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White Wolf Young (FL)
Whitfield Woolsey Zeliff
Wicker Wynn Zimmer
Wise Young (AK)
NAYS—43
Barrett (WI) Lewis (GA) Ramstad
Becerra Lofgren Rangel
Beilenson Luther Roemer
Bryant (TX) Markey Royce
Camp Martini Sensenbrenner
Campbell Matsui Stark
Conyers McDermott Stockman
Cooley McKinney Upton
Frank (MA) Minge Vento
Furse Nadler Watt (NC)
Hancock Neumann Weller
Johnston Oberstar Williams
Kleczka Owens Yates
Klug Petri
LaHood Rahall
NOT VOTING—22
Bachus Ford Molinari
Brown (OH) Gutknecht Mollohan
Chapman Hayes Paxon
Clay Houghton Peterson (FL)
de la Garza Jefferson Quinn
Fattah Kennelly Wilson
Fields (LA) Lincoln
Foglietta McDade
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So the bill was passed.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

ORDER OF CONSIDERATION OF
AMENDMENTS AND POSTPONING
VOTES ON AMENDMENTS DUR-
ING FURTHER CONSIDERATION
OF H.R. 3322, OMNIBUS CIVILIAN
SCIENCE AUTHORIZATION ACT
OF 1996

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Speaker, | ask
unanimous consent that during further
consideration of H.R. 3322, pursuant to
House Resolution 427, it shall be in
order to consider the following amend-
ments, or germane modifications
thereof, in sequence: The amendment
numbered 15 printed by Representative
LOFGREN; the amendment numbered 6
printed by Representative KENNEDY of
Massachusetts; and the amendment
numbered 5 printed by Representative
JACKSON-LEE; the Chairman of the
Committee of the Whole may postpone
until a time during further consider-
ation in the Committee of the Whole a
request for a recorded vote on any of
those amendments or any amendments
thereto; and the Chairman of the Com-
mittee of the Whole may reduce to not
less than 5 minutes the time for voting
by electronic device on any postponed
question that immediately follows an-
other vote by electronic device without
intervening business, provided that the
time for voting by electronic device on
the first in any series of questions shall
be not less than 15 minutes.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
LAHoOD). Is there objection to the re-
quest of the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania?

There was no objection.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Speaker, | ask
unanimous consent that all Members
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may have 5 legislative days within
which to revise and extend their re-
marks on the material covered in the
debate on H.R. 3322 yesterday.

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

There was no objection.

OMNIBUS CIVILIAN SCIENCE
AUTHORIZATION ACT OF 1996

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House Resolution 427 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. 3322.
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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.
3322) to authorize appropriations for
fiscal year 1997 for civilian science ac-
tivities of the Federal Government,
and for other purposes, with Mr. BUR-
TON of Indiana in the chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The CHAIRMAN. When the Commit-
tee of the Whole House rose on Wednes-
day, May 29, 1996, title Il was open for
amendment at any point.

Are there any amendments to title
1?

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

Mr. Chairman, before we started the
debate today, | thought it would be
useful maybe to explain the reason for
the debate sequence and the way it
took place yesterday on the Democrat
substitute. Our side simply decided
that it was appropriate to allow the
Democrats to present, in any way they
wished to do and as broad as they
wished to present it, their substitute to
our bill.

We think that our legislative product
stands on its own, that it is a good
science bill, it is good for the environ-
ment, it is a good long-term bill. The
Democrats were obviously proud of
their work. We have them the oppor-
tunity to fully describe that work be-
fore going to a vote, and we thought
that was the right way to accommo-
date the debate in the House.

I do regret that in the course of that
debate there were a couple of inaccura-
cies particularly represented by the
gentleman from Texas when he referred
to the work of the committee. At one
point he referred to the work of the
committee as only producing one re-
port last year. | do wish to get that
corrected be in the RECORD, and | will
submit for be the RECORD a list of 16 re-
ports filed by this committee over the
year last year that indicates that this
committee was working.

I do think that there is a need to
produce quality rather than quantity
as the mark of a legislative committee,
and that is what we have been doing
both legislatively and in terms of the
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oversight hearings that we have been
conducting. | just want to make cer-
tain that any inaccuracies that were
stated during that time are in fact cor-
rected, but | hope that we did see that
there is a contrast of views when the
Democrats present their side and we
present our side.

Now we will proceed ahead with the
bill and we will go through the amend-
ment process here, and | hope that that
amendment process will in fact
produce the result of a bill that can be
supported on a bipartisan basis on both
sides of the aisle.

AMENDMENT NO. 24 OFFERED BY MR. WELDON OF
FLORIDA

Mr. WELDON of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, | 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. WELDON of
Florida: Page 26, line 12, strike
‘$2,167,400,000”" and insert in lieu thereof
“‘$2,107,400,000"".

Page 30, line 11, strike *“$1,957,850,000" and
insert in lieu thereof *“$2,017,850,000, of which
$1,594,550,000 shall be for personnel and relat-
ed costs, $35,000,000 shall be for travel, and
$388,300,000 shall be for research operations
support”.

MODIFICATION OF AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR.
WELDON OF FLORIDA

Mr. WELDON of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, | ask unanimous consent that my
amendment be replaced with a new
amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will re-
port the modification.

The Clerk read as follows:

Modification of amendment offered by Mr.
WELDON of Florida: Page 26, line 12, strike
‘$2,167,400,000” and insert in lieu thereof
“‘$2,107,400,000"".

Page 28, line 2, strike *“$410,600,000"" and in-
sert in lieu thereof “*$405,600,000"".

Page 28, line 3, strike ““$95,500,000"” and in-
sert in lieu thereof *“$92,500,000"".

Page 28, line 11, strike ‘$281,250,000"" and
insert in lieu thereof “$276,250,000"".

Page 30, line 11, strike ““$1,957,850,000"" and
insert in lieu thereof “*$2,030,800,000, of which
$1,611,000,000 shall be for personnel and relat-
ed costs, $31,500,000 shall be for travel, and
$388,300,000 shall be for research operations
support’’.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the modification offered by the gen-
tleman from Florida [Mr. WELDON]?

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr.
Chairman, reserving the right to ob-
ject, we have not had an opportunity to
review this amendment, and we are
looking to determine the offset that
has been represented by the gentleman
from Florida [Mr. WELDON] at this
time.

Further reserving the right to object,
| yield to the gentleman from Florida
[Mr. WELDON] to explain his particular
amendment.
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Mr. WELDON of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, if | may proceed, | believe the
gentlewoman will agree my amend-
ment is a good amendment.

The bill on the floor of the House has
a shortfall for NASA personnel fund-
ing. The gentleman from Pennsylvania,
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Chairman WALKER, and I, as well as the
gentleman from Texas, Mr. STOCKMAN,
have worked hard to find a way to
overcome the shortfall. My amendment
would avoid possible furloughs of
NASA employees, which would ad-
versely affect every NASA center and
every NASA program by restoring all
of the funding shortfall. It provides for
full offsets so there is no impact to the
budget.

Specifically, my amendment in-
creases funding for NASA program
management by $81.5 million. It fully
offsets the increase by decreasing fund-
ing in space science by $60 million, cut-
ting $8.5 million from NASA'’s travel
account, and cutting $13 million from
various other accounts.

Even with my amendment, the space
science account, which | know is an
important account for the ranking mi-
nority member, still receive a net in-
crease of $250 million above NASA's fis-
cal year 1997 request.

Many of my colleagues on the other
side of the aisle have referred to the
need to fix the shortfall, and my
amendment would do just that. | urge
all of my colleagues on both sides of
the aisle to support my amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the modification of the amendment
offered by the gentleman from Florida?

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr.
Chairman, | do object.

The CHAIRMAN. Objection is heard.

The gentleman from Florida [Mr.
WELDON] is recognized for 5 minutes on
his original amendment.

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr.
Chairman, I object. Mr. Chairman, | ob-
ject and | have an amendment that has
been prefiled at the desk as No. 13.

The CHAIRMAN. This is the original
amendment of the gentleman from
Florida. He is entitled to 5 minutes to
speak on his amendment.

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Are we
back to the original amendment, Mr.
Chairman?

The CHAIRMAN. Yes; it
preprinted in the RECORD.

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY

Mr. BROWN of California. Mr. Chair-
man, | have a parliamentary inquiry.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will
state his inquiry.

Mr. BROWN of California. Mr. Chair-
man, for purposes of ascertaining on
what basis the Chair is making rec-
ognition, | would like to inquire as to
who was recognized for the last amend-
ment to this bill?

The CHAIRMAN. Yesterday, the gen-
tleman from Michigan [Mr. EHLERS]
was, but it is at the discretion of the
Chair to determine which Member
gains recognition, and both Members
who sought recognition at the begin-
ning of the bill today are members of
the committee. The Chair has that dis-
cretion and the Chair chose to recog-
nize the gentleman from Florida.

Mr. BROWN of California. Mr. Chair-
man, may | further continue my in-
quiry? Has it not been the practice to
alternate recognition between the two

was
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sides of the aisle, particularly if both
Members rose at the same time, both
members of the committee?

The CHAIRMAN. In this case the
Chair is exercising discretion properly.

