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| think it is because Jerusalem is one
of the places in the world that is truly
a crossroads for a majority of people in
the world, because when we look at the
development and history of religions,
those things that have occurred in and
around the city of Jerusalem have not
only sent fundamental, positive reper-
cussions East and West, but they have
somehow been tied to defining devel-
opmental periods throughout the his-
tory of the world.

Although we have not yet located the
center of the universe, | think in terms
of man’s experience on this planet, the
city of Jerusalem, along with very few
other places in this world, Jerusalem
deserves being placed in that category.
I think it is entirely appropriate that
the Rotunda of the United States Cap-
itol be used as the place for the rec-
ognition of the 3,000 years of inhabi-
tance of the city of Jerusalem.

Mr. GEJDENSON. Reclaiming my
time, Mr. Speaker, | join the gen-
tleman in support of the resolution

saying this is a year that it is particu-
larly appropriate to be having this
celebration. We could not have chosen
the 3,000th year, obviously, but as we
look at the peace process moving for-
ward, something that | think many of
us thought would not happen in our
lifetime, this City of Peace may indeed
soon be an example for dialogue for the
entire globe.

All of us who have worked so hard on
issues of peace in the Middle East,
while we understand there are tremen-
dous challenges ahead, this is a very
exciting time, with hopefully the be-
ginnings of a real peace for that region
of the world, something that will not
only hopefully bring benefit to the peo-
ple there, but people around the globe,
and open up the holy places to the mul-
tiple of religions that see Jerusalem as
their center, to give pilgrims from all
religions a greater opportunity to visit
the holy sites and to spend time in the
Middle East.

For those of us who have been to Je-
rusalem, it is truly a special city. | am
privileged to be here with the gen-
tleman from California, urging support
of this resolution.

Mr. Speaker, | withdraw my reserva-
tion of objection.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from California?

There was no objection.

The Clerk read the Senate concur-
rent resolution, as follows:

S. CoN. REs. 29

Whereas the Senate wishes to make the
3,000th anniversary of King David’s estab-
lishment of Jerusalem as the capital of Is-
rael;

Whereas Jerusalem, the City of David, has
been the focal point of Jewish life;

Whereas Jerusalem, the City of Peace, has
held a unique place and exerted a unique in-
fluence on the moral development of Western
Civilization; and

Whereas no other city on Earth is today
the capital of the same country, inhabited by
the same people, speaking the same lan-
guage, and worshipping the same God as it
was 3,000 years ago: Now, therefore, be it
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Resolved by the Senate (the House of Rep-
resentatives concurring), That the Architect is
directed to make the necessary arrange-
ments for a date in October to be mutually
agreed upon by the Speaker of the House of
Representatives and the Majority Leader of
the Senate, after consultation with the Mi-
nority Leaders of the two houses, for the use
of the Rotunda for a celebration of the
founding of the city of Jerusalem.

The Senate concurrent
was concurred in.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

resolution

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. Speaker, | ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days in which to
revise and extend their remarks on
Senate Concurrent Resolution 29, the
concurrent resolution just concurred
in.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from California?

There was no objection.

COMMUNICATION FROM THE HON-
ORABLE MARTIN FROST, MEM-
BER OF CONGRESS

The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be-
fore the House the following commu-
nication from the Honorable MARTIN
FROST, Member of Congress:

CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES,
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
Washington, DC, October 10, 1995.
Hon. NEWT GINGRICH,
Speaker of the House,
The Capitol, Washington, DC.

DEAR MR. SPEAKER: This is to formally no-
tify you pursuant to Rule L of the Rules of
the House that my office has been served
with a subpoena issued by the District Court
of Tarrant County, Texas.

After consultation with the General Coun-
sel, | have determined that compliance with
the subpoena is not inconsistent with the
privileges and precedents of the House.

Sincerely,
MARTIN FROST,
Member of Congress.

OMNIBUS CIVILIAN SCIENCE
AUTHORIZATION ACT OF 1995

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House Resolution 234 and rule
XXIII, the Chair declares the House in
the Committee of the Whole House on
the State of the Union for the further
consideration of the bill, H.R. 2405.
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IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE

Accordingly the House resolved itself
into the Committee of the Whole House
on the State of the Union for the fur-
ther consideration of the bill (H.R.
2405) to authorize appropriations for
fiscal years 1996 and 1997 for civilian
science activities of the Federal Gov-
ernment, and for other purposes, with
Mr. KINGSTON in the chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The CHAIRMAN. When in the Com-
mittee of the Whole House on Wednes-
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day, October 11, 1995, title IV was open
for amendment at any point.

Are there any amendments to title
1v?

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. WALKER

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Chairman, | offer
an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. WALKER.

Page 109, line 10, strike “$8,757,000"" and in-
sert in lieu thereof ‘“$86,757,000"".

Page 116, lines 19 and 20, strike ‘““Commit-
tee on Science” and insert in lieu thereof
“Committee on Science and the Committee
on Resources’.

Page 119, lines 9 through 23, strike para-
graphs (1) and (2) and insert in lieu thereof
the following:

(1) SERVICE CONTRACTS.—Notwithstanding
any other provision of law and subject to the
availability of appropriations, the Secretary
shall enter into contracts, including
multiyear contracts, subject to paragraph
(3), for the use of vessels to conduct oceano-
graphic research and fisheries research, mon-
itoring, enforcement, and management, and
to acquire other data necessary to carry out
the missions of the National Oceanic and At-
mospheric Administration. The Secretary
shall enter into these contracts unless—

(A) the cost of the contract is more than
the cost (including the cost of vessel oper-
ation, maintenance, and all personnel) to the
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Adminis-
tration of obtaining those services on vessels
of the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Ad-
ministration;

(B) the contract is for more than 7 years;
or

(C) the data is acquired through a vessel
agreement pursuant to paragraph (4).

(2) VESSELS.—The Secretary may not enter
into any contract for the construction, lease-
purchase, upgrade, or service life extension
of any vessel.

(3) MULTIYEAR CONTRACTS.—

(A) IN GENERAL.—Subject to subparagraphs
(B) and (C), and notwithstanding section 1341
of title 31, United States Code, and section 11
of title 41, United States Code, the Secretary
may acquire data under multiyear contracts.

(B) REQUIRED FINDINGS.—The Secretary
may not enter into a contract pursuant to
this paragraph unless the Secretary finds
with respect to that contract that there is a
reasonable expectation that throughout the
contemplated contract period the Secretary
will request from Congress funding for the
contract at the level required to avoid con-
tract termination.

(C) REQUIRED PROVISIONS.—The Secretary
may not enter into a contract pursuant to
this paragraph unless the contract includes—

(i) a provision under which the obligation
of the United States to make payments
under the contract for any fiscal year is sub-
ject to the availability of appropriations pro-
vided in advance for those payments;

(ii) a provision that specifies the term of
effectiveness of the contract; and

(iii) appropriate provisions under which, in
case of any termination of the contract be-
fore the end of the term specified pursuant
to clause (ii), the United States shall only be
liable for the lesser of—

(1) an amount specified in the contract for
such a termination; or

(1) amounts that were appropriated before
the date of the termination for the perform-
ance of the contract or for procurement of
the type of acquisition covered by the con-
tract and are unobligated on the date of the
termination.

(4) VESSEL AGREEMENTS.—The Secretary
shall use excess capacity of University Na-
tional Oceanographic Laboratory System
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vessels where appropriate and may enter
into memoranda of agreement with the oper-
ators of these vessels to carry out this re-
quirement.

Page 119, line 24, strike ““(3)”” and insert in
lieu thereof *“(5)".

Page 120, lines 3 and 4, strike *“, including
activities described in paragraphs (1) and
..

Page 121, line 3, insert ‘“‘(as of September
30, 1996)"" after ““‘Observation Buoys™.

Page 121, lines 6 through 8, strike para-
graph (7).

Page 121, lines 9, 11, 12, 13, and 15, redesig-
nate paragraphs (8), (9), (10), (11), and (12) as
paragraphs (7), (8), (9), (10), and (11), respec-
tively.

Page 121, lines 16 through 18, strike para-
graphs (13) and (14).

Page 121, lines 19, 20, 22, and 24, and page
122, line 1, redesignate paragraphs (15), (16),
(17), (18), and (19) as paragraphs (12), (13), (14),
(15), and (16), respectively.

Page 123, line 19, through page 124, line 6,
amend section 443 to read as follows:

SEC. 443. TERMINATION OF THE CORPS OF COM-
MISSIONED OFFICERS.

(a) NUMBER OF OFFICERS.—Notwithstanding
section 8 of the Act of June 3, 1948 (33 U.S.C.
853g), the total number of commissioned offi-
cers on the active list of the National Oce-
anic and Atmospheric Administration shall
not exceed 358 for fiscal year 1996. No com-
missioned officers are authorized for any fis-
cal year after fiscal year 1996.

(b) SEVERANCE PAY.—Commissioned offi-
cers may be separated from the active list of
the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Ad-
ministration. In lieu of separation pay, offi-
cers so separated shall be eligible only for
severance pay in accordance with the terms
and conditions of section 5595 of title 5, Unit-
ed States Code, and only to the extent pro-
vided in advance in appropriations Acts.

