-Crvstal FenRte Matarduls and Dovices MAVY 5505
"t 13, Maonolithie High-Frsauancy Sinnle-Crvstal Forite Malertals snd Davicos NAVY sa0a%
oG, Monciie Migh-Fracueny Sivgie-Crysial Fenfls Matartsts and Davices HAVY 650
dhar. S, Propogal 1o CSiganize the ONE rosstam Roviow st NAVY $108
e d Sensor Fusion Mediation at Exsrwcentive Heflevas NAYY $49.8
L Support for the Secend NAYY $3.7
sids, 3 [ Renoe Data C NAVY $17s
sakis, J i Rengo Data O NAVY 4.5
sikls, J Underwater Fanna uia Communications (URDC) NAVY $31.2
yirdog, P Developing A New Taaching Fleld Wond History For The 21st Cantury NEAH $400
rning, P Daveloping r New Terching Fleld: World History for the 2151 Cartury NEAH $155.8
o, P Wodd History Network NEAH 20
ol W, A Meraory Intonsive Conitinfon Environment Tammeling VLIV and DSP Archiiogtires NSF w00
sahen, T, A New Experimenial Approach Towant & Unifled Theory of Bme-Dapendent Consolidation NgF 3423
maing, A A Pizring Mosiing for SUCRE for M Comtrat HNSFE E3LY:
Brouk. B A Bolvart i the Stady of B i1 Hetno Produing aped. NBF $I08 £
brouk, P A Soivert Appraaciy 10 the Siudy of i Home Proteine and NSF 0500
brouk., P A Soivent o the Shugv of R in Heme Proteins ang NSF FI05.0
man, D Acquisition of a Low Tembarature Near-Fleld Scanning Optical Microscope/Scarnina Probe NSF 148,00
wlott, N Acadsition of an Ultm-High-Vacium Varable-Te Seanning Probe for the Study of NSF 07
busl. 0. ot ot Dual fon-B: Dapositon & Analvals of Carbon Nitids Thin fims NSF 189
man, D of SQUID My for Tonching and Reasarch NsF Sae0x
s D, Acaulsiton of Supattonducting Maomet NeF 00,5
XN Ad@ivity Protiens in Quanfum infoimation Theory NSP 844
da B Alr for L - SGER HSF 00
dtels, 1 An i h Gonter for Seusiry and imaging Systoms (CENSSIS) NSF 25917
ek, Ast % s Condas for Senghw and imaging Systems {CENSSISY HSF B3100,00
afich, M an Caatar for Sensing & imaire Svstems NSF $50.0¢
. M. Analysis-Baasd Program T) NSF 66,6
. M Analy xd Program Tr NSF 02X
i K Apoplosis In Bacteris NSF £5000
Anan, 4, Applications of Hepmesontations of Quivers NSF 5015
e, . Applicaions of Fispresentatians of Quivers NSF 5315
JH Auercatic Recormiion of Sration i Speech NSF spe.z
wsman, B, CAREER: for 3 and NSF BISH
yanan. B CARGESR: Tor Ot and X 1 HSE $50.1%
R+ CAPEER: G Primary & Activides for T indole NSF BN
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fein. 5. Calaloming Diversity of Clitatad Protists Throuoh the Synery of bk NsF 2705
#aln, B Cetatoming Diversiiy of Cilalod Protists Thvourh e Swnemiv ol NeF $1206
o & Coramic Ariificinl Penite Prepamed by Lasar HsF soB.N
orft. 8. M8 Constuction Frofect NSF 39503
oroft, 8. CMS Construction Project NSF $40740
ine, M Cohomology Theoriss lor Algebraie Vatatias NSF $4400
e, K Collaboration - Orlented Aspects NSF S90.8
wood. [’ : Sealing of Mi Plasma Sources 1o Sinall Dimenstons NSF 846
oo, J O Sealing of Flasma Sources o Small Dimenelons NSF ey
swood, § % : Boalirgg of Plasma Soupcas i Staall Dimensions NSF 83
steno, D : The Effoct of Emetions on Gnals, and NSF $32 8
whenko. & Coliabroative Fiseanth: Study of Noval Fhases In Two Bimensionsl Electron Systems In High &/7 NSF s1ae7
aa B Computer Scistos Laporatory Prolects That Provide Breadth Thvouah Deoth NBF 3488,
aa R Computer Sdonee Labomlory Profacts That Provids Broadth Through Depth NSF 3322
slsar M4 { for Evary Stedent in Schools NEF sy
sisati M Coxmouting Eduoation for Evary Student iy Secoedary Schools NSF $B23.8
e, G. CConnactions to the intamet NSF Fas
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Statement

for Hearings of the House Committee on Education and The Workforce
October 2, 2002