Mr. BROWN of California. In other
words, the Chair is utilizing his unfet-
tered power to recognize whomever he
wishes, and does he intend to continue
in that practice?

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will state
that in this case he is exercising proper
discretion.

Mr. BROWN of California. Then we
may expect that we will have dis-
regarded the precedent of alternating
between the two sides, Mr. Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair always
tries to be fair.

Mr. BROWN of California. We appre-
ciate that very much and hope the
Chair is correct.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Florida [Mr. WELDON] is recog-
nized for 5 minutes.

Mr. WELDON of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, | want to do a little bit of expla-
nation as to what has been going on
here.

I think we all, on both sides of the
aisle, share a desire to see this account
restored to avoid any possibility of any
furloughs and any significant financial
shortfall on the part of NASA in terms
of paying their employees.

The issue and the debate that has
been going on is how do we do this in
a fashion that is consistent with our
responsibility to stay within the budg-
et to fulfill our obligation to get the
budget balanced, the commitment that
we have made to the American people,
and in that sense come up with appro-
priate offsets that do not adversely af-
fect any other accounts in excess, and
something that is consistent with the
overall philosophy of the committee in
terms of what our investment in future
science and technology is.

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

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

Mr. WALKER. First of all, Mr. Chair-
man, | want to thank the gentleman
for his amendment and his good work
out on the floor to attempt to correct
the situation that rose largely because
the administration was unable to pro-
vide us with good figures from the very
outset.

We had an $81.5 million reduction in
program management largely because
NASA told us those were the projected
levels for employment back in March.
They have since come back and said
that this is an unacceptable cut and
that we were, in fact, cutting the num-
bers below what they thought were
prudent.

We are attempting to, in good faith,
change that situation on the floor, and
the gentleman from Florida has agreed
to try and help in this regard. | am as
disappointed as | can be that the gen-
tlewoman from Texas has been stop-
ping us. We are trying to add back the
81.5 million she was in favor of doing
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and she has objected to an amendment
to do just that.

Given that situation, the fact is what
the gentleman from Florida, if | under-
stand it correctly, is attempting to do
is to find offsets for this money in
other places.

One of the things that we had in-
creased substantially in our budget,
which means that we really are keep-
ing our commitment to good environ-
ment, good science, all of the things
that we have said, is to plus up the
space science accounts. The No. 1 prior-
ity of the program as defined some
years ago by the Augustine report, we
have put $250 million more, even after
the gentleman’s amendment, into that
account.

It is one of the real commitments we
have made to the future of the NASA
science programs. The gentleman pro-
tects that space science account. It
takes some money out of it, but pro-
tects it in many ways. The gentle-
woman comes here and she wants to
strip all of the money out of the space
accounts and put it all back into per-
sonnel.

We simply think this is a better ap-
proach. | am disappointed she objected.
It makes the job more difficult if we
cannot get cooperation on this, but |
think what the gentleman is doing is
an excellent amendment.

It is my understanding that the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin will offer an
amendment to the amendment here
that will get us back to the right place,
and | personally want to thank the
gentleman for all the hard work he has
put in that is moving us in the right di-
rection.

Mr. WELDON of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, reclaiming my time, | thank the
gentleman, and let me just reiterate
that | think we all share a desire to
have the proper level of funding in this
important account which pays the staff
for NASA. They are a very, very hard-
working work force, very, very dedi-
cated to the future of our space pro-
gram.

I know in my particular district, |
have Kennedy Space Center, the launch
center for NASA, and we have the shut-
tle program there, we have a very, very
dedicated work force. By restoring
these funds, | think we are sending a
message that we support the staff, we
support the personnel and we recognize
them for the outstanding job that they
have been doing.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. SENSENBRENNER

TO THE AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. WELDON

OF FLORIDA

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Chair-
man, | offer an amendment to the
amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. SENSENBRENNER
to the amendment offered by Mr. WELDON of
Florida: After the item relating to page 26,
line 12, insert the following:

Page 28, line 2, strike ““$410,600,000" and in-
sert in lieu thereof *“$405,600,000".

Page 28, line 3, strike *“$95,500,000"" and in-
sert in lieu thereof “$92,500,000"".

Page 28, line 11, strike ‘‘$281,250,000”" and
insert in lieu there ““$276,250,000"".
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Strike ““$2,017,850,000, of which $1,594,550,000
shall be for personnel and related costs,
$35,000,000 shall be for travel,”” and insert in
lieu thereof *$2,030,800,000, of which
$1,611,000,000 shall be for personnel and relat-
ed costs, $31,500,000 shall be for travel,”.

Mr. SENSENBRENNER (during the
reading). Mr. Chairman, | ask unani-
mous consent that the amendment to
the amendment be considered as read
and printed in the RECORD.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Chair-
man, this is the amendment that
makes the personnel account whole. It
adds a total of $81.5 million to the per-
sonnel account, $73 million comes as a
result of reductions in other accounts,
and there is a transfer of $8.5 million
from travel into personnel.

The biggest reduction in the other
accounts is space science, which is re-
duced by $60 million, mission commu-
nications by $5 million, academic by $3
million, and space communications by
$5 million. This, | think, is the proper
way to go about making sure that the
personnel account is enough to avoid
furloughs. It is done in a fiscally re-
sponsible manner in providing offsets
to other accounts.

I would urge the adoption of the
amendment to the amendment, which
would bring the amendment of the gen-
tleman from Florida [Mr. WELDON]
back in the shape that he wanted it in
prior to the objection to his request to
modify it.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MS. JACKSON-LEE OF
TEXAS AS A SUBSTITUTE FOR THE AMEND-
MENT OFFERED BY MR. WELDON OF FLORIDA
Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr.

Chairman, | offer an amendment as a

substitute for the amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Ms. JACKSON-LEE of
Texas as a substitute for the amendment of-
fered by Mr. WELDON of Florida: For the
amendment No. 24 offered by Mr. WELDON of
Florida. In lieu of the matter proposed in
amendment No. 24 insert:

Page 30, line 11, strike “‘$1,957,850,000"" and
insert in lieu thereof ‘“$2,039,350,000"".

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Chairman, | re-
serve a point of order on the sub-
stitute.

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr.
Chairman, it is interesting to hear my
colleagues debate about now their re-
cently obtained concern about the per-
sonnel at NASA and the various cen-
ters around the Nation. | appreciate
my colleague from Florida and his sin-
cerity. We have had discussions, but |
might note that my amendment was
prefiled much earlier than those who
have now offered both amendments and
perfecting amendments.

Let me first say to the chairman that
the head of NASA does not want the
$300 million in space science, would
prefer to continue the progress that he
has made in downsizing, but, most im-
portantly, is concerned about the un-
timely abuse that will come through
this legislation of NASA personnel that
have been downsized and outsized.
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The amendment that | offer will re-
store $81.5 million to ensure to the per-
sonnel account that we have the most
responsible and safe staff to do the mis-
sion of NASA. It is not an increase, it
is In recognition of the administra-
tion’s budget, and is, as well, in rec-
ognition of the work that has been
done by NASA already.

I think it is important to note that
we have had a NASA restructuring
process going on since fiscal year 1993.
We started with civilian service em-
ployees of 24,900, at a 5-to-4 ratio in su-
pervisors. We are now at a civilian
service of 21,000, going to a 7-to-8 ratio.
We now will move forward in the future
to 17,000 civil service with a ratio of 11
to 1. NASA is already a lean, mean op-
erating machine.

With the amendment presently on
the floor, it does not in any way con-
sider what NASA has already done.
When Mr. Goldin set forth to restruc-
ture NASA, he began a trip down a
path of personnel reduction which had
at its center a logical and employee-
caring philosophy. That is why we will
result in the number of only 17,000 em-
ployees with a supervisory ratio of 11
to 1.

Mr. Chairman, that is real progress.
NASA has demonstrated its commit-
ment to this process in achieving these
personnel levels. But let me say to my
colleagues what will happen if we fol-
low the present amendment on the
floor, that of the gentleman from Flor-
ida [Mr. WELDON]. To put it bluntly,
the salaries and expenses reduction is
impossible to achieve, according to
NASA, without drastic action. Unless a
miracle occurs, and we have both
buyout legislation and a lot of takers,
there is simply no feasible way to im-
plement this reduction without resort-
ing to furloughs, and that furlough
would be an estimated time of 10 to 12
days.

I ask my colleagues, Mr. Chairman,
what does that do to both the loyal em-
ployees at NASA and, more impor-
tantly, what about the many calls | get
into my office about the questions of
safety. We have already begun the
process of downsizing. Why would this
legislation pointedly go at the person-
nel and not respond to what has al-
ready been occurring by Dan Goldin?

Mr. Chairman, | encourage my Re-
publican colleagues to join me on this
amendment. | appreciate the sincerity
with which they have attempted to
modify what | have already done. We
need to go forward with restoring the
$81.5 million that says to NASA we ap-
plaud what you are doing, we recognize
the sacrifice that has already been
taken by your employees, and, yes, we
are concerned about the safety and the
lives of both our employees but as well
those astronauts that take their lives
in their hands on behalf of the Amer-
ican people and on behalf of American
science.
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It is my intent, Mr. Chairman, to
offer this amendment and to be able to
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say that we expect that NASA will RIF
a total of 1,400 employees by October 1,
1996. Why are we forcing them to do
even more and then furloughing for
now from 12 to 14 days?