(c) TRANSFER.—(1) Subject to the approval
of the Secretary of Defense and under terms
and conditions specified by the Secretary,
commissioned officers subject to subsection
(a) may transfer to the armed services under
section 716 of title 10, United States Code.

(2) Subject to the approval of the Secretary
of Transportation and under terms and con-
ditions specified by the Secretary, commis-
sioned officers subject to subsection (a) may
transfer to the United States Coast Guard
under section 716 of title 10, United States
Code.

(3) Subject to the approval of the Adminis-
trator of the National Oceanic and Atmos-
pheric Administration and under terms and
conditions specified by that Administrator,
commissioned officers subject to subsection
(a) may be employed by the National Oce-
anic and Atmospheric Administration as
members of the civil service.

(d) REPEALS.—(1) The following provisions
of law are repealed:

(A) The Coast and Geodetic Survey Com-
missioned Officers’ Act of 1948 (33 U.S.C.
853a-8530, 853p-853u).

(B) The Act of February 16, 1929 (Chapter
221, section 5; 45 Stat. 1187; 33 U.S.C. 852a).

(C) The Act of January 19, 1942 (Chapter 6;
56 Stat. 6).

(D) Section 9 of Public Law 87-649 (76 Stat.
495).

(E) The Act of May 22, 1917 (Chapter 20, sec-
tion 16; 40 Stat. 87; 33 U.S.C. 854 et seq.).

(F) The Act of December 3, 1942 (Chapter
670; 56 Stat. 1038.

(G) Sections 1 through 5 of Public Law 91—
621 (84 Stat. 1863; 33 U.S.C. 857-1 et seq.).

(H) The Act of August 10, 1956 (Chapter
1041, section 3; 70A Stat. 619; 33 U.S.C. 857a).

(I) The Act of May 18, 1920 (Chapter 190,
section 11; 41 Stat. 603; 33 U.S.C. 864).

(J) The Act of July 22, 1947 (Chapter 286; 61
Stat. 400; 33 U.S.C. 873, 874).
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(K) The Act of August 3, 1956 (Chapter 932;
70 Stat. 988; 33 U.S.C. 875, 876).

(L) AIll other Acts inconsistent with this

subsection.
Following the repeal of provisions under this
paragraph, all retirement benefits for the
NOAA Corps which are in existence on Sep-
tember 30, 1996, shall continue to apply to el-
igible NOAA Corps officers and retirees.

(2) The effective date of the repeals under
paragraph (1) shall be October 1, 1996.

(e) ABoLITION.—The Office of the National
Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration
Corps of Operations and the Commissioned
Personnel Center are abolished effective Sep-
tember 30, 1996.

Page 4, amend the item in the table of con-
tents relating to section 443 to read as fol-
lows:

Sec. 443. Termination of the corps of com-
missioned officers.

Page 126, line 14, through page 127, line 9,
strike section 453.

Page 127, line 10, and page 128, lines 1 and
11, redesignate sections 454, 455, and 456 as
sections 453, 454, and 455, respectively.

Page 129, after line 9, insert the following
new sections:

SEC. 456. CONVEYANCE OF NATIONAL MARINE
FISHERIES SERVICE LABORATORY
AT GLOUCESTER, MASSACHUSETTS.

(a) CONVEYANCE REQUIRED.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall con-
vey to the Commonwealth of Massachusetts
all right, title, and interest of the United
States in and to the property comprising the
National Marine Fisheries Service labora-
tory located on Emerson Avenue in Glouces-
ter, Massachusetts.

(2) TERMS.—A conveyance of property
under paragraph (1) shall be made—

(A) without payment of consideration; and

(B) subject to the terms and conditions
specified under subsections (b) and (c).

(b) CONDITIONS FOR TRANSFER.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—ASs a condition of any con-
veyance of property under this section, the
Commonwealth of Massachusetts shall as-
sume full responsibility for maintenance of
the property for as long as the Common-
wealth retains the right and title to that
property.

(2) CONTINUED USE OF PROPERTY BY NMFS.—
The Secretary may enter into a memoran-
dum of understanding with the Common-
wealth of Massachusetts under which the Na-
tional Marine Fisheries Service is authorized
to occupy existing laboratory space on the
property conveyed under this section, if—

(A) the term of the memorandum of under-
standing is for a period of not longer than 5
years beginning on the date of enactment of
this Act; and

(B) the square footage of the space to be
occupied by the National Marine Fisheries
Service does not conflict with the needs of,
and is agreeable to, the Commonwealth of
Massachusetts.

(¢) REVERSIONARY INTEREST.—AIl right,
title, and interest in and to all property con-
veyed under this section shall revert to the
United States on the date on which the Com-
monwealth of Massachusetts uses any of the
property for any purpose other than the
Commonwealth of Massachusetts Division of
Marine Fisheries resource management pro-
gram.

SEC. 457. CLEANUP OF NOAA FACILITIES.

(@ IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall
cleanup landfills, wastes, dumps, debris,
storage tanks, property, hazardous or unsafe
conditions, and contaminants (including,
without limitation, petroleum products and
their derivatives), on lands which the Na-
tional Oceanic and Atmospheric Administra-
tion and its predecessor agencies abandoned,
quitclaimed, or otherwise transferred, or is
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obligated to transfer, to local entities or
landowners on the Pribilof Islands, Alaska,
pursuant to the Fur Seal Act of 1966 (16
U.S.C. 1161 et seq.).

(b) SPECIFIC REQUIREMENTS.—To carry out
subsection (a), the Secretary shall—

(1) by December 31, 1995, execute agree-
ments with the State of Alaska, affected
local entities and landowners, and in the
case of new landfills, the Indian Health Serv-
ice;

(2) manage the cleanup required in sub-
section (a) with the minimum possible Fed-
eral overhead, delay, and duplication of
State and local planning and design work;

(3) receive approval of the State of Alaska
for the cleanup plans prepared as a result of
the agreements described in subsection (b)(1)
where said cleanup is required by State law;

(4) receive approval of affected local enti-
ties and landowners before conducting clean-
up work on their property, if such approval
is not obtained by agreement in accordance
with paragraph (5);

(5) to the maximum extent possible, and
notwithstanding any other law, carry out du-
ties under this Act and under other Federal
laws on the Pribilof Islands through con-
tracts, grants, or cooperative agreements,
including agreements on a reimbursable
basis, with the local entities and landowners
and with residents of the Pribilof Islands;
and

(6) not require financial contributions by
or from local entities or landowners.

(c) CONTENTS OF AGREEMENTS.—The agree-
ments described in subsection (b)(1) shall—

(1) require the Secretary to clean up all
sites referred to in subsection (a), as soon as
possible;

(2) specify the Secretary’s responsibility
to—

(A) contribute to the planning and con-
struction of new or redeveloped landfills;

(B) provide technical and financial assist-
ance and training to the local entities and
landowners and residents of the Pribilof Is-
lands; and

(C) to the greatest extent possible, secure
their participation in carrying out this sec-
tion.

(d) DEFINITIONS.—For purposes of this sec-
tion—

(1) the term ‘“‘cleanup’” means, without
limitation, planning and execution of reme-
diation actions for lands described in sub-
section (a) and redevelopment of landfills to
meet regulatory requirements; and

(2) the term “local entities and land-
owners’ means those local political subdivi-
sions and entities that have received or are
eligible to receive lands under the Fur Seal
Act of 1966 (16 U.S.C. 1161 et seq.).

Page 4, strike the items in the table of con-
tents relating to sections 453 through 456 and
insert in lieu thereof the following:

Sec. 453. Eligibility for awards.

Sec. 454. Prohibition of lobbying activities.
Sec. 455. Report on laboratories.

Sec. 456. Conveyance of National Marine

Fisheries Service laboratory at
Gloucester, Massachusetts.
Sec. 457. Cleanup of NOAA facilities.

Mr. WALKER (during the reading).
Mr. Chairman, | ask unanimous con-
sent that the amendment be considered
as read and printed in the RECORD.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Pennsylvania?

There was no objection.

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Chairman, | offer
this amendment on behalf of the man-
agers of the bill at the request of the
Committee on Resources to make the
following changes in the bill.
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What it does is it modifies the NOAA
fleet modernization termination lan-
guage to allow NOAA to use their ex-
isting vessels if the Secretary of Com-
merce determines that using the exist-
ing vessels is the most cost-effective
option. The language precludes NOAA
from engaging in significant repairs to
extend the life or upgrade the existing
vessels.

It modifies the NOAA Corps elimi-
nation language to more closely par-
allel the Committee on Resources’s
language. The amendment will termi-
nate the uniformed NOAA Corps at the
end of the fiscal year 1996 while also
providing corps members with the abil-
ity to transfer to the Coast Guard or to
the Department of Defense or to NOAA
as civilian employees if these agencies
determine that their services are re-
quired.

I will give an example of that. | think
all of us recognize that one of the
things that we want to do is keep the
hurricane planes flying and this will
allow NOAA to transfer the pilots of
those airplanes to the agency itself to
fly those planes in the future.