Gordon Winston, Professor of Economics, Williams College

(gwinston@Williams. edu)

Probably the most useful thing I can convey to you today is why the economic
analysis of higher education — formally or intuitively — is so hard to get right and so easy
to mess up. Worse, it’s easy to feel like you understand it while you’re messing it up. 1
speak from experience. As an economist with a Stanford PhD, 1 spent three or four
confused and painful years in the administrative trenches - part of it as Provost at
Wi]liams — trying to figure out why familiar economic theory ~ and economic common
sense — so often went awry. Some things, thankfully, have become clear and that’s what

1 want to share with you foday.

Most basic, is that colleges and universities look a lot like ordinary businesses and
higher education looks a lot like an ordinary industry. Colleges make a product
(educational services) using purchased inputs (faculty labor, heating oil, buildings...) and
they sell the product to customers (students) for a price (tuition). iAs an industry, those

colleges compete hard for students to whom to sell their product.
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But, those comforting parallels with familiar businesses are only skin deep. There
are very (very) fundamental economic characteristics that keep the comfortable analogies
— and economic theory and economic intuition ~ from working well for higher education.
Indeed, the hardest part of it, I think, is unlearning all that stuff that makes so much sense
so much of the time — and both the PhD with his economic theories and the ordinary
person with their economic intuition and common sense face the same problem — that our
experience has been with ordinary businesses and ordinary industries so it’s very hard to

shift gears to understand firms and an industry that are not at all ordinary.

The figure on the next page is a good place to start. 1 won’t dwell on it, but it
shows graphically the financial difference between a college and a business firm. It

shows the sources of revenues (resources) in the first bar — where the money comes from

— and the uses of those resources in the second bar — where it goes. (Per student, fora

typical college or university, based on 1995-6 US averages from NCES-IPEDS data.)

In that figure — and in the table that follows it — is probably the most important
single fact in understanding college costs and prices — and the most fundamental

economic difference with ordinary businesses. The price the student-customer pays for

his or her education is strikingly /ess than the cost of its production. In the data behind

the graph (see the table), it cost $12,400 a year to educate a student in the average
American college in 1995-6. But he or she paid a price of $4,000. So each student got a

subsidy of $8,400 a year, on average. It’s as if the Taurus that cost your Ford dealer
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Global Income, Costs, Prices, Subsidies, & Aid per FTE Student

Global Income Output  Instructional  Subsidy ~ Aid Basis Student
Mix Cost Prices

Sources Uses

4————— Auxiliary Income
& Spending

/ Financial Saving
/ Physical Saving

Non-Educational Expenditures
/ (Funded Research & Public Service)

— Educational Cost

Non-Need Aid

””” — Sticker Price

””” ~— Net Price

Need Based Aid

NetT&F

@ (b} © (d) (e) ey
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The Distribution of Average Cost, Price and Student Subsidies

1995-96
Average Average Price/
Subsidy Educational Net Cost
per Student Cost Tuition Ratio

per Stadent per Student

AH Colleges and Universities $8,423 $12.413 $3,989 32%
Public $8,590 $9,896 $1,305 13%
Private $8,253 $14,986 $6,734 45%

Schools ranked by

Student Subsidies:

Decile 1 $20,9%1 $27,054 56,063 22%
Decile 2 $11,865 $15,801 $3,936 25%
Decile 3 $10,009 $13,310 $3,301 25%
Decile 4 $8,752 $11,831 $3,080 - 26%
Decile 5 $7,835 $10,565 $2,710 26%
Decile 6 $7,020 $9,820 $2,799 29%
Decile 7 $6,250 $9,464 $3,214 34%
Decile 8 $5,447 $8,848 $3,401 38%
Decile 9 $4,262 $9,297 $5,035 54%
Decile 10 $1,736 $8,084 $6,348 79%