This is an outrageous cut. | ask my
colleagues to join me in providing for
an $81.5 million restoration to allow
NASA to do the job that it has to do.

Mr. Chairman, | offer my amendment to cor-
rect a problem within this legislation which, if
it goes uncorrected, will fall upon the backs of
the thousands of loyal, hardworking NASA
employees across this country. Mr. Chairman,
I am referring to language in H.R. 3322 which
will result in an $81.5 million reduction in the
NASA personnel account, from what the Presi-
dent has requested.

| do not understand why an agency which
has been at the forefront of streamlining itself
and lowering its cost to the American taxpayer
should be punished for its accomplishments.
Under Mr. Goldin, the NASA Administrator, the
agency has taken extraordinary steps, without
congressional prodding, to reinvent itself into
an organization which is more focused on its
mission and the people it serves.

When Mr. Goldin set forth to restructure
NASA, he began a trip down a path of person-
nel reduction which had at its center logical
and employee-caring philosophy. When this
restructuring began, NASA had 24,900 civil
servants with a supervisor ratio of 5.4 to 1.
Now, the agency has 21,325 civil servants and
when it is all said and done, the agency will
have a mere 17,488 employees with a super-
visor ratio of 11 to 1. Mr. Chairman, that is
real progress. NASA has demonstrated its
commitment to this process and achieving
these personnel levels, but we must allow it to
do so in an orderly and caring fashion for its
employees. Many in this Chamber have as-
sailed the way many corporations are throwing
aside their loyal and valuable employees for
the sake of Wall Street and quarterly returns.
| call upon these same Members to practice
what they preach and help NASA treat its em-
ployees fairly.

NASA has accomplished all of this through
the use of buyouts, hiring freezes, redeploy-
ment, privatization, and outplacement, to
name a few. It has a plan and a schedule. |
encourage my colleagues to allow it to con-
tinue.

If this egregious cut should become law,
there will be serious repercussions for the
men, women, and families of NASA. The
agency will be forced to furlough, for up to
possibly 3 weeks, most of its employees.
When was the last time anyone in Congress
went without pay for such an extended time?
This $81.5 million cut in salaries and ex-
penses is ill-conceived, cannot be achieved
without drastic action affecting all NASA cen-
ters, and it jeopardizes NASA'’s ability to safely
deliver its programs. The impacts envisioned
by the agency are a reduction in force [RIF]
total 1,400 employees by October 1, 1996, a
physical and legal impossibility or an agency-
wide furlough of approximately 21,000 employ-
ees for 12 to 14 days.

In addition a $34 million cut, as some have
proposed will still put an unacceptable strain
on implementation of the zero-based review
recommendations, including major changes in
center roles and missions and consolidation of
center capabilities; NASA needs the full
amount of requested funding to accomplish
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the complex agency restructuring currently un-
derway.

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman
from Pennsylvania [Mr. WALKER] insist
on his point of order?

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Chairman, | with-
draw my point of order.

Mr. BROWN of California. Mr. Chair-
man, | move to strike the last word.

Mr. Chairman, it is unfortunate that
this little tiff should develop. There is
a mistake in the bill, and an effort is
being made to correct it. That mistake
was pointed out by the ranking mem-
ber of the Subcommittee on Space and
Aeronautics, the gentleman from Texas
[Mr. HALL], when the bill was in the
subcommittee. It was pointed out when
the bill was in markup in the full com-
mittee, and an amendment was offered
to correct it in the full committee.

Mr. Chairman, that amendment to
correct the problem in the full commit-
tee was resisted by both the chairman
of the full committee and the gen-
tleman from Florida [Mr. WELDON] and
all of the Republicans together, who at
that point did not feel that they had
made a mistake.

Now they have come to realize that a
mistake was made, | think, when they
saw that the gentlewoman from Texas
[Ms. JACKSON-LEE] had filed an amend-
ment which would have corrected the
error and might be recognized to
present that amendment and the case
for adopting her amendment would
have been overwhelming.

But, Mr. Chairman, that led then to
undoubtedly some strategic discussions
on the other side. Should those on our
side who had pointed out the problem
at the subcommittee level, the full
committee level, and by filing an
amendment to correct it on the floor,
be allowed to correct it, or should the
majority now in their new-found wis-
dom be allowed to correct the mistake?

Apparently, they decided that in
their new-found wisdom they would be
allowed to correct the mistake, and
they are riding roughshod over the nor-
mal processes of the House and over
the position of the minority that this
is something which ought to be cor-
rected in the simplest possible way.

So, Mr. Chairman, they have pre-
sented an amendment which, though
slightly flawed in its original aspect,
will be attempted to be corrected by
the gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr.
SENSENBRENNER]. The flaws in the
original amendment, including finding
a whole series of offsetting cuts which
would do, if not equal, at least consid-
erable damage to the program at
NASA, and | think they hope to avoid
this possibility. But the whole point of
this is really a game-playing operation.

The NASA budget has been cut by
several hundred million dollars. It has
been plussed up in order to substan-
tiate the chairman’s frequently reiter-
ated position that he is a strong pro-
ponent of science. It has been plussed
up to add money that the agency did
not ask for and will find difficulty
spending, and then they have made this
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terrible cut, which will have the effect
of causing a layoff or furlough of a sub-
stantial number of employees. And, as
I say, in their wisdom they have finally
recognized that this is not the right
way to go.

But since | offered the amendment to
correct this in the full committee and
| offered it in my substitute yesterday,
| take considerable umbrage at the
aura of sanctimoniousness that is now
enshrouding the majority which they
seek to correct a mistake of their own
making, and | ask that the amendment
of the gentleman from Florida [Mr.
WELDON] be rejected and the substitute
of the gentlewoman from Texas [Ms.
JACKSON-LEE] be adopted.

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Chair-
man, | rise in opposition to the sub-
stitute amendment.

Mr. Chairman, | think the difference
between the substitute amendment of-
fered by the gentlewoman from Texas
[Ms. JACKSON-LEE] and the Sensen-
brenner-Weldon amendment shows the
difference between the two parties in
the House of Representatives.

Mr. Chairman, the Jackson-Lee sub-
stitute is an add-on. There are no off-
sets. It adds on $81.5 million to make
the personnel account whole. They do
not look at reordering priorities. They
do not look at keeping the total appro-
priation or total authorization for
NASA the same. They just want to
spend some more money and not offset
any of the accounts, even those that
they think have been set at too high a
level by the majority on the commit-
tee.

The Weldon amendment, as amended
by my amendment, provides the same
amount of money for the NASA person-
nel account as the Jackson-Lee amend-
ment, $81.5 million to stop all of those
terrible things that the gentlewoman
from Texas and the gentleman from
California say will happen.

But what the Weldon and Sensen-
brenner amendments do is to offset
other parts of NASA, so that our
amendment is budget neutral. It does
not increase the total amount of
money that will be spent on NASA. It
is budget neutral.

So, Mr. Chairman, if Members are for
just plussing up the NASA account
without making offsets, vote for the
Jackson-Lee amendment. If Members
are not for that, vote to reject it and
vote for the Sensenbrenner amendment
and then the Weldon amendment, as
amended by the Sensenbrenner amend-
ment.

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

Mr. Chairman, | want to enter this
debate or this conversation here and
say first, as | enter it, |1 respect the
opinions of both sides and | know that
we have all worked together very hard
to make sure that we find a way to
make NASA the kind of organization
that NASA needs to be. Most of us here
today have given long years doing that;
many people much longer than | have.
However, | am concerned about the di-
rection that we are talking.
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Mr. Chairman, I, of course, represent
the Marshall Space Flight Center, and
those Marshall employees there are
certainly concerned about where they
fit into NASA'’s budget picture.

I want to say in behalf of the gentle-
woman from Texas [Ms. JACKSON-LEE],
I know that she represents the Houston
Johnson Space Flight Center, or at
least parts of that area down there. |
want my Marshall NASA employees to
know that we respect them, that we
are working for them.

Mr. Chairman, | am concerned that
with the offsets that will be occurring
under the Sensenbrenner-Weldon ap-
proach to this same issue, that we are
having to raid other parts of NASA’s
budget. | wish, in fact, we could have a
more complete NASA budget so that
we did not have the raid those things.
But | do want to say that | support the
Jackson-Lee amendment and would en-
courage the Members to support it as
well.

Ms. JACKSON-LEE. Mr.
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. CRAMER. 1 yield to the gentle-
woman from Texas.

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr.
Chairman, | thank the gentleman from
Alabama for his comments. | think
both of us have had the opportunity,
along with our Republican colleagues,
to talk about the effectiveness of what
has already occurred with NASA in
terms of the downsizing and the impact
that has occurred on our respective
centers, Marshall, Kennedy, Johnson,
and many others.

Mr. Chairman, | would like to cer-
tainly emphasize that the key point
and distinction between the Weldon-
Sensenbrenner amendment proudly
shows that we are restoring moneys
that do not impact negatively on other
programs. Their amendment includes
some deletions from the ROS accounts,
which provides for safety measures and
other operational needs in our various
centers.