It makes some modifications to the
termination list. Specifically, the bill
will now be silent on the following is-
sues: The National Coastal Research
and Development Institute, the South-
east United States Caribbean Fisheries
Oceanographic Coordinated Investiga-
tions Program, the Sea Grant Oyster
Disease Account, and the termination
of the Chesapeake Bay buoys, which
will be delayed until September 30,
1996.

The amendment also adds language
to transfer a fisheries lab from the Na-
tional Marine Fisheries Service to the
State of Massachusetts. This language
is identical to the language reported by
the Committee on Resources.

The amendment also adds language
to strengthen the cleanup require-
ments for the Pribilof Islands in Alas-
ka. Once again, this language is taken
from the resources bill.

The amendment also makes a tech-
nical correction to fix a number of nu-
merical errors in the bill, and strikes
language that has been identified by
the Congressional Budget Office as re-
sulting in direct spending.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. WALK-
ER].

The amendment was agreed to.

The CHAIRMAN. Are there further
amendments to title IV?

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. FARR

Mr. FARR. Mr. Chairman, | offer an
amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. FARR: At the
appropriate place in Title IV insert the fol-
lowing:

SEC. . OCEAN APPLICATIONS BRANCH.

(a) ESTABLISHMENT.—The Secretary of
Commerce shall establish and maintain
within the Administration a program to be
known as the Ocean Applications Branch (in
this section referred to as the ““Branch”’).
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(b) PurRPOSeE.—The purpose of the Branch
shall be to make oceanographic and other in-
formation developed by the Department of
Defense Fleet Numerical Meteorology and
Oceanography Center available for private,
educational, and government use pursuant to
agreement between the Secretary of Defense
and the Secretary of Commerce. It shall be
the goal of the Secretary of Commerce to
support the activities of the Ocean Applica-
tions Branch through user fees.

(c) LIMITATION ON CLOSURE.—The Secretary
of Commerce shall not terminate operation
of the Branch, before the Branch fully funds
its operations through private sources, in-
cluding user fees, or fiscal year 1996, which-
ever comes first.

Mr. FARR (during the reading). Mr.
Chairman, | ask unanimous consent
that the amendment be considered as
read and printed in the RECORD.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
California?

There was no objection.

Mr. FARR. Mr. Chairman, | have an
amendment here that was adopted
unanimously in the Committee on Re-
sources and | ask that it be inserted
into this bill.

Mr. Chairman, the amendment essen-
tially requires NOAA to keep open the
Ocean Applications Branch, which is a
small office that is moving toward pri-
vatization to fully develop its own
privatized funding. The Navy’s Fleet
Numerical Meteorological and Oceano-
graphic Center in Monterey is the lead-
ing global marine forecasting center
and provides all the military’s ocean
forecasting data.

The center provides real time ocean-
ographic data from a variety of sat-
ellite and terrestrial observation posts.
This information is used to generate
up-to-the-minute marine analysis and
weather forecasting for over 1,000 pri-
vate and public center users, and | ask
that this amendment be adopted.

Mr. Chairman, | think there is no
controversy on it. It has been unani-
mously agreed to in the policy commit-
tee.

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Mr. Chairman,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. FARR. | yield to the gentleman
from California.

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Mr. Chairman,
I would ask the gentleman, is there
any authorization that deals with this
amendment?

Mr. FARR. Mr. Chairman, | would
reply to the gentleman from Califor-
nia, no, as the amendment deleted the
authorization. It is in the appropria-
tions bill. It is under the ocean analy-
sis. It does not increase that.

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Mr. Chairman,
if the gentleman will yield further, is
there a 1-year exemption on closure in
this amendment?

Mr. FARR. Yes, there is. The bill is
only good for a year, and so as the last
sentence in the amendment states, it
says that the Department of Commerce
shall not terminate it for the fiscal
year 1996 or whenever the user fees be-
come successful, whichever comes first.

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Mr. Chairman,
we are willing to accept this amend-
ment.
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Mr. FARR. Mr. Chairman, | thank
the gentleman for accepting the
amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from California [Mr. FARR].

The amendment was agreed to.

The CHAIRMAN. Are there further
amendments to title IV?

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. SAXTON

Mr. SAXTON. Mr. Chairman, | offer
an amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-
ignate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Amendment offered by Mr. SAXTON: Page
114, line 19, strike ‘““(a) MARINE PREDICTION
RESEARCH.—"’.

Page 115, strike lines 1 through 17.

Page 122, strike lines 10 through 21 (and re-
designate the subsequent subsection accord-
ingly).

Mr. SAXTON. Mr. Chairman, | under-
stand that the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania [Mr. WALKER], chairman of
the committee, has agreed to accept
this amendment. It merely adds the
Committee on Resources, which shares
jurisdiction over the National Oceanic
and Atmospheric Administration to
the distribution list of a report on
NOAA Program terminations author-
ized by H.R. 2405. On this list there are
several programs with resources juris-
dictions.

Mr. BROWN of California. Mr. Chair-
man, | move to strike the last word.
The gentleman from New Jersey made
the, what | considered unfortunate jux-
taposition of the term noncontrover-
sial with the fact that the chairman of
the Committee on Science agreed with
it. Does that mean that he thinks that
whatever the chairman agrees to is
noncontroversial?

Mr. SAXTON. Mr. Chairman, if the
gentleman will yield, | apologize for
that unfortunate use of the word
uncontroversial. | certainly did not
mean to represent the position of the
minority in this matter.

Mr. BROWN of California. |
ciate that consideration. As
know, it is noncontroversial.

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Mr. Chairman,
I move to strike the requisite number
of words. This amendment is accept-
able.

Mr. LONGLEY. Mr. Chairman, | rise in
strong support of the Saxton amendment to
H.R. 2405. | am a member of the Resources
Committee, which is the principal authorizing
committee for sea grant, as well as a cospon-
sor of H.R. 1175, the authorizing legislation for
this valuable program.

The National Sea Grant College Program is
a network of over 300 colleges, universities,
secondary and elementary schools, and re-
search institutions throughout the country fo-
cused on the wise use of marine resources.
Sea grant has proven to be a highly effective
Federal-State partnership that responds to
local as well as national needs.

Sea grant is the ocean-based corollary to
the Land Grant College Program. Sea grant
uses high quality, competitive, merit-reviewed
science to address critical marine resources

appre-
far as 1
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issues, and disseminates the results of that
work through its education and marine advi-
sory services.

More than half the funding for sea grant
comes from non-Federal sources—every dol-
lar we invest in sea grant is matched by its
participants. Sea grant is often the seed
money for State, local, and private funds to
come together to help our Nation utilize more
fully its vast publicly owned marine resources.

For example, in my home State of Maine,
sea grant technology, products and data have
helped create jobs. In particular, as a result of
Maine sea grant research on lobster reproduc-
tion and growth, the following companies were
established:

Dodge Cove Marine Farms, Inc., Newcastle,
ME; Great Eastern Mussel Farms, Inc., Ten-
ants Harbor, ME; Island Maid, Beals Island,
ME; Lobster Products, Hancock, ME; Maine
Lobster Technology, Lamoine, ME; Mook Sea
Farms, Damariscotta, ME; Northeast Labs,
Winslow, ME.

In short, Mr. Chairman, sea grant deserves
our support. The Resources Committee has
reported out a comprehensive, responsible
sea grant reauthorization measure which has
the support of the 30 sea grant colleges and
the Sea Grant Association. Certainly, sea
grant deserves more than 29 lines in a 152-
page bill. Support the Saxton amendment and
pave the way for H.R. 1175 to come to the
floor.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from New Jersey [Mr. SAXTON].

The amendment was agreed to.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. SAXTON

Mr. SAXTON. Mr. Chairman, | offer
an amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-
ignate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Amendment offered by Mr. SAXTON: On
page 122, line 5, strike ‘““Science’” and insert
instead ‘‘Resources and the Committee on
Science”’.

Mr. SAXTON. Mr. Chairman, | under-
stand that Chairman WALKER has also
agreed to this amendment. Like the
first amendment, this amendment adds
the Committee on Resources to the dis-
tribution list for a report, this time on
NOAA laboratories. NOAA’s labs are
used for the support of its resource
management activities, including fish-
eries research, and the Committee on
Resources would benefit very much
from this information.

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Mr. Chairman,
the majority side accepts this amend-
ment.

Mr. BROWN of California. Mr. Chair-
man, | move to strike the last word.
Our side has reviewed the amendment
and finds no problems with it and are
glad to accept it.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from New Jersey [Mr. SAXTON].

The amendment was agreed to.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. SAXTON

Mr. SAXTON. Mr. Chairman, | offer
one additional amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-
ignate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:
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Amendment offered by Mr. SAXTON: On
page 128, line 16, strike ‘‘Science’ and insert
instead ‘‘Resources and the Committee on
Science”.

Mr. SAXTON. Mr. Chairman, earlier
this year Chairman DON YOUNG of the
Committee on Resources introduced
legislation to reauthorize the sea-grant
program. The Committee on Resources
is the primary committee of jurisdic-
tion for the program and has reported
the bill to the House. The Committee
on Science received a secondary refer-
ral on the bill and has also reported the
measure. The Committee on Resources
agreed in good faith to let the bill we
are now considering come to the floor
before having worked out a com-
promise with the Committee on
Science on the NOAA provisions over
which we share jurisdiction. Unfortu-
nately, the Committee on Science has
refused to negotiate on sea grant.