Source: Based on US Department of Education IPEDS data. Includes 2791 institutions, of which 1411 are

public and 1380 are private. All dollar amounts are per FTE student averaged over institutions. See Winston, Gordon C
and Ivan C. Yen, "Costs, Prices, Subsidies, and Aid in U.S. Higher Education” Discussion Paper No. 32, Williams
Project on the Economics of Higher Education, July, 1995, for details on the derivation of these data from the IPEDS
Finance Survey (Medical schools are omitted here).
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$20,000 to put on the showroom floor were sold for less than $7,000 — regularly and
routinely (and if you were poor or an exceptionally good driver, you might pay even less

— about which more below). Clearly, no ordinary Ford dealer would survive.

But colleges do. That’s because the student subsidy is paid for by “charitable
contributions,” broadly defined to include private and public donations to the college,
past and present — appropriations, gifts, returns on endowments and other wealth. So the
average student paid just 32 cents on the dollar for his or her education ~ and in public
sector schools, that price falls to 13 cents on the dollar. It’s a bit cute, but a useful
reminder, to think of colleges and universities as “part church and part car dealer” -
they’re charities, giving things away, at the same time that they’re comunercial firms,
selling a product fo their student-customers for a price, tuition. So, natural though it is to
try, they can’t be understood simply as car dealers. Indeed, over all of US higher
education, it appears that 75% of colleges’ resources come to them in their charitable role

and only 25% from commercial sales revenues.

A useful implication is that those charitable contributions break the ordinary link
between price and cost found in an ordinary firm where price increases can usually be
explained by cost increases (indeed, if you paid attention in Econ 101, you were told that
“in a long run competitive equilibrium, price will come to equal unit cost™). Butina
college, where price (tuifion) plus subsidy equals unit cost, it’s clear that tuition might go
up because costs go up, but it can also go up because those charitable contributions go

down. And that, of course, is what’s happening in a lot of public higher education right
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now — states are cutting per-student appropriations, leaving public sector schools to either

cut their production costs (and quality) or raise tuition, or do a bit of both.

But that’s not the end of it on pricing. There’s a posted sticker price for a year of
college — the one the press makes much when the College Board report comes out every
fall — but not everybody pays that sticker price — indeed estimates for NACUBO suggest
that in the group of small private colleges they sampled, only ten percent of the entering
freshmen are “full pay” students, the rest get price discounts in the form of scholarships
or financial aid. Soit’s important not to be misled (as the press so often is) by changes in
sticker price and think that they are changes in what people actually pay. In anice recent
study, Amy Schwartz and Ben Scafidi (at NYU and Georgia State, respectively)
corrected the higher education component of the CPI to recognize the net prices people

actually pay and when they did, the “rate of inflation” fell markedly.

But — one more point on pricing and a basic difference between a college and a
firm — those price discounts are often given for the most ordinary of business reasons — to
make the product more attractive to reluctant customers (filling seats and/or improving

student quality). That’s merit aid or a scholarship.

However, a good deal of that price discounting is in service of the ideal of
“equality of opportunity” — when financial aid is given to a qualified student who isn’t
able to afford even a school’s highly subsidized tuition room board and fees. “Need-

based financial aid.” That one is not at all compatible with business experience — it’s as
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if the local Porsche dealer felt so strongly that every very good driver should have a high-
performance car, that he priced his 911s so that even the poorest of excellent drivers in
the town could afford one. We recently did a study of the prices actually paid by
Williams students, relative to their family incomes, and found that kids who come from
families in the bottom national income quintile - less than $24,000 a year — pay on
average just $1,683 fora year at Williams. (The sticker price_ was $32,470). In this,
Williams is typical of those high quality schools that use need-blind admission and give

full-need aid — Princeton, Harvard, Swarthmore, Yale, Amherst, Stanford, ete....