This amendment emphasizes the
NASA staff, the work they have done,
the safety necessities that we need to
have in terms of keeping the appro-
priate amount of staff. It also reaf-
firms, if you will, already the RIF pro-
gram that is in place where we will be
seeing some 1,400 employees go by Oc-
tober 1996.

This causes NASA to be able to con-
tinue its mission without the tragedy
of a furlough of some 2 weeks. How dis-
ruptive that will be for that to occur in
the business of what NASA has to do.
It will allow for the opportunity for
travel for monitoring the cooperation
between Russia and our space station
partners.

So, Mr. Chairman, | think that with
respect to what has been offered by the
Republicans, after my amendment was
offered on May 8, | believe the restora-
tion of $81.5 million, which is not an in-
crease but a restoration of funds that
would meet the needs of these NASA
employees with the downsizing occur-
ring, is a more appropriate direction to

Chairman,
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take, and | would ask my colleagues to
support wholeheartedly this amend-
ment.

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

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

Mr. BROWN of California. This con-
versation from the other side dealing
wih the budget and no offsets is really
sort of a shell game, which we all
know. The majority has cut the Presi-
dent’s budget by several hundred mil-
lion dollars. This would partially re-
store that, this amendment of the gen-
tlewoman from Texas [Ms. JACKSON-
LEE].

The fact is, Mr. Chairman, the Sub-
committee on Appropriations has al-
ready marked this bill up and has a
larger figure in it than the majority
has in their authorization bill.

So, whatever discussion of budget im-
pact that is being made here, and I
hear it all too frequently, is in the
mind of the chairman of the commit-
tee, nothing more, because the Com-
mittee on Appropriations has already
moved to correct the problem that is
represented here, and we are not add-
ing to or subtracting from the budget
in the slightest.

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

Mr. Chairman, | would like to speak
on behalf of the Weldon amendment.
My dear friend and colleague who is in
the district right next to mine, the
gentlewoman from Texas [Ms. JACK-
SON-LEE], and | are very good friends
and we try to work together and en-
sure, Mr. Chairman, that we have a
safe and sound NASA.

My dear friend and colleague from
Texas made a statement that we are
cutting funds from the safety program.
I want to reiterate and clarify that we
are not doing that.

In fact, Mr. Chairman, | am a little
bit concerned about the fact that when
we offered this amendment to restore
the money, the gentlewoman objected.
I think what we are trying to do here
is to make sure we have a balanced
budget and we have a space station.

Frankly, my belief is if we do not
balance the budget and have a space
station, then we will not have a space
program. This is a reasonable accom-
modation on both viewpoints. What we
have done is restructured it so that we
can fully employ the people of NASA.

Mr. Chairman, | have to speak from
my heart because my wife currently
works there, and | saw the pain and the
suffering when our President of the
United States cut Space Station Free-
dom. | went to a party in which they
were saying good-bye to Space Station
Freedom. And | more than anyone else
want to see space station be completed.
I want to see NASA whole again. And |
have to tell you, Mr. Chairman, this
amendment makes NASA whole again,
and it protects the people.

Mr. Chairman, we have a great con-
cern for the integrity and the people
down in our district. They are very
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hard-working people that have a vi-
sion, and that vision of America is a
first-class space program. We look
around the world, and, Mr. Chairman,
as we are looking around the world, we
see Japan and we see Russia. Every-
body is going into space. But, Mr.
Chairman, without this amendment,
we are not going to have a space pro-
gram, because we need to make sure we
are responsible to our grandchildren
and our children that the budget is bal-
anced so that we can pay for the space
program.

Mr. Chairman, | come home at night
and on weekends, and | meet my wife
and she tells me of the passion and love
with which people work at NASA. Mr.
Chairman, you may not know this, but
the engineers that work at NASA could
go out in other sectors of this country
and get more money, but they are
doing it because they love NASA and
they love this Nation. They are taking
pay cuts. And they took RIF’s. That is
true. And we want to make sure that it
is a sound financial planning.

Let me say something to you, Mr.
Chairman, when we sit around the
table and we discuss our budget, we
have to make decisions. We have a
fixed income in what we get every
time. And this amendment which the
gentleman from Florida has offered is
the same thing as American families
do. They sit around the table and make
those hard decisions. We are incor-
porating the money that was inadvert-
ently taken out and put it back there
to ensure the viability of the space pro-
gram.

And | know one day when | grow old
and look back and look at my tenure
here, Mr. Chairman, serving in this fine
institution, 1 will know we did the
right thing by supporting this amend-
ment because what we are doing is we
are looking out for the budget and we
are looking out for the space program.
And we are going to see a great and
glorious space program.

Mr. Chairman, | want to thank the
chairman of the committee and also
my chairman of the subcommittee, Mr.
SENSENBRENNER, for coming down to
the district and telling the folks first-
hand just what it means to us in Con-
gress that we are dedicated to restor-
ing those funds.

On behalf of the people in my dis-
trict, Mr. Chairman, | would like to
thank the gentleman for the consider-
ation of this amendment and also like
to say that | give my full support for
it, and I am also going to tell my wife
that we fought for the people of Texas
and also for the people of NASA.

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr.
Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. STOCKMAN. | yield to the gen-
tlewoman from Texas.

O 1400

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr.
Chairman, | thank the gentleman from
Texas. Feeling his passion, | would
want him to do the right thing. But |
do have to emphasize to the gentleman
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from Texas that he might want to re-
consider his facts. Here we are, on the
House floor, complaining about $81.5
million straight up for the NASA per-
sonnel. The Committee on Appropria-
tions has already authorized some $600
million more than what the authoriz-
ing committee has done, which has Re-
publican leadership.

Mr. Chairman, let me say to my col-
leagues that the question your wife
will ask you, have they cut the ROS?
And you have cut the ROS by $34 mil-
lion. That does not go to the safety
issue. It takes away from safety. The
right way to go is to support the Jack-
son-Lee amendment.

Mr. Chairman, | know my friend from
Texas would want to be on the right
mark by supporting the right amend-
ment.

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

Mr. Chairman, | yield to my col-
league, the gentlewoman from Texas
[Ms. JACKSON-LEE].

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr.
Chairman, | thank my colleague from
Texas for yielding. More importantly, |
thank him because he has been cer-
tainly a hard worker on the issues in-
volving Texas and Texas economic op-
portunities and the needs of working
Texans.

This bill is for working Americans.
Particularly as it relates to NASA, |
cannot seem to get my Republican col-
leagues to understand that this is a
restoration, some $81.5 million, so
much less than the authorization al-
ready appropriated by the Committee
on Appropriations. When we begin to
look at the Weldon-Sensenbrenner, we
begin to see the chipping away to what
NASA has already accomplished. It has
accomplished a sufficient and efficient
downsizing. By October, we will find
some 1,400 who will be RIF’d.

If we do not pass the Jackson-Lee
amendment, we will begin to see under-
cutting of safety issues by the under-
cutting of ROS. We also are going to
see cutting of academic programs,
space communications, the inability to
work with our foreign space station
partners, like Japan and Russia, be-
cause we will have no travel budget
and, of course, science.

| think we really have to maintain a
truth in speaking here, and that is that
we are simply trying to restore the
$81.5 million, one for safety and one for
the responsible carrying out of NASA’s
mission with the right kind of person-
nel.

Mr. COLEMAN. Mr. Chairman, |
yield to my colleague, the gentleman
from California [Mr. BROwN], the rank-
ing member of the full committee.

Mr. BROWN of California. Mr. Chair-
man, this entire bill that is before us,
including the NASA part, is built on
this gigantic fiction that we have to do
this in order to influence the Commit-
tee on Appropriations and in order to
keep the budget, to balance the budget,
neither of which are true. We do not
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have to cut the President’s budget by
several hundred million dollars in
order to balance the budget because his
budget is balanced.

We are not influencing the appropri-
ators. They have already acted to ap-
propriate, to recommend the House ap-
propriate an amount roughly what was
in my substitute, may be a little bit
more. Now the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania [Mr. WALKER] and the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin [Mr. SENSEN-
BRENNER] and others can keep harping
on this fact that this bill, their bill is
absolutely essential to balancing the
budget and to influence the appropri-
ators. The facts belie their statement.

Mr. Chairman, | urge the Members on
the other side to try looking at the
facts for a change instead of the fig-
ments of the imagination of the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. WALK-
ER].
Mr. COLEMAN. If | might, reclaim-
ing my time, Mr. Chairman, only add
that | think it is time for all of us to
wake up and recognize that a good deal
of the downsizing that went down at
NASA went on long before the new ma-
jority became the new majority in the
Congress. Indeed, this President and
Vice President, AL GORE, had done a
great deal in attempting to make Gov-
ernment work for the United States
and for its citizens.

| think that what we have done at
NASA is a shining example of what can
be done when we all agree to put our
shoulder to the wheel. I would hope
that my colleagues in the majority
would not walk about and continue to
talk like they are the ones who in-
vented economy in government. After
all, a lot of us know that much of this
began in 1993. Many of us, when this ad-
ministration came into office, said it is
about time.