Mr. Chairman, as | said, unfortu-
nately the Committee on Science has
not negotiated on sea grant. This bill
includes the Committee on Science’s
version of sea grant, not the version re-
ported by the committee with primary
jurisdiction. Therefore, | am offering
an amendment to strike the sea-grant
provisions from the bill. This will allow
H.R. 1175, the bill Chairman YOUNG in-
troduced earlier this year, which has
been acted on by both committees of
jurisdiction and is now in a position to
come to the floor.

The national sea-grant college pro-
gram is a network of over 300 colleges,
universities, secondary, and elemen-
tary schools and research institutions
throughout the country focused on the
wise use of marine resources. For near-
ly 30 years, the sea-grant program has
played an essential role in helping our
Nation to utilize more fully its vast
publicly owned marine coastal and
Great Lakes resources which are vital
to the lives of Americans living in the
rapidly growing population areas along
the coastal areas.

This bill is modeled after the land-
grant college concept. Sea grant uses
high-quality, competitive merit-re-
viewed science to address critical ma-
rine resources issues and dismantles
the results of that work through its
education and advisory service activi-
ties. Federal funding for sea grant is
highly leveraged. Nearly half of the
total program cost is derived from non-
Federal sources.

H.R. 2405 guts sea grant. H.R. 1175,
the bill reported by the Natural Re-
sources Committee, which has primary
jurisdiction over sea grant, does not
gut the program. Quite to the con-
trary, it improves it. H.R. 1175 makes
significant improvements in sea grant
by streamlining the proposal review
process, reducing administrative costs,
capping the total program costs below
services level, and clarifying Federal
and university roles in the program.
H.R. 1175 is also consistent with the
House-passed Commerce appropriations
bill which we might add makes appro-
priations consistent with our bill, H.R.
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1175 should be the bill that the House
considers. If Members believe, as | do,
that the long-term viability of our Na-

tion’s marine resources should be
maintained for future generations,
then | urge they will vote for this
amendment.

PERFECTING AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR.
WELDON OF PENNSYLVANIA

Mr. WELDON of Pennsylvania. Mr.
Chairman, | offer a perfecting amend-
ment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Perfecting amendment offered by Mr.
WELDON of Pennsylvania: Page 115, line 7,
strike ‘“$34,500,000"" and insert in lieu thereof
““$51,000,000"".

Page 115, line 12, strike “‘$1,500,000"" and in-
sert in lieu thereof ““$2,000,000"".

0O 1245
Mr. WELDON of Pennsylvania. Mr.
Chairman, the amendment 1 offer

today is in support of the sea-grant
program. As the former ranking mem-
ber of the Oceanography Subcommittee
and the Committee on Merchant Ma-
rine and Fisheries, and now a member
of the Committee on Science, | support
the program in its entirety.

I am here today to offer an amend-
ment which | understand Chairman
WALKER has agreed to accept, which
would in fact raise the authorization
level up to the amount that is being of-
fered by my friend the gentleman from
New Jersey [Mr. SAXTON]. This removes
the dispute in terms of the dollar
amount, and also | think takes away
what is | think the most egregious
item in the Saxton amendment, which
is the deauthorization of the whole pro-
gram.

If the Saxton amendment were to
pass today as a part of our science bill,
in effect the entire authorization for
sea grant would be removed. They are
telling us that it would be restored at
some future time. That may or may
not happen.

What | am proposing is to raise the
authorization level up to the exact
same amount that my friend from New
Jersey is offering today, because | sup-
port the program. The chairman has
agreed to accept that funding level and
to continue the program, and even to
work with the Members and the com-
mittee individuals who have other
changes they would like to make and
perhaps would like to see come on a fu-
ture authorization, which | am pre-
pared to also support as the author of
this amendment.

The key thing | am concerned about,
Mr. Chairman, and all of our colleagues
should be concerned about here today
is if the Saxton amendment passes
today, the entire program is deauthor-
ized. It is removed from the bill and
there is in fact no sea-grant program in
the science legislation. That | think
would be a mistake.

We have the commitment from
Chairman WALKER to work with us. We
have the commitment from me, as the
author of this perfecting amendment,
to work with the members of the Com-
mittee on Resources on other concerns
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in two areas that they feel are impor-
tant.

I am committing to work with them
publicly and to help them bring an au-
thorization bill to the floor to deal
with those other concerns. | would
hope that our colleagues on the other
side would support this effort, because
it also allows us in this bill, where we
consider the issue in the Committee on
Science, to allow this program to be
kept intact and increase the dollar
amount.

I would have offered this amendment
to increase the dollar amount in com-
mittee, but the chairman wanted to
keep the dollar amount in line with the
budgetary number that was given to
him, and therefore | did not offer that
amendment. | am offering it today, and
the chairman has graciously agreed to
work with us.

I think for the benefit of this pro-
gram we ought to put aside the petty
politics of the staff members who can-
not agree on a common solution, and
Members ought to come together and
realize that those Members who sup-
port the program have a chance to
keep the program intact, raise the dol-
lar amount up and to work with the
Committee on Resources on the con-
cerns they have raised relative to two
other specific parts of the program
that they feel are not included in this
bill. I would hope our colleagues would
support it.

Mr. SAXTON. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. WELDON of Pennsylvania. |
yield to the gentleman from New Jer-
sey.

Mr. SAXTON. Mr. Chairman, | thank
the gentleman for yielding.

Mr. Chairman, first let me express
my appreciation for the movement
that the gentleman has shown relative
to the level of funding. | do appreciate
that. However, | must also say that it
is somewhat disingenuous to character-
ize this amendment as a deauthorizing
amendment.

The gentleman knows full well that
this program ran out of its authoriza-
tion time at the beginning of this year
and, just like the Endangered Species
Act and many other laws which are
currently ongoing without an author-
ization bill, this one is as well. So |
think it is a mischaracterization of
this process to say that this amend-
ment deauthorizes the act.

What we are trying to do is to put in
place a policy statement, through the
process that we have been engaged in
on a bipartisan basis together, to bring
an appropriate bill to the floor. So,
once again, | appreciate what the gen-
tleman has done but | strongly dis-
agree with his position.

Mr. WELDON of Pennsylvania. Re-
claiming my time, | appreciate the
gentleman’s comments, but the facts
are that when we take the sea-grant
program out of this bill, there is no au-
thorization in the science bill for the
national sea-grant program. What | am
attempting to do is to raise the dollar
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amount, as well as to work with the
Committee on Resources to address
those other concerns that they have.

Let me say, Mr. Chairman, and |
think we ought to ask for the ruling on
this, my understanding is that the Par-
liamentarian has ruled that this pro-
gram has exact joint oversight by both
committees, both the Committee on
Science and the Committee on Re-
sources. What it appears to me is that
perhaps staff, not Members but staff is
really behind this effort to exert who
has the control over it.

That is the worst part of what we are
talking about here, because in the end
we all agree the sea-grant program is a
good program. It deserves to be funded.
The chairman of the Committee on
Science is accepting the funding level.
The chairman of the Committee on Re-
sources has agreed to work with us on
the changes that the gentleman from
New Jersey [Mr. SAXTON] wants to
make. | have agreed to support them
and to work with them.

So there really is no issue unless we
allow the staff to dominate this debate
and have their petty feuding over
which staff is going to control the final
product to come before this body. | ask
my colleagues to support the perfect-
ing amendment.

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY

Mr. PALLONE. Mr. Chairman, | have
a parliamentary inquiry.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will
state it.

Mr. PALLONE. My understanding
was that the gentleman from New Jer-
sey [Mr. SAXTON] made a motion to
strike and now the gentleman from
Pennsylvania’s motion relates to the
funding level. Is that in order?

The CHAIRMAN. There are two
amendments pending. One is a perfect-
ing amendment offered to the bill by
the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr.
WELDON], and then the gentleman from
New Jersey [Mr. SAXTON] has an
amendment to strike. The Weldon
amendment will be voted on first.

Mr. PALLONE. If the Weldon amend-
ment passes, if | could inquire, then is
the Saxton amendment still in order?

The CHAIRMAN. The committee
would still vote on the Saxton amend-
ment because it would strike that
amended language as well as other lan-
guage of the bill.

Mr. PALLONE. Mr. Chairman, |
move to strike the last word to speak
on the Saxton amendment.

Mr. Chairman, again | have no prob-
lem with raising the funding level, I
certainly would support that, but my
concern is that this not impact the mo-
tion to strike offered by the gentleman
from New Jersey [Mr. SAXTON], because
I think that that is certainly equally if
not more important in the context of
the underlying bill. My concern is that
the underlying bill not only provides
less funding, which now presumably
would be corrected with the Weldon
amendment, but also has some signifi-
cant changes in the authorization of
what the Sea Grant program would be
all about.
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I much prefer the Committee on Re-
sources version, which is why | support
the Saxton amendment, because the
Committee on Resources version essen-
tially is well thought out and contin-
ues much of the outreach in education
that currently exists in the Sea Grant
program. In other words, Sea Grant is
not just research. Sea Grant is not just
grants that are given to academia or to
institutions in order to do research. It
is very much an outreach program that
provides education and takes that re-
search and translates it into the field.