Two more key elements in the economics of higher education — and key

differences with familiar firms and industries ~ then I'll stop:

Those charitable donations to colleges and universities are very unevenly
distributed among them. The rich schools are very much richer than the poor and most of
the 3,400 institutions in the US are somewhere in between. There’s Princeton or
Williams at the one end with, at Williams, more than $800,000 of wealth per student - so
they can sell a $75,000 a year education for that sticker price of $32,470 (and an average
price, net of financial aid, of $24,000) — while at the other end, in the bottom quintile, a
struggling little school with little more wealth than their (heavily mortgaged) buildings,
charges $6,400 a year for an education that costs $8,100 to produce. Overall, a kid in the
average top decile school gets a yearly subsidy of $21,000 while one in a bottom decile
school gets $1,700 {the average Williams student ~ as implied by the numbers above -

gets $51,000 in subsidy each year). The table above is useful in giving a sense of this —
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of the national averages of costs and prices and subsidies and how they’re distributed
between public and private sectors and among schools, rarked there by the size of their

student subsidies.

The message to take from this is, in the jargon, “Heterogeneity.” It’s misleading
and will often make bad policy to think of “higher education” or “colleges” as if all
schools were the same, facing the same problems and incentives and opportunities.

Let me add the last existential-economic fact that makes colleges very different
from the businesses we’re familiar with. It has to do with the way they make their
product — the way they produce educational services. It’s the fact that students help
educate students. In the jargon of Econ 101, our customers supply an input (student
quality) to our production (of educational services) that we can’t buy anywhere else (in
the jargon of a more advanced econ course, customer quality “creates an externality” in
the production of education). There are “peer effects.” In my last car example, it’s as if
the quality of the car you got from your Ford dealer depended on the quality of the other
drivers who bought cars there — if they were very good drivers, your Ford would turn into
a BMW. So — the reason this is so important — schools that can afford to, CARE very
much about who they sell their product to — who they admit. They’re not indifferent, as
are most business firms, because good students help produce a good education and poor
students don’t. That means that a major focus of competition, especially between
wealthy schools, isn’tfor paying student/customers, per se — for sales — it’s for good

students — for high quality inputs to their production.
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I want to end with a shift from schools to students - especially the low-income
students that have long been a responsibility of the Federal government, protecting
equality of opportunity. The low-income superstar going to a rich school is doing very
well, as evident in the net tuition of $1,683 for the low-income kid we described above.

“Need-blind admission with (full) need-based financial aid” works.

But the worry is that the good-but-not-great low-income kid — and the average —
are being lost. Competition for student quality with price-discounts to the strongest
students can simply use up available financial aid resources on the wealthy kids who can
be bought for less — who need smaller price discounts — than the equally high quality poor
kids. And — your arena — there’s been an abandonment of those kids by the Federal
government in favor of middle income kids. This isn’t my area of concentration, but
those who have looked at HOPE programs and tuition tax credits and the decline of Pell
grants as a fraction of college costs conclude that government tuition supplements are
increasingly targeted at those who’d go to college anyway and colleges like Georgia’s are
using their increased enrollment pressure to improve their student quality. The low-

income kids — the focus of equality of opportunity — appear in danger of serious neglect.

I’d want to leave you with this:

e Don’t trust your economic intuition or common sense or Econ 101 in thinking

about prices and costs in higher education — it’s a very odd industry, quite unlike
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what we're all familiar with, “Part church and part car dealer” can be a useful
mantra and reminder,

*  Prices {tuitions) cover roughly one-third of production costs - the rest comes from
donations,

» Cost is only loosely related to price so price changes can’t usually be explained by
cost changes - they can ofien betier be explained by changes in donations,

s There’s a sharp hierarchy of schools, based largely on those donations and the
resulting wealth, that makes generalizations over all schools quite likely to be
wrong,

» Students educate students so schools care about who they sell to and much of the
competition between them — especially at the top of the hierarchy — is for student
quality, not for sales,

» Low-income superstar students are doing very well at Princeton and Amberst and
Swarthmore... bu‘t more ordinary poor kids are being abandoned by private price

competition and by the shift of state and Federal support to the middle class.