We want very much, Mr. Chairman,
to not harm the employees at NASA.
We want very much, Mr. Chairman, to
not harm the issue of science for the
United States. We think that, without
the amendment offered by my col-
league from Houston, that could occur.

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Chairman, | rise
in opposition to the substitute and
move to strike the requisite number of
words.

Mr. Chairman, this has been a fas-
cinating discussion. First of all, again |
am disappointed that the gentleman
from California, a ranking member of
the committee, feels it necessary as
part of these debates to personalize
them and attack me as though this is
all being done personally. The fact is
that what we are attempting to do is
make some changes in the direction of
government.

Now, listen carefully to what the
other side is telling us. The amend-
ment that | am opposing here, and it
has been presented by the gentlewoman
from Texas, increases spending by $81.5
million in this bill. Now, what we keep
hearing from the majority is we can in-
crease spending, increase spending, in-
crease spending, increase spending, in-
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crease spending, increase spending, in-
crease spending, and balance the budg-
et. Now, if anybody has ever figured
out a way to do that in their own
household, | congratulate them. |
would love to think that we can con-
tinue to increase spending, increase
spending, increase spending, increase
spending and end up balancing our
budget at the end of the day. But that
is exactly what we are being told, that
somehow money just drifts out of no-
where, that the American people will
just continue to ante up, empty their
pocketbooks to give to Government so
that people in Washington can increase
spending. That is what the gentle-
woman does with her amendment.

Now, the gentleman from Florida has
offered another amendment, combined
with the gentleman from Wisconsin.
What they say is, yes, let us make
NASA whole, where a mistake was
made by the administration in what
they submitted to the Congress. But
let us do it by taking out of some other
accounts.

Now, we have heard from the other
side that, well, that is an irresponsible
approach; you cannot take it out of
other accounts. Well, why not? Let us
think of the other accounts we are tak-
ing it out of. First of all, we are taking
it out of an account that he other side
said in their debate is an account that
the administration does not even want.

Now, | happen to disagree with the
administration on that. 1 think
plussing up space science is in fact a
good thing for the country. In fact, |
have a letter from Carl Sagan and some
other members of the Planetary Soci-
ety that endorse the numbers in our
bill because they feel very strongly
that plussing up those numbers is the
right way to go. But we have lowered
them a little bit in order to accommo-
date this mistake that was made.

The other side does not want to do
that. The other side does not want to
plus up that account for space science.
Stick with the President’s budget. The
President’s budget, which over the pe-
riod of 7 years drops over a cliff and
drops into a valley. That is what they
support. That is what they are out here
defending. But there is one other place
where we take a good deal of money.
We take a good deal of money out of
the travel accounts. Now, what they
are claiming is that NASA needs $45
million for travel.

We say that perhaps that NASA
could get along with $31 million for
travel. | guess that is one of those
things where we can have a debate. Is
it 31 or is it 45? We think that, in order
to preserve the integrity of the person-
nel process at NASA, maybe they can
get by with $31 million for travel. That
is the main difference here, whether or
not you want to cut the space science
account some to accommodate this and
whether or not you want to cut the
travel accounts. The rest of them are
minor matters.

The gentlewoman from Texas does
not want to cut at all. She just wants
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to spend the money. Just plus up the
accounts, and live with the fiction that
by spending more and more and more
and more and more and more you can
truly balance budgets and stop us from
having deficits. | just do not believe
that that works anymore. | just think
that is the old way of doing things.
That is the old status quo argument.
We have had that for 40 years in the
House of Representatives of spending
more and more and more on every bill
and somehow not ending up with bal-
anced budgets, ending up with huge
deficits.

Mr. Chairman, now we have started a
new day. We have decided that we are
going to set priorities for real. I know
the gentleman from Texas resents that
idea. He thinks it is a terrible thing
our committee has had to live with,
setting priorities. But it is a good
thing for us as a country to set real
priorities to make real decisions and
fundamentally making the direction of
this country back toward balanced
budgets and toward giving the Amer-
ican people back more of what they
earn for themselves.

That is what we should be about
here, not adding spending but doing the
right thing and doing it within the con-
text of what we can afford.

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

Mr. Chairman, | am always deeply
challenged when the chairman of the
committee ups and makes one of his
great orations. 1 will be very brief, ac-
tually.

The gentleman is talking to the
wrong audience. He should be address-
ing his remarks with regard to bal-
ancing the budget and keeping spend-
ing down to his Republican colleagues
on the Committee on Appropriations,
who have already marked up a bill that
spends at least $600 million more than
his bill authorizers. Now, maybe he
wants it that way. | do not know. But
I suggest he may need to make that
speech to some of those on the Com-
mittee on Appropriations and get them
to go back and bring their bill down to
what he has in this bill.

Now, is this a good bill? He cited the
commendations he received from Carl
Sagan. Here is a letter which each
Member got from the National Space
Society, which is the recognized pre-
mier civilian organization in this area.
It says as follows:

The administration is seeking to fund
NASA in 1997 at $13.8 billion, a $400 million
reduction from the current year’s budget.
The House science authorization bill would
cut that down to only $13.5 billion, a $300
million cut. Members of the National Space
Society strongly object to the proposed re-
duction in NASA’s budget and believe the
cuts in funding undermine America’s leader-
ship in advanced technology and lessen our
Nation’s ability to create economic opportu-
nities.

Obviously their point came across
very well to the appropriators, because
the appropriators proceeded to appro-
priate even more than is in the author-
ization bill and even more than was in
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my substitute. | am establishing my
record as a conservative Member of
Congress by the fact that | went below
the appropriators in my substitute.

Mr. SCHIFF. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the requisite number of
words.

Mr. Chairman, | think there are two
important aspects of this debate. The
first is how much money can we add to
various spending proposals and at what
point. I would like to point out that
this is still the beginning of the proc-
ess, not the end of the process. In fact,
an amendment that | offered yesterday
with respect to the National Science
Foundation increased spending for the
National Science Foundation in its re-
search and related activities account
without an offset, because the Commit-
tee on the Budget, which is working on
this same issue, along with us and
along with the Committee on Appro-
priations, had found a means to pay for
its within the House-passed budget res-
olution.

As we proceed through the system, if
the different committees of respon-
sibility find ways to increase spending,
in this particular case on civilian re-
search and development, which | very
much support, then | personally could
at that point certainly support that.

At this point, however, dealing with
the bill before us, therefore, | intend
with regret, because | understand the
gentlewoman’s motivation, to vote
against the Jackson-Lee amendment,
in favor of the Sensenbrenner amend-
ment and Weldon amendment.

However, | would like to say there is
a larger debate here. Our ranking mem-
ber, the gentleman from California
[Mr. BROwWN], referred to the fact that
we do not need to make any changes
from the President’s proposals because
the President’s budget is balanced. Al-
though we are now talking about
NASA, | think the same subject comes
up again, as we discussed yesterday
with respect to the National Science
Foundation, and which will come up
with respect to almost every spending
proposal | could think of. That is, Mr.
Chairman, that the President proposes
in almost every account more spending
for the next fiscal year, which is fiscal
year 1997, beginning October 1 of this
year.

But the point is we are voting on fis-
cal year 1997 now, during 1996, which is
the calendar year of the election year.
Therefore, there is a proposed bump in
spending almost everywhere by the ad-
ministration, frankly to enhance their
posture in the election. The point |
want to make, | think this is going to
be paid for elsewhere by the adminis-
tration by deeper cuts than proposed
by the majority in Congress in later
years.

I know that is the case with respect
to the National Science Foundation’s
salaries accounts, because we debated
that yesterday. | know the administra-
tion proposed a bump up, followed by a
steep decline in spending, well below
congressional majority proposals.
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So far as | know, that is correct with
respect to the administration’s NASA
proposals for spending in subsequent
fiscal years as rated by the Congres-
sional Budget Office, that both sides
have agreed to use to monitor spending
and evaluate spending, would have
deeper cuts in future years than is pro-
posed in the House-passed budget reso-
lution. If 1 am wrong on that, | would
appreciate the figures being submitted
during this debate. But so far as |
know, this is a proposal for higher
spending at one point to be followed by
a lot deeper spending cuts elsewhere.

Mr. Chairman, | think that the ma-
jority’s proposal is best here for NASA,
as well as for other Government agen-
cies.

O 1415

Mr. WALKER. Mr.
the gentleman yield?

Mr. SCHIFF. | yield to the gentleman
from Pennsylvania.

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Chairman, | just
want to point out that when AAAS did
their evaluation and compared what we
did to the administration’s plan that
they are now defending, the AAAS, the
authority on all this, the American As-
sociation for the Advancement of
Science, in their R&D analysis said
that NASA would fare slightly better
under the House’s plan, losing 23 per-
cent instead of 29 percent in the admin-
istration’s projections.

So when the gentleman from Texas
[Mr. COLEMAN] a few minutes ago when
he spoke said that the President and
the Vice President have slashed NASA
employees, he is absolutely right, and
now when we look out into the future,
as the gentleman points out, the AAAS
says in their report that we are better
in our House plan than the administra-
tion is in their plan, and | thank the
gentleman for yielding.

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr.
Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. SCHIFF. | yield to the gentle-
woman from Texas.