Let me just give an example. | myself
am a former Sea Grant specialist. |
worked as part of what we called the
Sea Grant Advisory Service. The Sea
Grant Advisory Service exists in most
if not all the coastal States, and basi-
cally what they do is, they go out into
the community and they help marine
owners and they help fishermen and
they help coastal users with various
problems that they have on a daily
basis.

Sea Grant also is involved in actual
educational functions. Some of the
people actually teach in the univer-
sities. There is a lot of public outreach,
which is the reason the Sea Grant has
received so much public support. It is a
very unique program because the pub-
lic supports it, because they see the di-
rect results of the research and what is
done in the universities transferred
into the field.

The problem with the Committee on
Science version of this bill is it essen-
tially eliminates marine advisory serv-
ices, it essentially eliminates the Sea
Grant Fellows Program, it eliminates a
lot of the education and outreach pro-
grams that are an integral part of Sea
Grant. For that reason, | support very
much the Saxton amendment because
the Committee on Resources continues
these outreach and educational activi-
ties. | have no problem with increasing
the funding, but that does not take
away in any way from what the Saxton
amendment would accomplish.

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Mr. Chairman,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. PALLONE. | yield to the gen-
tleman from California.

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Mr. Chairman,
I would ask the gentleman, are the
educational aspects that he was just
mentioning not peripheral to the
central point of Sea Grant? Are we
really not supposed to be talking about
research and development?

Mr. PALLONE. Reclaiming my time,
Mr. Chairman, absolutely not. Let me
give an example, if | could.

When | worked at Rutgers University
as a Sea Grant extension specialist,
many of the people that were there ac-
tually had 3 functions. One was what
we called research, one was teaching,
and one was outreach. | was totally
outreach. | used to just go out in the
field with the marine owners, the fish-
ermen, whatever, and work with them.

But basically what would happen,
there would be people at Rutgers doing
research, often that had direct applica-
bility to what was going on in the field.
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For example, research would be done
on how to improve, for example, cer-
tain types of fish species or prevent
pollution, and then we as extension
specialists would go out and apply that
research actually with the fishermen.
Of course there was also the teaching
element, those who would teach at the
university.

The unique relationship between
those 3 things, extension, research, and
academia, was very important. | think
if we eliminate the extension, which is
one of the things that is in this bill es-
sentially, we are going to really elimi-
nate a lot of the public support as well
as why Sea Grant makes sense.

Mr. ROHRABACHER. So the gen-
tleman believes at this time when we
are trying to find things in the budget
and set our priorities, that helping
these fishermen that he is talking
about is really an important enough
use of the taxpayer’s money that we
should cut other programs to support
this?

Mr. PALLONE. It is not just fisher-
men Mr. Chairman. It was anyone basi-
cally who are coastal users, people who
lived at the shore, people involved in
commercial cargo activities. | really do
not think we should eliminate one as-
pect of it but perhaps by try to see how
money can be used, reduced perhaps
but used for all 3 functions rather than
eliminate one aspect.

Mr. ROHRABACHER. If the gen-
tleman would yield further, it just
seems to me that what he is describing
is a program that is very nice. We tried
to save the really solid research end of
this Sea Grant program. We tried to
trim from it those things that were not
essential. From what the gentleman
has described today, and | know the
people listening have to make their
own determination, those are really
nonessential items for the Federal Gov-
ernment to be involved in.

Mr. PALLONE. Mr. Chairman, |
would disagree with the gentleman
completely. | think maybe that is one
difference between the Committee on
Resources and the Committee on
Science. They put the emphasis on the
research and the academia. We on the
other hand are looking at the practical
application of those skills in the field.
I would argue just the opposite that
those are just as important if not
more.

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Chairman, | move
to strike the last word.

Mr. Chairman, we have been attempt-
ing to work out the situation here with
regard to the bill. Obviously there are
some differences in the scope of the
program between what the Committee
on Science action was and what the
Committee on Resources action was. |
think we are agreed that we need to
have a way of deliberating both areas.

I happen to agree with the approach
that the gentleman from Pennsylvania
[Mr. WELDON] has taken in raising the
money up to the appropriation level at
this point. That probably is the right
course to take at the present time.
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However, the Committee on Resources
feels as though it has some areas that
they would like to address, and so what
we have agreed to here is to take, as |
understand it, the Weldon amendment
to the Saxton amendment, pass that as
a substitute, and that would raise the
money in the bill. Then at a later date
the Committee on Resources will bring
their own bill affecting this program to
the floor that would deal with further
authorizations, and it is my under-
standing, if the gentleman from New
Jersey can speak for the chairman of
the committee, that we would have an
exchange of letters asserting that by us
allowing you to bring your bill to the
floor independent of a referral to us,
that that would not in any way jeop-
ardize any kind of co-equal jurisdiction
we have over the program; is that cor-
rect?

Mr. SAXTON. If the gentleman will
yield, that is essentially correct. |
think it is important that we make
this move today. | once again appre-
ciate the fact that you are willing to
meet us at the appropriate target with
regard to funding. | would just point
out that during the debate under an
open rule as | understand it when H.R.
1175 comes to the floor, that will give
us the opportunity to debate the issues
that the gentleman from New Jersey
[Mr. PALLONE] just spoke about and
that are also of concern to me, namely,
the Sea Grant Fellows Program, the
Marine Advisory Service Program, as
well as provisions that are in H.R. 1175
that relate recommendations made by
the National Academy of Sciences
which help to streamline the program.
There may be some other issues in-
volved under that open rule as well.

With that having been said, we agree
to accept the Weldon amendment
today.

O 1300

Mr. WALKER. Reclaiming my time,
obviously the Committee on Resources
at that time can bring anything they
want to the floor for further authoriza-
tion of the Sea Grant Program. What
this action would do today is assure
the program is authorized at the level
of funding that the Weldon amendment
anticipates and then we would move
toward further potential authorization
at a later date.

Mr. SAXTON. That is correct.

Mr. WALKER. As | say, it is my un-
derstanding then we would have an ex-
change of letters to this effect.

Mr. SAXTON. If the gentleman will
yield, it is implicit in this the chair-
man of the Committee on Science, the
gentleman from Pennsylvania, will
support our effort to bring H.R. 1175 to
the floor.

Mr. WALKER. What the gentleman
has agreed to is not to hinder your ef-
forts in any way to bring the bill to the
floor. The gentleman may have some
questions about the provisions of your
bill.

Mr. SAXTON. That is OK.
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Mr. WALKER. | am certainly not
going to hinder you bringing your bill
to the floor.

Mr. SAXTON. Just so we have your
assurance that you will support our ef-
fort to get the bill to the floor.

Mr. WALKER. Sure. That is what we
have agreed to.

Mr. BROWN of California. Mr. Chair-
man, | move to strike the requisite
number of words.

Mr. Chairman, it has been my inten-
tion to support the gentleman from
New Jersey [Mr. SAXTON] with regard
to this matter and for reasons which |
will elaborate on.

Actually, 1 think all of the people
who have spoken here have agreed that
the Sea Grant Program is a valuable
program and one that should be contin-
ued. Unfortunately, the authorization
for that program expired at the end of
fiscal year 1995, and we are now seeking
to reinstitute the reauthorization and
determine the level of authorized fund-
ing.

Again, we all agree that the two com-
mittees, Science and Resources, have
joint jurisdiction over this program,
and in the past we have worked closely
in order to resolve any differences that
might have occurred as a result of dif-
fering attitudes toward the program.

There are some rather sensitive is-
sues involved here which | hesitate to
bring up again, but as | indicated at
the beginning of the debate on this bill,
it does not really matter too much
what we do on this bill, since it is not
going anywhere. But it does offer an
opportunity for some discussion of pol-
icy issues which | think are important.

Policy issue No. 1 illustrated here is
that two committees now both headed
by distinguished Republican Members
of this body have some serious dif-
ferences with regard to what con-
stitutes real research and what con-
stitutes an appropriate role for the
Federal Government.

The Committee on Science, under the
leadership of the distinguished gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania, takes a dim
view of programs which are not real re-
search, not basic research, but which
are applied research or technology de-
velopment.

The Committee on Resources seems
to be oriented more toward support for
programs which do apply research to
the needs of the people of this country,
and in this case, the maritime indus-
try, and is quite willing to support
these appropriately selected applied re-
search and technology development
programs which have obvious economic
payoffs to the people of this country.

The distinguished gentleman from
California [Mr. ROHRABACHER], has al-
ready indicated that he feels that this
is not an appropriate role for the Fed-
eral Government, and he very elo-
quently defends that position.

Mr. Chairman, | am happy to yield to
the gentleman from California to de-
fend it some more, if he wishes.