Let me end with the fact that a great deal of useful economic research on higher
education - including much of what I’ve talked about today - has been done at the
Williams Project on the Economics of Higher education, with some 63 research papers

and studies available for downloading from www. Willioms.edu/wpehe.
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APPENDIX F - WASHINGTON POST ARTICLE SUBMITTED FOR THE RECORD BY
REPRESENTATIVE ROBERT C. “BOBBY” SCOTT, COMMITTEE ON EDUCATION
AND THE WORKFORCE, U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, WASHINGTON, D.C.
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Warner Tells
Colleges to
Prepare for
Budget Cuts

Governor Seeks Passage
Of Nov. 5 Bond Initiative

By a Washington Poss Staff Wraer

RICHMOND, Oct. Z-Gov. Mark R Warmes
wrged Virginir's public universities wday m i:rram
for farger classes, fower omurse
cutbacks a5 the state budget orisis dccpcm Col!ege
presidents said they were already planning for mid-
year tuition fncreases, Byoffe and the elimmation of
Significant academmic programs and research.

Wakding a Listaioute push of behalf of 3 bowd
nitiative for higher education that voters will de-
cide on Nov. 5, Warner (D) offered ane of his most

wmue( the nearly $2 billion budget

i
Gov. Mark R. Warner 53id meiversities may bave fo

Yoot b the vorp i ol e sty act” amd
cipple acrass 2 public college sysiésn long regarded
as one of the mation’s finest. .
ow—and can s6¢ or your faces—this is ot
the rahicah spocch that pevhags you wanted to
bear” Warter told 2 hcheon audienion of the Vir-

axdm(besut:s lstour»ymcoaeges its com

kT, 'm'Hm: T, 2 Northern Virginia real
s the comncils driving force,
implared feflow Susiness feaders to redouhic their
efforts o Wi mgrc{meoﬁdyﬂ bl boad
prograatL, saying it was Tjust the warmep”
Geaeral Assembly session that coald kave slz\z
<0 mest asptuch

inunfunded reads.

forwhawwy’w:bmrm&ce'
Hazel said, referring to the college presi-
den..sztl\mch T offer uzcmmybuﬂycmdolmc

 Wasner, Haset and ather advocates of the college
bond initiative said they are worsiod that & coukd
get Jost i the clutter of the balks. Though free of
any exciting poitical races, it wil have hwo Tajor
sales tax referendms in e most popalous cormers
ofthe state, NqnhernVugi;ﬁazndHaanRoﬂd&

versial baflot questions o yaising the sales tax fo
suppoct trapsportation profects.

TUBas Yo KO yrary st Virghds voresS e ap
proved 4 major efusion of mooey to belp wriversi

s with Siding
cfing o,
irding to Margland State Po-

that thousands of vesidents aiay be onfamillar with
mmﬁdwwmkmwmyh
even

|
!
{

major
servous advosates sand they were gua:dcdb opti-
mistic about the bond question prssing next @onth.

That was the Jone bright apot today, as Warner
used yet another pubiic forum to outline the stark
realities of impending budget cuts. He noted that,
Eke every other state agency, individual colleges

rahe up 3 $2 bilfioo state budget shortfall

Hhave submitted proposals to eul campus spendin

by mp to 15 percent, 2ud be predicted that studenls
will be “taking longer 1o graduate™ and fewer state
doliacs will be available to leverage peivatz rescarch
grants.

Warner il asmounse bis bodget cuts Get. 15,
The Republican-ied Goneral Assembly is waiting
for him to show his cards first on reductions that
bo:hgovmmmt branches will sapple with in the

U\mmy teaders said morale fas dippod at
their instttions, whith bore the brumt of siafe
b@dgci cm.amihc x990m rewswq.
the uncertainty ne: s concerned,”
sud Edd)cN Monrre. J: pres;dcns ol Virginia State
Ugiversity sear Petershurg. VU expects 1o frevze
st hiréng and s wns\denng reising the annud
tujtion and feex, now 33,554, for 2 second time i
fess than 2 year, Momadm
Stmitarty, John T. Casteen B, president of the
University of Vieginia is Chastotiesville, said be ex

state budget cuts, Casmm said the faculty and staf
continuous cycle of
tmidget. contractions, because the state has fully
funded satary guidelines only cace in the past 12

v
“Our people have hud plenty of time todigest &7
Casteen said of the coming retreachment. "Nobody
Hikes it, obviousty.”
George Mason Udiversity Presidest Alan G.
AT peverat