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr.
Chairman, | am not sure what the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania is directing
his comments toward. We are talking
about real numbers, we are talking
about what is occurring now and not
prospectively, and what is happening
now is that real numbers are $81.5 mil-
lion being eliminated with additional
cuts from ROS of $34 million, which
does not allow us to respond to already
downsize NASA in its present form.

Mr. SCHIFF. Mr. Chairman, if | may
reclaim my time very briefly, | want to
say that we are all proposing to add
the money back right now, but what is
more important is the gentleman from
California, the senior member of the
Committee on Science and former
chairman, made a specific reference to
the President’s budget, and my only
point was to show that the President’s
budget means all of the President’s
budget, just like a congressional budg-
et means all of the congressional budg-
et.

Chairman, will
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We have both agreed to try to reach
a balanced budget, and it is not accu-
rate to refer to 1 year of any budget
and not show what the other effects
would be.

Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of
Texas. Mr. Chairman, | move to strike
the requisite number of words.

Mr. Chairman, my concern is not
whether or not we bust the budget. My
concern is not that we are cutting the
budget; it is how we are cutting the
budget. It does not add up when we say
we are protecting the personnel and we
take away all their tools. It does not
do anything but cause for more ineffi-
ciency. It is a problem being created by
this amendment of Mr. WELDON’s, and
that is why | think that the more sen-
sible way is with the amendment of-
fered by the gentlewoman from Texas
[Ms. JACKSON-LEE].

For example, when he cuts the travel
budget by 30 percent, he will then jeop-
ardize the ability of NASA civil service
personnel to perform necessary
project-related travel, like the trips to
Russia to monitor Russian progress on
the space station program, space sta-
tion-related trips between Kennedy
Space Center and the Johnson Space
Center, travel to support launch oper-
ations of scientific payloads et cetera.
I just do not think it makes sense the
way that he is cutting.

As my colleagues know, we can cut
the budget, but if it does not coordi-
nate, if we leave NASA without utili-
ties, without money for custodial serv-
ices, then we really have not done any-
thing to improve operations; we have
simply cut without thinking. And that
is exactly what the Weldon amendment
does. | do not think it makes sense.

| think it does make sense to have a
orderly downsizing, as they are doing
now, that they have already accom-
plished, and they are continuing to ac-
complish. But when they say that they
are protecting the personnel, they take
away all their tools, then how irrespon-
sible is that? | do not believe that we
want to go that irresponsible way.

I believe that the way we must go,
and it does not bust the budget, it does
not exceed what the Committee on Ap-
propriations has recommended, is to
adopt the Jackson-Lee amendment.

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentlewoman yield?

Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of
Texas. | yield to the gentleman from
Pennsylvania.

Mr. WALKER. So if | am to under-
stand, the gentlewoman from Texas
thinks that NASA should spend $45
million for travel rather than $31 mil-
lion for travel; is that correct?

Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of
Texas. | think that we need to coordi-
nate the real basic needs for what trav-
el it is and look at those figures rather
than deciding we just want to slash
something.

Mr. WALKER. Just so | understand,
the decision here is between $45 million
for travel and $31 million for travel.
The gentlewoman mentioned traveling
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to Russia. We do not understand why
they would have to do that since we al-
ready have a full-time NASA office in
Russia. But nevertheless what she is
saying is that what she believes is that
we ought to be spending more money
for travel rather than saving that
money.

Is that correct?

Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of
Texas. Let me say that the gentleman
from Pennsylvania can make a simplis-
tic argument like that, and it might
sound like it makes sense, but it does
not make sense unless the gentleman
can relate it to reality, relate it to
basic needs of a program.

We can all pay with numbers. But un-
less those numbers make sense in re-
ality, we are wasting other dollars.

Mr. WALKER. If the gentlewoman
from Texas would continue to yield,
she is the one that mentioned travel to
Russia. She says that is one of the
things this money was used for.

Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of
Texas. Mr. Chairman, | am saying ex-
actly what it would cut. If the gen-
tleman would tell me exactly what the
dollars he is talking about would pay
for, then we can relate. But | am talk-
ing about cutting essential travel to
carry out the duty of NASA.

Mr. WALKER. And the gentlewoman
does not think they cay do that on
$31.5 million.

Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of
Texas. | think we ought to look back in
that testimony and see. | do not know
that they can do it with $31 million. It
might not make sense.

I think that the gentleman from
Pennsylvania ought to be the one ex-
plaining to me why they can make all
these trips with $31 million rather than
talking about and trying to excite the
public.

Mr. WALKER. If the gentlewoman
would continue to yield, | am perfectly
willing to have them do it on $31 mil-
lion.

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

Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of
Texas. | yield to the gentleman from
California.

Mr. BROWN of California. Mr. Chair-
man, the gentleman from Pennsylvania
[Mr. WALKER] is making the point that
my colleagues want to engage in
profilgate spending and he wants to
save this 15 or whatever million dollars
it is. We discussed that yesterday, and
we came to the conclusion that this
money was not being saved, and we
know it is not, but it is going to be
spent in other directions. He wants to
spend it to increase the military budg-
et by $12 billion or $14 billion, and |
said that, and then he added also we
want to make a very substantial tax
cut for what he calls middle-income
America.

It is not a matter of saving, never
has been. It is a matter of priorities. If
my colleagues’ priority is spending
more for defense and for tax cuts for
the wealthy, they want to cut it any
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way they can, and the gentleman from
Pennsylvania [Mr. WALKER], living in
this land that he does, it is time to
make the case that what he is doing is
prudent when he is merely asserting
his values, with which | strongly dis-
agree.

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentlewoman vyield? Do | under-
stand the gentleman from California is
opposed to tax cuts for the middle
class?

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr.
CHAMBLISS). The time of the gentle-
woman from Texas, Ms. EDDIE BERNICE
JOHNSON has expired.

Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas. Mr.
Chairman | move to strike the reg-
uisite number of words.

(Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas asked
and was given permission to revise and
extend his remarks.)

Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas. Mr.
Chairman, let me talk about the Jack-
son-Lee amendment for a few minutes,
and | think the Members who are here
and who are watching it now realize
that we are talking about authoriza-
tion bill here. The Committee on Ap-
propriations has already appropriated
$600 million more than this bill author-
izes, and what we are trying to do with
my colleagues from Houston, Ms. JACK-
SON-LEE’s amendment, is to provide
$81.5 million in additional authoriza-
tion to make sure we do not have as
much as 3 weeks’ furlough of the em-
ployees there. That is really not a way
to run a government, a business, or an
airline, or a railroad, or anything else
where we plan to authorize less than
what we are going to spend so we can
lay off those workers there because we
are not planning for it.

Again, it does not make any sense be-
cause all we are doing is authorizing,
we are not spending a penny with this
bill today. The Committee on Appro-
priation and the appropriations bill
will spend the penny; we are just au-
thorizing them to do it. And since they
have already come up with $600 million
more, again my colleagues may dis-
agree with that, well, then let us talk
to the Committee on Appropriations.

But NASA has already downsized and
done everything they can. NASA has
already downsized, and they have be-
come leaner, meaner. In fact, whether
it be the administration or those of us
in Congress who have made them pro-
vide a better value for the American
taxpayer, they have cut 4,000 civil serv-
ice jobs since 1993 and plan to continue
to cut another 4,000 by the fiscal year
2000. And the reduction in work force
will not generate the savings for this
coming year because NASA cannot
technically execute a reduction in
work force or a RIF, one early enough
to generate that savings even if it is
not authorized.

That is what | think we need to go
back to, and from what | understand,
this $81.5 million that is needed for the
authorization to make sure that we do
not have that furlough of those em-
ployees, these are full-time NASA em-
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ployees where planning but not author-
izing funding for them, to furlough
them for 10 to 12 to 21 days sometime
during the year. Again that is not the
way anybody should run their business,
and we should not expect the Govern-
ment to run that way either because
we are just authorizing it today.

The future of our work force depends
on the high-skilled and the skilled jobs
that the space station, the aerospace
industry provides, and again we should
not treat those employees, whether
they are NASA or whether they are
contract, in saying, “Well, we’ve sorry
we’re going to lay you off for 21 days
because we don’t have the authoriza-
tion to spend the money even though
one hand we could do it, but on the
other hand we are not giving it to
you.”’

That just does not make any sense.

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

Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas. Mr.
Chairman, | yield to the gentleman
from California.

Mr. BROWN of California. With re-
gard to this money that the gentleman
from Pennsylvania [Mr. WALKER] is
pointing to that he now wants to save
the difference in the transportation
items, | would like to point out that
the figure which is referred to here, the
amount for transportation, was in the
bill at the subcommittee level, it was
in the bill when it was marked up at
the full committee level, it was in the
bill yesterday, as a matter of fact. And
now Mr. WALKER has decided, without
hearings, | might say, or any other in-
dication, that that is really too much
and it is wasted. So he is going to cut
$15 million out of it in order to correct
this waste.

Now my real question to the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. WALK-
ER] is:

Why did he suddenly find that this
money is being wasted instead of at the
subcommittee level, which he did not
allow markups in, or the full commit-
tee level, which he did allow markups
in, or even smaller in the debate?