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Mr. Chairman,
I think, at a time when we are having
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to make major budget cuts in so many
programs, that we do have to make
choices and that when we make choices
in a situation just like today, and |
think this does demonstrate a dif-
ference in philosophy, not in morality,
not in values, but a difference in phi-
losophy as to what Government should
do, but when the Government is in-
volved in helping fishermen or helping
people who do coastal work, coastal
shipping, or live near the coast, that
perhaps other programs are more im-
portant than those programs, and per-
haps when people are making money in
the fishing industry or in the shipping
industry, they could pay for those type
of activities, especially at a time when
our budget is too tight.

Mr. BROWN of California. We do not
have a basic disagreement there. |
would personally like to see the private
beneficiaries of Government research
or development pay for as much of it as
possible, and if we can just work out a
common scheme for doing that, you
and | can support that.

The gentleman and | do not want to
be overly critical, but he also seems to
imply, and this is another one of those
delicate issues, that anytime we do not
support the language and the numbers
in this authorization bill, that we are
not really interested in balancing the
budget. Now, the gentleman knows
that it does not make much difference
what we think on this side, but he is
raising an argument which the Repub-
lican chairmen of the Committee on
Appropriations are going to find dis-
turbing because they have already
raised the numbers above what is in
this bill as any members of the Com-
mittee on Appropriations will tell you,
and that is all that the amendment of-
fered by the gentleman from New Jer-
sey really seeks to do, is to raise those
numbers up, plus eliminating some lan-
guage that would put restrictions on
what could be done under the Sea
Grant Program.

Mr. ROHRABACHER. If the gen-
tleman will yield further, some of us on
this side of the aisle are even more
committed budget cutters than others
on this side of the aisle.

Mr. BROWN of California. | under-
stand that. | understand that, and in
fact | am trying to accentuate that dif-
ference so that since you know it, what
I am trying to do, you should seek to
resolve that before it becomes some-
thing that | will raise on the floor and
try and confound you with.

But the real point is, and | have said
this over and over again, we are not, in
the authorizing committee, bound by
the budget resolution. It does not mat-
ter what we put in there. | can be 50
percent above what is in the budget
resolution, because it is only binding
on the Committee on Appropriations,
and these numbers are the way the au-
thorizers indicate priorities. We are
not spending money. We are indicating
priorities.

The interesting think here is you
have not been consistent on your side
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with regard to your approval of raising
our numbers in this bill up to the ap-
propriators’ level. In this case, the
chairman has agreed to do it, and in
another case the chairman agreed to do
it. There have been four cases.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from California [Mr. BROWN]
has expired.

(By unanimous consent, Mr. BROWN
of California was allowed to proceed for
2 additional minutes.)

Mr. BROWN of California. Mr. Chair-
man, in order to entertain this vast au-
dience | have here, in two out of the
four cases in which we had amend-
ments to raise the numbers up to the
Committee on Appropriations level al-
ready approved in both the House and
Senate, on your side you agreed to go
along with two, on the other two you
said, ‘“No, that is a budget buster. It
shows we do not care about balancing
the budget.” | resent those arguments,
very frankly. You know they are not
true, and | know they are not true. Let
us use a little common sense and work
out an agreement that represents the
best thinking of both sides and see if
we cannot get behind it and support it
and avoid these fictitious arguments
about who is the biggest budget cutter
both on your side within your party
and between the two of us.

Mr. CALLAHAN. Mr. Chairman, |
move to strike the requisite number of
words.

Mr. Chairman, | feel like I am in the
middle of a jurisdictional dispute,
which | am. We are not talking about
whether or not the programs are good
programs or bad programs. We are
talking about a concept of whether or
not we ought to bust the budget with
this miniscule amount of money that is
doing a great deal of good for a great
many people in this great country.

Yes, we can talk about budget bust-
ers. Yes, we can talk about conserv-
atism. But we have a program that is
working, a government program that
combines the resources and the capa-
bilities and the talents of the State of
Alabama, for example. Under our Sea
Grant Program, the universities, the
private industry and the Government
are working together to make this a
better world, to help provide for the fu-
ture feeding of people in this country
and other countries, and to eliminate
diseases such as salmonella that are
taking place in some seafood problems
throughout the world now.

So while we are caught in this juris-
dictional problem of who is going to
get credit or who is going to have con-
trol, let us not lose sight of the fact
that we are talking about a very vital
program to the people of this country
which costs a very small amount of
money, and | think at this point we
have reached the stage, if | am not mis-
taken, | say to the gentleman from
New Jersey [Mr. SAXTON], | came to
speak in favor of your amendment that
now the gentleman from Pennsylvania
[Mr. WELDON] is introducing a sub-
stitute or an amendment to your
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amendment saying that they are going
to fully fund under his authorization
bill, and yet fully support you when
you come to the floor for the reauthor-
ization level.

I think it is imperative that we do
support the Committee on Resources
on the full authorization level because
we are talking about a 4-year program
instead of a 1-year program. So at this
point | suppose we are at the stage
where we are all going to support you,
| say to the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania [Mr. WELDON], and applaud
your efforts to bring the funding levels
back up and then get behind the gen-
tleman from New Jersey [Mr. SAXTON]
and the Committee on Resources to en-
sure that this vital program continues.

Mr. WELDON of Pennsylvania. Mr.
Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. CALLAHAN. 1| yield to the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania.

Mr. WELDON of Pennsylvania. Mr.
Chairman, that is exactly the point
here, and | would just want to add
again that the Committee on the Budg-
et, in their deliberations, zeroed out
the Sea Grant Program, and those of us
on the Committee on Science who went
to the gentleman from Pennsylvania
[Mr. WALKER] worked with him to raise
up an authorization level to put fund-
ing back in. It was not what we want-
ed. It was around $34 million, but it
was, in fact, increased funding.

What we have now done is we have
increased it to a much higher level,
which is a level that the Committee on
Resources had in their mark, and |
think, as | have said publicly, 1 am
very happy and pleased to work with
the gentleman from New Jersey [Mr.
SAXTON] and to support the other prior-
ities and concerns he has. So we move
ahead, get the program, keep it intact
and work with the natural resources
bill to support that when it comes to
the floor as well.

Mr. BROWN of California. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. CALLAHAN. | yield to the gen-
tleman from California.

Mr. BROWN of California. Mr. Chair-
man, the gentleman, in his eloguent re-
marks, presented almost precisely the
position that | am taking here, but I
think you recognize that we do have a
collision basically within your own
party as to what the appropriate role
of the Federal Government is in sup-
porting the kind of research that is in-
volved in the Sea Grant Program, and
that needs to be resolved. | thought it
had been resolved under the Reagan
and Bush administrations, but now
that understanding is no longer hold-
ing. We are told that that is not re-
spectable research to cooperate with
industry and users and trying to de-
velop programs that benefit the Amer-
ican people, that that should be done
by the private sector and that there
should be no Federal Government in-
volvement in it.

We need to come to closure on that
point. What is the role of the Federal
Government? | am not trying to dic-
tate it. But | do not like to be going
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through these specious arguments all
the time because of a difference which
does not get fully explicated as to what
the appropriate role of the Federal
Government is and has been and should
be in the future, and I am hoping that
the gentleman, with keen insight and
common sense, like yourself, will help
us to resolve that problem in a con-
structive way, and | will go along with
the gentleman’s position.

If the gentleman from Pennsylvania
[Mr. WELDON] has worked out some-
thing with the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania [Mr. WALKER], | am not going
to object to that as long as it does not
obscure the larger debate which is tak-
ing place here, which is my purpose in
taking up the time.

Mr. CALLAHAN. Reclaiming my
time, | will say, that as a member of
the Committee on Appropriations, |
recognize sometimes the amount of
control that the Committee on the
Budget would like to impose upon the
Committee on Appropriations.

Mr. BROWN of California. If the gen-
tleman will yield on that point very
briefly, the gentleman stated the Com-
mittee on the Budget had eliminated
the Sea Grant Program. What the gen-
tleman means is that in the report of
the Committee on the Budget, there
was language which assured that the
program would be discontinued. The re-
port language is guidance, no more,
and the first budget resolution is not
binding until it is confirmed by the
reconciliation bill in the final action,
and the appropriators know that.
There has always been tension between
appropriators and members of the Com-
mittee on the Budget.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Alabama [Mr. CAL-
LAHAN] has expired.

(At the request of Mr. BRowN of Cali-
fornia and by unanimous consent, Mr.
CALLAHAN was allowed to proceed for 5
additional minutes.)

Mr. BROWN of California. If the gen-
tleman will yield further, I am enjoy-
ing this discourse so much. This is a
point that all new Members need to un-
derstand particularly, this tension be-
tween the Committee on the Budget
and the appropriators, to say nothing
of the authorizers, is a constant factor
here, and the tension over who has the
predominant role will always continue
in a Congress made up of prima donnas
like we have. So to state that the first
budget resolution abolished the Sea
Grant Program is a slight exaggera-
tion. The final action will depend on
what your committee does in terms of
funding the program and ultimately
what the House as a whole does in
terms of confirming the authorization
for the program.

Mr. CALLAHAN. Reclaiming my
time, as you know, we did not have this
particular problem when it was all
under the jurisdiction of the Commit-
tee on Merchant Marine, which, as we
all know, has been abolished, and now
you have two sort of separate jurisdic-
tions. But the good theme of what | am
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hearing here today is that we have al-
most unanimous agreement that we
want to continue to Sea Grant Pro-
gram. We want to continue it with ade-
quate funding level, without busting
the budget, as some might say, because
we recognize how valuable these types
of programs are and what a contribu-
tion they make, what a contribution
they make to the betterment of life
here in this country.