Rating effect on his Fairfax County-based schodl,
forcing an envollment freeze, hocting Hranckd aid
and eliminating the writing and suth omters
GMU, which has 14,000 full-4ome students,
raised tnition by $500 ta $4.500. ene of the lrgrst
ncreases i the state systems this year

“On the operating side. financially, #'s the worst
of tines. but on the other side~—nrofiment and in-
tevest in the Dotitution—-it's the best of times.”
Merten said, "1 ¢ wp in the morning, [ don't
oo whether ta be happy ot sick.”
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APPENDIX G ~ WRITTEN STATEMENT SUBMITTED FOR THE RECORD BY
REPRESENTATIVE PETER HOEKSTRA, COMMITTEE ON EDUCATION AND THE
WORKFORCE, U.8. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, WASHINGTON, D.C.
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Statement for Rep. Pete Hoekstra
October 2, 2002 Hearing on Rising Price of Postsecondary Education

I sincerely believe that higher education, and the costs associated with higher
education, are important and timely issues for this committee to examine in depth.
We know that many students find it necessary to borrow in order to pay for higher
education. The cost of education has grown, and continues to grow, af a rate far
greater than inflation. This year, 1.7 million college graduates will enter the U.S.
workforce with nearly $18,000 in average student loan debt.

While solutions and responses to this costs of education vary, and include
measures such as increased state funds, fiscal restraint on the part of institutions,
additional money for work-study programs, tax credits for individual higher
education expenses, and maintaining Pell Grants at their historic high of $4,000,
there is something that this committee can do now to address this situation.

With today’s current interest rate environment student loan borrowers have a once
in a lifetime opportunity to lock in the lowest interest rates in the history of the
student loan program. Borrowers from lower- and middle-income families will
have the chance to lock in rates that could be as low as 3.50% for the life of the
loan. In short, there may be no better opportunity for borrowers to lock in low
rates than there will be between July 1, 2002 and June 30, 2003.

Unfortunately, many of today’s borrowers are unlikely to take advantage of this
opportunity, because their student loan providers do not actively attempt to
educate borrowers about this program. In fact, many current loan holders actively
discourage borrowers from consolidation loans, because it is not as profitable for
the lenders.

It is my hope that this committee will sense the urgency of this situation, and act
on HR 3273 before the reauthorization of the Higher Education Act. HR 3273
would provide student loan borrowers with a choice of lender for loan
consolidation, and at a time when interest rates are at an historic low, this
legislation requires timely action.
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APPENDIX H- WRITTEN STATEMENT SUBMITTED FOR THE RECORD BY
REPRESENTATIVE HAROLD FORD, JR., COMMITTEE ON EDUCATION AND THE
WORKFORCE, U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, WASHINGTON, D.C.
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Congressman Harold Ford, Jr.
Committee on Education and the Workforce
Hearing on "The Rising Price of a Quality Postsecondary Education: Fact or
Fiction?"
October 2, 2002

Mr. Chairman, thank you for holding this hearing on rising costs of higher education.

It is difficult to discuss the issues of postsecondary education without our dear friend and
colleague Patsy Mink. There has been no greater believer that a high-quality education
should be a basic right of all Americans, and there has been no greater fighter for civil
rights and equal rights. Her presence today is dearly missed, but her legacy of opening
the doors of opportunity to all Americans will abide, in this Committee, and in the
Congress.

Today T was proud to join Mr. Miller and other members of this Committee in
introducing a resolution fo rename Title IX the “Patsy T. Mink Equal Opportunity in
Education Act.” Congresswoman Mink was critical to the passage of Title IX, which has
opened doors in education and athletics to millions of young women. This resolution is a
fitting tribute to her legacy.

The title of today’s hearing questions whether the cost of a quality postsecondary
education is riging. But in my state of Teanessee, at least, there is little doubt that rising
college costs are a fact.

Qur state has suffered from large budget shortfalls, and the burden of budget cuts has
failen on students and families. At a time when college has never been more important to
economic success, college tuition is becoming increasingly harder to afford for families
and students.

This academic yvear, the University of Tennessee system -~ which has 42,000 students --
raised tuition by 7.5% for undergraduates and graduate students, and between 3% and
28% for students in professional programs.