If they were wasteful expenditures,
he should have proposed in his man-
ager’s amendment that all this waste
be removed. But, no he did not find out
about it until it was necessary to cor-
rect the mistake which he also should
have corrected in the full committee
level and did not.

Mr. WALKER. Mr.
the gentleman yield?

Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas. | yield
to the gentleman from Pennsylvania.

Mr. WALKER. Since the Committee
on Appropriations has come up, | think
we should clarify, before we get too
much misinformation on the floor: In
our appropriation bill we cut $309 mil-
lion out of essentially the operating ac-
counts of NASA. The appropriators cut
$542 million out of the operating ac-
counts of NASA and in their bill. Now
their total is higher, in large part be-
cause there are some fixed asset ac-
counts that they count into their num-
bers, but if we look at the operating ac-
counts that NASA has to spend before
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going out to brag about what has hap-
pened in the appropriation committee,
take a look, folks, because the fact is
there is $558 million in a fixed asset ac-
count that is counted in there, and we
actually—

Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas. In re-
claiming my time, Mr. Chairman, we
are talking about the Jackson-Lee
amendment, $81.5 million. The Com-
mittee on Appropriations has author-
ized $600 million. that $81.5 million
could come out of that $600 million,
and | could be corrected, but that is
what | have been told. I do not know
about the fixed asset part of this
amendment.

We are talking about saving employ-
ees from having a reduction in work
force for 10 to 12 to 20 days by having
some reasonable planning in the au-
thorization, and that is what author-
izations are supposed to be about, Mr.
Chairman, that we plan for those em-
ployees to do their work full-time.

Mr. Chairman, | encourage adoption
of the Jackson-Lee amendment.

Mrs. MEEK of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, | move to strike the requisite
number of words.

Mr. Chairman, | am concerned as |
have listened now, this is the second
day | have listened to this debate in
the Committee on Science and here on
the floor, and | am just a little bit sur-
prised that one of my dear colleagues
from Florida really wants to cut per-
sonnel in such a way that it will affect
Florida employees and citizens of Flor-
ida.

But | am concerned about all of the
appropriations. I am concerned, first of
all, to say that any time we are dealing
with personnel, we cannot just jump
without some studies. | do not think
any one has ever looked at the nega-
tive impact of this particular issue
that would cut money out of personnel.

First of all, the question | would like
to ask is: Has anybody looked at the
inflationary increase that these people
will have to use to live by?
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Have Members looked at the benefits
that will be due to them in this forth-
coming budget which we are trying to
authorize here? If we are arguing about
figures, we had better think about
some of the things that influence fig-
ures. Things that influence figures are
not just the way we feel philosophi-
cally. What influences figures should
be what impact will this have on the
employees who make up the personnel
of NASA. That is the first thing we are
going to think about.

Then, if we are just thinking about
budget cutting, we could cut any budg-
et that each committee has put on. If
we are just going to do that, then just
wantonly cut the budgets, instead of
going into a personnel budget and re-
ducing it by so many million dollars.

Mr. Chairman, | do not have this ar-
gument with what the President’s
budget is. I am talking about the pol-
icy of authorizing something that will
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of the NASA a
like personnel of

give the personnel
chance to operate
other industries.

All the gentlewoman from Texas [Ms.
JACKSON-LEE] is asking, and | am here
to support her amendment, all she is
asking is that we restore the NASA
personnel account to the level that was
requested by the President. | am hear-
ing different things on that, standing
here, but that is what her amendment
is asking. | agree with that.

Mr. Chairman, if we do not pass her
amendment, according to what is cur-
rently going on on the floor now, these
personnel members, these are human
beings, just like us in the Congress. We
do not want our benefits cut, we do not
want our salary cut due to the whims
and whimsical ideas that people have.
We want to be sure that if they are cut,
there is a sound reason.

Think about what this will do, Mr.
Chairman. What this will do is put
them on a furlough. Have we not had
enough furloughs here in the Federal
Government? Have we not had enough
Government employees and contrac-
tors of Government, to cause their per-
sonnel benefits and cause their pay to
be cut? Have we not had enough of
that? When will we learn our lesson?

Another thing, in dealing with the
agency, | am hoping that somebody
spoke to this agency, to NASA, and
said, how can we best cut the personnel
that will not negatively impact on
you? | am not sure that this was ever
done, because we are dealing pretty
much with the budget here. We are not
dealing with how these agencies should
be run. I do not think any of us know
that much about what is going on back
in these agencies. I am not sure they
even talked to them before they de-
cided to bring up these cuts.

I am only talking about common-
sense administration, commonsense,
humane things that a government
should not be doing; that is, cutting
personnel without consulting the agen-
cy and saying to the agency, these are
our objectives, these are our goals, how
can we best reach that? That has not
been done because, as | understand it,
there was no consultation with the
agency and there is no basis for this
sharp reduction.

I close, Mr. Chairman, by saying if
there is going to be a sharp reduction,
particularly in personnel, it should be
thought through, it should go through
the authorizing committee, and then
submit it, naturally, as we have to do
to appropriations, but think about the
impact, first. | beg the Members to sup-
port the amendment offered by the
gentlewoman from Texas [Ms. JACK-
SON-LEE]. It is a humane amendment.
It is based on the future of the person-
nel of NASA. They are dedicated people
in that agency, Mr. Chairman. | would
appeal to the House to pass the amend-
ment offered by the gentlewoman from
Texas.

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr.
Chairman, will the gentlewoman yield?

Mrs. MEEK of Florida. | yield to the
gentlewoman from Texas.
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Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr.
Chairman, | thank the gentlewoman

from Florida. | think it is extremely
important.

Let me indicate that the Sensen-
brenner-Weldon amendment simply
robs from Peter to say Paul. That is
the clarification we need. Though they
are belatedly offering to restore these
funds, which the Jackson-Lee amend-
ment does straight up, they then gut
academic programs, they gut the space
communications, they gut travel, so we
cannot relate to our foreign space part-
ners in the space station, and they gut
science.

And NASA has indicated that we will
see no savings with their reductions in
1997, fiscal year 1997, none whatsoever,
because they cannot move that quick-
ly. They are already downsizing, cut-
ting jobs, cutting employees, as of Oc-
tober, 1996. The gentlewoman is abso-
lutely right that Florida, Texas, and
Alabama will be hurt drastically.

Mr. WELDON of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, | move to strike the requisite
number of words.

Mr. WALKER. Mr.
the gentleman yield?

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

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Chairman, | just
think we ought to have a clarification
from the last set of remarks we just
had. The gentlewoman from Florida ac-
cused my colleague, the gentleman
from Florida [Mr. WELDON], of seeking
to slash personnel. Thank goodness the
gentlewoman from Texas tried to make
a clarification on that.

The fact is that both of these amend-
ments put back in the full money for
personnel accounts. The only question
here is whether or not we are going to
save some money out of travel ac-
counts and out of some other accounts
in order to pay the personnel, or
whether or not we are going to do sim-
ply an add-on that adds on deficit
spending.

Mr. Chairman, | think we ought to
clarify that. There was very little good
information in that last set of re-
marks, because it simply did not relate
to the topic before us. Again, the gen-
tleman needs to be congratulated. He is
doing the responsible thing here of
plusing up those personnel accounts,
but doing so in a way that we can af-
ford it and the taxpayers do not end up
having it taken out of their pocket-
book.

Mr. WELDON of Florida. | thank the
gentleman. | will try to make my com-
ments briefly.

Mr. Chairman, this has been a
lengthy debate. | think it has been fair-
ly productive. | just want to explain a
little to my colleagues how we got into
this situation. Our staff on the com-
mittee sat down with the NASA offi-
cials and were given figures on the
amount of money they needed for the
support of their staff, the full-time
equivalents. Then 2 days before we
went to committee markup, they came
in with a whole new set of numbers and
said they needed $81.5 million more.

Chairman, will
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It is true that the ranking member
did seek in his substitute to restore
that money, and | commend him for
that. But he also sought about $1.5 bil-
lion additional of spending that we did
not have. It would amount to borrow-
ing more money from our children to
pay for what we are doing now. | think
that was irresponsible, and his sub-
stitute was defeated in committee, as
it was on the floor. Nobody on the mi-
nority side presented an amendment
that would exclusively restore this ac-
count.

Mr. Chairman, | have been working
diligently with the subcommittee
chairman, the gentleman from Wiscon-
sin [Mr. SENSENBRENNER], with the full
committee chairman, the gentleman
from Pennsylvania [Mr. WALKER], as
well as with the chairman of the Sub-
committee on VA, HUD and Independ-
ent Agencies, the gentleman from Cali-
fornia, Mr. JERRY LEWIS, to make sure
these funds are restored.

I think my amendment, with the per-
fecting amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin [Mr. SENSEN-
BRENNER], is a good, reasonable, re-
sponsible way to accomplish the goal.
And we all agree on the goal, we just
disagree on how we do it.

Mr. Chairman, | would urge my col-
leagues to vote in support of the
Weldon-Sensenbrenner amendment.

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

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

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

Mr. BROWN of California. Mr. Chair-
man, | really do not like to belabor
this, but sometimes it seems necessary
to keep saying the same thing over
again to get it across.