Mr. MANTON. Mr. Chairman, | move
to strike the requisite number of
words.

Mr. Chairman, | rise today in strong
support of the Saxton amendment and
the National Sea Grant College Pro-
gram. For well over 25 years, the Sea
Grant Program has worked toward
making the United States the world
leader in marine research and the sus-
tainable development of marine re-
sources. The cuts proposed by H.R. 2405
would be devastating and make it near-
ly impossible for this program to con-
tinue providing its valuable services.

Despite being a relatively small pro-
gram, Sea Grant provides significant
benefits to the Nation by providing a
high return on federal investment
through its promotion of economic
growth, helping to create private sec-
tor jobs, and by educating a skilled
work force able to compete in the
international workplace.

Mr. Chairman, as a member from the
great State of New York, the only
State in the country bordering both
the ocean and the Great Lakes, | have
had the opportunity to see this pro-
gram focus on protecting and enhanc-
ing our environment for ourselves and
for future generations. Sea Grant is
virtually the only source of funding de-
voted to marine policy studies and it is
making major contributions to the ad-
vancement of fisheries management,
pollution remediation, seafood safety
and marine engineering.

I currently have the privilege of em-
ploying a Dean John A. Knauss Sea
Grant fellow, Cinnamon Rogers. Her
background in marine and coastal pol-
icy has been an invaluable asset over
the past year.

Mr. Chairman, the United States has
the largest jurisdiction over ocean re-
sources in the world. The Sea Grant
Program is essential to ensure that
these resources are managed respon-
sibly and effectively and to solve na-
tional marine resource problems with-
out the need for costly regulation or
intrusive government involvement.
The cuts proposed by H.R. 2405 would
dramatically affect our Nation’s abil-
ity to maintain the economy of coastal
regions, address long-term national
needs, ensure survival of threatened
habitat and species, and train future
marine resource scientists and man-
agers.

I urge my colleagues to support the
National Sea Grant College Program
by voting in favor of the Saxton
amendment.
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The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the perfecting amendment offered by
the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr.
WELDON].

The perfecting
agreed to.

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY

Mr. SAXTON. Mr. Chairman, | would
like to get a clarification in the from
of a parliamentary inquiry here.

My understanding of the situation
before the last vote that was just taken
was that | had an amendment pending
to which the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania [Mr. WELDON] had an amend-
ment.

The CHAIRMAN. The amendment of-
fered by the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania [Mr. WELDON] was a perfecting
amendment, and it was to the bill, and
it would take precedence of an amend-
ment that strikes language from the
bill. So the Weldon amendment gets
voted on first.

Mr. SAXTON. That is correct, inas-
much as his amendment was an amend-
ment to my amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. His amendment was
a perfecting amendment to the lan-
guage in the bill.

Mr. SAXTON. All right.

So, Mr. Chairman, what | need to do
at this point is to ask unanimous con-
sent to withdraw my original amend-
ment; is that correct?

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman is
correct.

Mr. SAXTON. Mr. Chairman, | ask
unanimous consent to withdraw my
original amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
New Jersey?

There was no objection.

The CHAIRMAN. the amendment of-
fered by the gentleman from New Jer-
sey [Mr. SaAxTON] is withdrawn.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, | move to strike the last word.

(Mr. YOUNG of Florida asked and
was given permission to revise and ex-
tend his remarks.)

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, | want to thank, first of all, the
gentleman from Alabama [Mr. CRAMER]
for allowing me to do this ahead of his
amendment, and | rise for the purpose
of entering into a colloquy with the
gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr.
WALKER], and | would like to ask him
about the NOAA aircraft, the 14 air-
craft that NOAA flies as weather sur-
veillance and hurricane surveillance,
and | would ask the gentleman if these
aircraft have been eliminated by H.R.
2405.

Mr. WALKER. Mr.
the gentleman yield?

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. | yield to the
gentleman from Pennsylvania.

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Chairman, the an-
swer to the gentleman’s question is
“no.”

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. And, if the
gentleman would answer, would these
aircraft continue to be based where
they are presently?

amendment was

Chairman, will
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Mr. WALKER. The bill does not alter
the bases of specific aircraft.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. WALKER,
H.R. 2405 terminates the NOAA Corps.
Does the termination of the corps pre-
vent NOAA from conducting important
hurricane surveillance activities?

Mr. WALKER. | say to the gentleman
the answer to his question is ‘‘no,” it is
not the intention of the committee to
terminate important hurricane surveil-
lance activities. The committee simply
does not believe it requires uniformed
NOAA Corps members to fly these
planes.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. One further
question, if the gentleman would.

The manager’s amendment, which
was adopted, includes language which
allows members of the NOAA Corps to
transfer to the Department of Defense,
the Coast Guard or NOAA Civil Service
if they are needed. Is this accurate?

Mr. WALKER. That is correct.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, | thank the gentleman very
much, and | thank the members of the
committee for their concern about
this.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. CRAMER

Mr. CRAMER. Mr. Chairman, | offer
an amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-
ignate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Amendment offered by Mr. CRAMER: Page
108, line 9, through page 109, line 4, amend
subsection (g) to read as follows:

(g) WEATHER SERVICE MODERNIZATION.—
Title VII of the National Oceanic and Atmos-
pheric Administration Authorization Act of
1992 is amended—

(1) in section 706—

(A) by amending subsection (b)(6) to read
as follows:

““(6) any recommendations of the Commit-
tee submitted under section 707(c) that
evaluate the certification.”;

(B) by striking ‘60-day’’ in subsection
(€)(2) and inserting in lieu thereof “*30-day’’;

(C) by amending subsection (d) to read as
follows:

“(d) FINAL DECISION.—If the Secretary de-
cides to close, consolidate, automate, or re-
locate any such field office, the Secretary
shall publish the certification in the Federal
Register and submit the certification to the
Committee on Commerce, Science, and
Transportation of the Senate and the Com-
mittee on Science of the House of Represent-
atives.”’; and

(D) by amending subsection (f) to read as
follows:

“(f) TRANSITION PROGRAM.—The Secretary
shall maintain for a period of at least two
years after the closure of any weather office
a program to—

‘(1) provide timely information regarding
the activities of the National Weather Serv-
ice which may affect service to the commu-
nity, including modernization and restruc-
turing; and

““(2) work with area weather service users,
including persons associated with general
aviation, civil defense, emergency prepared-
ness, and the news media, with respect to the
provision of timely weather warnings and
forecasts.”; and

“(2) by amending section 707(c) to read as
follows:

““(c) DUTIES.—The Committee may review
any certification under section 706 for which
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the Secretary has provided a notice of intent
to certify in the plan, including any certifi-
cation for which there is a significant poten-
tial for degradation of service within the af-
fected area. Upon the request of the Commit-
tee, the Secretary shall make available to
the Committee the supporting documents de-
veloped by the Secretary in connection with
the certification. The Committee shall
evaluate any certification reviewed on the
basis of the modernization criteria and with
respect to the requirement that there be no
degradation of service, and advise the Sec-
retary accordingly.”.

Mr. CRAMER. Mr. Chairman, | hope
the Members, both present in the
Chamber and listening in their offices,
will pay close attention to my amend-
ment today because it is indeed a pub-
lic-safety amendment.

The Weather Service Modernization
Act, which was passed in 1992, estab-
lished procedures for the moderniza-
tion of the National Weather Service.
A critical part of that law was the re-
quirement that no weather office can
be closed or automated without a cer-
tification that the closure would not
result in degradation of service to the
affected area.

Now pursuant to that modernization
act an implementation plan was passed
by the Weather Service that would pro-
pose to close many Weather Service of-
fices around this country including my
Weather Service office there in north
Alabama which also serves southeast-
ern Tennessee as well. There are 300 ex-
isting Weather Service offices right
now, and, according to the implemen-
tation plan, those numbers would be
reduced to 118.

Now, under current law, Mr. Chair-
man, the certification requires a re-
view of local weather characteristics,
comparison of weather services within
the affected area and, importantly, a
review of the weather radar coverage.
The process requires a publication in
the Federal Register and a period of
public comment before a closure takes
place. | think the public participation
in this process is critical.

Now the bill before the Chamber here
today eliminates any certification re-
quirement before the Weather Service
can close an office, and let me repeat
that. This bill eliminates any certifi-
cation requirement before the Weather
Service can close an office. That means
that a bureaucrat can determine by the
stroke of a pen which of those Weather
Service offices will be closed and when
those Weather Service offices will be
closed, and this is unacceptable.

Mr. Chairman, that is why | say this
is indeed a very critical public-safety
argument here in my amendment
today. Requiring a certification that
there is no degradation of services is a
matter of public trust. No Weather
Service office should be closed without
the guarantee that an area shall re-
ceive at least the same kind of Weather
Service protection that it has received
in the past. There must be some kind
of accountability to the process of clos-
ing those offices, and a certification re-
quirement provides an accountability.
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So what do we do because none of us
want a government bureaucrat exercis-
ing that kind of authority? We have
got to meet some middle ground here,
and | think that is what my amend-
ment in fact does. My amendment does
not preserve the existing certification
process. It is a compromise amend-
ment.