The 180,000-student Tennessee Board of Regents system raised tuition 7.5 percent.
Both the UT and Regents raised tuition by 15 percent last year. Tuition and fees at state
institutions have climbed by about 50% in the past five years.

Unfortunately, the problems at the state level may be compounded by decreases in federal
financial aid. The Administration’s proposed budget cuis Pell grants from $4,000 to
$3,600 and provides financial aid to 375,000 fewer students. An estimated 6,400 fewer
Tennessee students would receive financial aid. The Administration’s budget also
eliminates the LEAP program, which leverages state scholarship programs. It freezes
work-study, Supplemental Educational Opportunity Grants, and Perkins loans. The
TRIG and Gear-Up programs, which help put middle and high school students on the
path to college, are also frozen. The budget provides only a paltry increase for
historically black and Hispanic institutions.
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A highly skilled workforce is critical to the economic destiny of Tennessee and our
nation. It is also a matter of America’s security in a dangerous world. The economy of
the twenty-first century will demand skills that can only be gained at the postsecondary
level. This is a time when our states and our nation should be investing heavily in higher
education, and making college tuition more, not less, affordable.

Tlook forward to hearing from our witnesses, and also to working with my colleagues to
ensure that every student who wants to attend college has that opportunity.
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APPENDIX 1 WRITTEN STATEMENT SUBMITTED FOR THE RECORD BY
REPRESENTATIVE DENNIS J. KUCINICH, COMMITTEE ON EDUCATION AND THE
WORKFORCE, U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, WASHINGTON, D.C.
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Committee on Education and the Workforce
Hearing on College Costs
October 2, 2002
Rep. Dennis J. Kucinich

Mr. Chairman, thank you for the opportunity to submit this statement.

It has been documented that college tuition is growing faster than inflation. Thisis a
considerable problem. A college education is already an expense that too many
Americans cannot afford, and this yearly addition adds a great deal to this difficulty. The
education of our citizens is crucial both to our economy and for the well being of our
society as a whole. 1am very concerned that college costs are rising so quickly and am
interested to learn what the Federal government can do to help.

The demand and need for a college education has grown tremendously in recent years. It
1s understood that the completion of a higher education degree equates to significantly
more earning power over one’s lifetime in comparison to the completion of only a high
school diploma. With this need we must assure that this education remains affordable to
the average working family. Unfortunately, today over 60% of full time undergraduate
students pay more than $4,000 a year in tuition. This does not include room and board,
which often doubles this figure. As a result, more than 400,000 qualified students cannot
attend college due to financial barriers,

For most Americans, a public institution is the most affordable solution to attaining
higher educational goals. Unfortunately, these schools are quickly pricing many out of
this basic need. Statistics show that public schools are leading the way in terms of tuition
increases. Four-year public institutions are raising rates at about 2% faster than private
and two-year institutions.

There are, of course, explanations for these increases. For instance, in recent vears
colleges have expanded their curriculums and thus require larger budgets. Microbiology
and computer science are emerging fields that use very expensive technology. They are
also important components for a basic college education.

Faculty salaries have also been a large factor involved in increasing college costs,
Colleges must compete with the private sector to retain faculty, and the private sector has
classically paid higher salaries and thus this competition has strained the budget of many
higher education institutions. Few would argue against the need to recruit the best and
brightest to teach at our nation’s colleges. Thus, with the expansion of knowledge, salary
increases, and technology, it may not be surprising that increased tuition has followed.

In all, however, we must ask how the Federal government can ensure that all Americans
have access to higher education. Although this is not an easy question to answer, it is
clear that we must increase the availability of financial aid. Programs like TRIO, GEAR
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UP, work-study, Pell grants, and Perkins college loans must be widely available to those
Americans who need them, and funding for such initiatives must continue to be
increased, commiserate with raising tuition. And of course, while the Federal government
has a role in this issue, we must also encourage colleges to constrain tuition as much as
possible so as to keep this opportunity affordable all Americans.

Our nation is compelled to promote higher education and keep it affordable. What makes
this nation great is opportunity for all. It is therefore our responsibility to allow every
citizen the opportunity to achieve a competitive higher education.

Thank you.
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