What we are doing with the amend-
ment is currently there is a require-
ment that each closing certification be
published in the Federal Register for 60
days. We reduce that requirement to 30
days. Currently there is a requirement
that the modernization transition com-
mittee be consulted twice during the
certification process. My amendment
reduces that to one consultation. And
in the third place, Mr. Chairman, cur-
rently there is a requirement that the
Weather Service maintain a liaison of-
ficer in every closed office for 2 years.
This is wasteful and not necessary. We
eliminate that requirement by this
amendment and simply require that
the Weather Service maintain a pro-
gram for 2 years, a program for 2 years
that will provide timely information to
Weather Service users in the commu-
nity that is losing the Weather Service
office.

Now this amendment, by reaching
that kind of compromise, will save $15
million over 5 years and will eliminate
redundancies that are currently in the
law, but at the same time we will
maintain the essential requirement
that there be a certification of no deg-
radation of service when a weather of-
fice will be closed.

Mr. ROEMER. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. CRAMER. 1 yield to the gen-
tleman from Indiana.

Mr. ROEMER. Mr. Chairman, | would
just like to commend the gentleman
from Alabama [Mr. CRAMER] and his
aide, | think who will be leaving his of-
fice shortly, Mr. John Hay, for their
excellent work on this amendment.

Mr. Chairman, we have the most un-
predictable weather in the world in the
United States. We appropriate money
every year for disasters whether they
be hurricanes, tornadoes, severe weath-
er. Certainly for us to have in this bill
a guarantee for public safety and pub-
lic input to certify that a closure of an
office warning people about severe
weather conditions should not take
place unless there is this needed public
safety. In this bill we are spending sev-
eral hundred million dollars on shuttle
safety, and we should. We should pro-
tect our astronauts when they take off
in that shuttle. Certainly we should
have a certification process that allows
all our citizens in this country the
input as to how to make sure that they
are adequately warned if they have a
severe lake effect coming off Lake
Michigan in my district in the State of
Indiana that sweeps across the entire
northern part of the State.

Mr. Chairman, | think the gentle-
man’s bill does that.
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The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Alabama [Mr. CRAMER]
has expired.

(By unanimous consent, Mr. CRAMER
was allowed to proceed for 2 additional
minutes.)

Mr. CRAMER. Again | think with
this compromise process, as the gen-
tleman and | know brutally well in our
separate areas, we have raised concerns
within the committee about the mod-
ernization process and the fact that we
are likely left in gap areas that many
studies have determined, and recently
we have engaged in jumping through
every hoop, crossing every “t”’ we can
cross, in order to fairly preserve this
modernization plan to make sure the
citizens of our areas are in fact pro-
tected. | think this is an additional
guarantee that those of us that are
concerned about this modernization
process are given some protection that
before they can close our offices in my
case, move the office 100 miles south of
my area, and recently my Weather
Service office went out because it was
struck by lightning, and we were
served from this 100-mile-away Weath-
er Service office, and the coverage was
disastrous. We were given 2 and 3 min-
utes notice of tornadoes.

So, Mr. Chairman, | think the gen-
tleman and | have worked very hard,
and | congratulate him, as well, for
bringing this issue to the floor.

Mr. ROEMER. Mr. Chairman, | thank
the gentleman from Alabama [Mr.
CRAMER] and say this amendment is
doing a real service not just to the peo-
ple in Indiana and Alabama, but all
over the country, insuring that they
get adequate warning, insuring that
there is public input, and that this
streamlines the bureaucratic process
and actually saves some money to the
taxpayer in the long run as well.

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Mr. Chairman,
I move to strike the last word.

Mr. Chairman, in our bill we have
eliminated the union-written certifi-
cation requirements that have stymied
efforts to consolidate Weather Service
offices from 215 to 118. The Cramer
amendment, while not going back to
the old certification requirements, of-
fers a new and streamlined version,
yes, but a version that will still result
in the maintaining of unnecessary
Weather Service offices and maintain-
ing a process that is unnecessary. What
we are talking about is jeopardizing a
$35 million savings over 5 years. The
NOAA IG supports our position, and
that maintaining the system, even if it
is streamlined, is unnecessarily costly,
and we are trying to come about and
trying to solve a problem.

Mr. Chairman, for years we have had
a number of Weather Service offices
that were just not necessary. There is
legitimate concern which we will hear
from several Members in a moment. |
am sure that their areas may in some
ways be affected detrimentally.
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Let me say for the record that we
have noted their concerns, and that
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there will be a hearing next week on
this issue to ensure that each and
every one of the people who Members
will hear in one moment, supporting
the Cramer amendment, that their con-
cerns are dealt with, and that their
concerns and their problems that
might erupt from the situation, that it
is corrected.

There is no reason why we should
pass a Cramer amendment in order to
solve the problems we are going to hear
about in the next couple of minutes.
What we need instead is to have an
honest approach to the issue, so that
we can, if anybody is left out, if there
are some gaps in the plan, that they be
taken care of, rather than set in law a
streamlined process, yes, from what
the old process is, but a process that
will still result in offices that are un-
necessary being left open, and add to
the cost of closing offices that are un-
necessary, as the NOAA IG has already
stipulated.

This amendment was brought up and
defeated in committee, and let me
again state, the problem that are
emerging, in that some areas are not
being covered adequately, which we are
going to hear in a moment, are being
taken care of. There is no reason for us
to pass the Cramer amendment. In
fact, passing the Cramer amendment
will be counterproductive and will cost
the taxpayers unnecessary money, be-
cause the problems that will arise can
be handled in a different way. We are
already on the road to handling these
problems.

Mr. CRAMER. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. ROHRABACHER. 1 yield to the
gentleman from Alabama.

Mr. CRAMER. Mr. Chairman, | want
to take this time and thank the chair-
man of the committee, and of the Sub-
committee on Space and Aeronautics
of the Committee on Science, both now
and in years past. They have in fact
bent over backwards to make sure
those of us who were extremely nerv-
ous about this modernization plan were
given opportunities to question, poke
holes, because what we said then and
what | say now is, ““Do not use our citi-
zens as guinea pigs. Do not, just for the
sake of balancing the budget,’”” and this
is a small amount of money, | might
add, “‘do not risk out citizens’ lives.” |
have had people sitting in church who
were blown away by tornadoes, and |
cannot stand here and let the gen-
tleman say this is simply a budget
issue.

I wish we had had the hearings the
gentleman is talking about before we
brought this bill to the floor today. |
am glad we are having the hearings
next week, but | must again say this is
a public safety issue and not a budget
issue.

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Reclaiming my
time, Mr. Chairman, we did schedule
these hearings long before we knew
when this bill would be coming to the
floor, and as the chairman of the sub-
committee, and with the full support of
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the chairman of the full committee, we
are moving forward methodically to
make sure that there are no gaps in
our reform measures.

The gentleman’s proposal, the gentle-
man’s amendment, does indeed come at
the problem from a certain way. | am
just saying that it is counterproductive
and may in the end cost the taxpayers
money, where we can solve the problem
by looking at it independently and not
setting down guidelines that, in the
end, will cost the taxpayers money.

I recognize the gentleman’s point. He
is very concerned about his constitu-
ents. Everyone who is going to be
speaking here on this issue is con-
cerned about the lives of their con-
stituents and the lives of other citizens
of the United States. | just think we
can handle it in a better way, and mod-
ernization does put—even as we have
said, the Doppler radar is going into ef-
fect. We have a whole new radar sys-
tem that we have approved and author-
ized the money for, so we are very con-
cerned about safety, enough to spend
money on this new radar system.

Mr. BROWN of California. Mr. Chair-
man, | move to strike the requisite
number of words.

Mr. Chairman, | am in support of the
amendment offered by the distin-
guished gentleman from Alabama [Mr.
CRAMER], but again, | want to try and
provide a little additional background
here.

First, of all, Mr. Chairman, the Com-
mittee on Science has not been divided
on the issue of modernizing the Weath-
er Service. We have felt that we could
provide improved service and less ex-
pensive service through updating the
equipment to the best in modern radars
and so forth, and we have sought to do
that.

In any period in which we have a
major technological transformation,
there are people who are going to be
upset, some for causes which are fan-
tasy; that is, they just distrust new
technology, maybe; and others for a le-
gitimate reason, that the technology
may not work as advertised, it may not
be effective, and it may degrade, as has
been pointed out here, the level of serv-
ice for certain particular areas.

However, the general principle is we
should move ahead with moderniza-
tion, we should do it reasonably well,
but we should recognize the special
problems of the transition. I want to
say just a word about that. We wrestled
for months and years over how to alle-
viate this concern for a degradation of
service. The provisions that were fi-
nally adopted represented, again, a
consensus as to how we could protect
the interests of the public that was
concerned, while we proceeded to go
ahead as expeditiously as possible with
upgrading the system.

Some of the fears for degradation of
service were real, some were imagi-
nary. There were some even here in the
Congress who fe