The gentleman from Florida [Mr.
WELDON] is acting properly here to re-
store funding that, whether as he
claims, it is the fault of the adminis-
tration, or as | claim, it is the fault of
the committee chairman himself, we
both realize it needs to be corrected.

Then we repeat the mantra, that if
we do not take away from some of
these other things, travel and so forth,
the budget is not going to be balanced.
What does that means? That means
that it does not conform to the Repub-
lican budget. The Democratic budget,
which the President offered, it is still
below that, and it is still in balance.
They are going to contend, of course,
that the President’s balanced budget is
phony and all that sort of stuff, so
maybe it is. But it has been certified
by the Congressional Budget Office as
being in balance in 2002.

What is the difference? The Presi-
dent’s budget, has been pointed out, is
higher for both NASA and for the en-
tire discretionary research and devel-
opment account up to year 2000. It is
substantially higher than the Repub-
lican budget over that same period of
time by an amount of roughly $2 bil-
lion per year. Then it takes a sharp
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cut. That has been pointed out. It has
been claimed, of course, that that is
political manipulation, that the Presi-
dent is keeping the R&D budget artifi-
cially high, that the only true budget
handed down from heaven itself is the
Republican budget, which is roughly $2
billion per year less than the Presi-
dent’s budget.

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr.
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. COSTELLO. | yield to the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin.

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Chair-
man, | noticed that when the Presi-
dent’s budget came up on the floor of
the House, it was overwhelmingly re-
jected, and only 10 of the 23 Democrats
on the Committee on Science voted for
the President’s budget. The gentleman
was one of them, | give him credit for
consistency, but evidently the gen-
tleman was less persuasive then than
he is today.

Mr. BROWN of California. Mr. Chair-
man, | thank the gentleman for that
pertinent comment. | have said many
times that in the 7-year runout, | do
not like either the Republican budget
or the President’s budget. 1 have also
said that since the main differences
occur in the year 2000, and nobody can
predict what is going to happen in the
year 2000, and that will be in the first
administration of President GORE, | am
going to let President GORE worry
about that problem when we get to it.

In the meantime, | am going to sup-
port the budget, which is $2 billion a
year higher for R&D, and | urge my
friends on that side to think carefully
before rejecting it, because it will be
an issue. | am spending most of my
time trying to make the votes in sup-
port of a reasonable R&D program for
this country an issue in this campaign.

The gentleman may think his posi-
tion will stand up better than mine,
and we will let the voters decide.

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr.
Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. COSTELLDO. | yield to the gentle-
woman from Texas.

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr.
Chairman, | thank the gentleman very
much for his kindness in yielding to
me.

Mr. Chairman, let me clear up sev-
eral points. Let it be perfectly clear, as
one of President used to say, that this
side of the aisle is not against a bal-
anced budget. We have voted time and
time again, and as a freshman | can say
| have voted for a balanced budget. The
misnomer we have here is that we are
against giving middle-income tax cuts.

That is not accurate. We are against
bashing middle-income workers at the
NASA centers around this Nation by
borrowing from Peter to pay Paul, as
the Weldon-Sensenbrenner amendment
has. It may restore belatedly $81.5 mil-
lion, but it guts other programs, and
we do not know if we are going to have
any savings by cutting other programs
and requiring NASA, that has already
downsized, to not be able to commu-
nicate with its foreign space station
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partners, to not be able to have space
communications, and taking away
from the science program.

I am not sure where they are trying
to go, but | would solicit my colleagues
to do the right thing and support the
Jackson-Lee amendment that is a res-
toration, not an increase, a restoration
of $81.5 million, that gives to our NASA
employees the ability to downsize ap-
propriately, without safety factors
being damaged, as well as putting them
on a 2-week or more furlough where
they cannot work and they cannot con-
tinue the mission of NASA, and cannot
continue the mission of this Nation
with respect to space exploration and
science.

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

Mr. Chairman, this discussion here
today on the two amendments really is
no different than the discussion yester-
day concerning the substitute offered
by the gentleman from California [Mr.
BROwWN] and the original bill sponsored
by the chairman of the committee. |
could say the same remarks about
them, because basically what it is a
question of funding programs that need
to be funded, and still balancing the
budget.

Mr. Chairman, the majority, which
emphasizes balancing the budget, will
lead us to believe that if we do not
make these cuts in the TDRSS and
other parts in order to fund back the
personnel money for NASA, that we
are not going to have a balanced budg-
et. Mr. Chairman, it ain’t so. It really
ain’t so. That amount of money, to
begin with, is not going to make the
difference in the next 7 years.

Second, under the coalition budget,
which very few of their Members, the
vast majority, did not support, this
program for the personnel is fully fund-
ed, and so is the TDRSS and the re-
search and development fully funded as
is necessary, and we have a balanced
budget by the year 2002.

As has been pointed out earlier today
by the gentleman from California, our
ranking minority member, it is a ques-
tion of establishing priorities: What do
we really want? There is no question in
my mind that the radical right, under
the leadership of the majority, does not
want research and development. It is
clear and simple. Why else are they
cutting the program in this amend-
ment, in the amendment of the gen-
tleman from Florida? Why else?

I would also like to know from the
gentleman from Florida, who offered
the original amendment, what are they
going to do about the TDRSS contract
as presently existing, and we have a
TDRSS contract to replace the present
TDRSS that are in orbit, when we cut
these funds? Where are we going to get
the money? They are not going to get
the money, so we are in violation of a
contract. But so what? To them it does
not mean anything. It is all in the
name of balancing the budget.

That is a lot of baloney. It is not in
the name of balancing the budget. It is
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in the name of following, basically,
what the chairman of the committee,
the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr.
WALKER], feels is his straitjacket; and
his straitjacket is that this is the only
amount of money we are going to
spend. | do not think it makes a dif-
ference to the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania whether we have the money
there or not. If he does not want to
spend it, he is not going to spend it.
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It does not make any difference
about balancing the budget. | will say
it again and again. It has nothing to do
with balancing the budget. It has all to
do about the whims of the gentleman
from Pennsylvania and how he feels
about programs.

And, lo and behold, all the rest of the
Members over there, they follow him
down the road just like the rest of the
body, the vast majority follows the
Speaker right down the road. They just
keep following him down that road,
and | am sure that the American public
is going to take a good look at the road
that they are taking this country
down: a road that leads to very little
research and development, basic re-
search, a road that makes mistakes
now and then, as the gentleman from
Pennsylvania made the mistake, why
else are we having the original amend-
ment? And later on we will have other
amendments to clean up the bills that
came out of committee.

It is not necessary to make those
mistakes. The mistakes are basically
made when they try to follow that
straitjacket that is self-imposed by the
gentleman from Pennsylvania on the
actions of the committee.

As | said yesterday, | will say it
again. As | have looked at this legisla-
tion, the original bill that came out of
committee, in comparison to all the
other ones we have had in the 20 years
I have been here, it is the worst one
and it is not necessary to be that way.
It is only that way because of the dic-
tates of the leadership of the Repub-
lican Party. It can be a good bill. It
could be one that has positive features
instead of negative features, but it is
not going to be a good bill because they
do not want it to be one.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Missouri [Mr. VOLK-
MER] has expired.

(By unanimous consent, Mr. VOLK-
MER was allowed to proceed for 2 addi-
tional minutes.)

Mr. VOLKMER. They would like the
American public to believe that some-
how through the authorization process,
not even the appropriation process but
in this authorization process, they are
going to lead us down, this Congress,
down to a balanced budget. A lot of ba-
loney. Nothing further from the truth.

Lo and behold, we will wait until we
see what the appropriation process
brings along. That is where the money
is really spent in this whole area. This
bill only authorizes. If the gentleman
wants to really save money, | would

suggest, the gentleman from Florida, if
he really wants to save money, that he
can cut this program when we get to
the appropriation bill.

He can cut back NASA if he wants to.
There is no reason that he cannot. He
can cut it back. We do not have to have
a space station. He can vote against
the space station. He can do that. He
can vote against the operation of the
shuttle. He can do that and save a lot
of money. It is easy to do. Instead of
cutting back on other things, why does
he not cut back on those things that
are important to his district? That
really shows self-sacrifice. | would rec-
ommend the gentleman think about it.

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

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of the
Jackson-Lee amendment. The Brown
substitute would have corrected this
but we failed on that. We think this is
a cut that should have never been made
in the first place. We have talked about
this in committee, we have talked
about it on the floor earlier. | think to
put it succinctly and to the point I
need to quote Mr. Peterson, who is the
NASA comptroller, who says:

To put it bluntly, the S&E reduction is im-
possible to achieve without drastic action.
Unless a miracle occurs and we have both
buyout legislation and a lot of takers, there
is simply no way feasible to implement this
reduction without resorting to furloughs. At
$81.5 million, we estimate a 10-to-12 day fur-
lough would be necessary to make this num-
ber.

We do not want furloughs. I know no
one on the other side wants furloughs.
| believe that this comptroller knows
what he is talking about, and submit
this to Members for their consider-
ation. | urge the adoption of the Jack-
son-Lee amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin [Mr. SENSEN-
BRENNER] to the amendment offered by
the gentleman from Florida [Mr.
WELDON].

The amendment to the amendment
was agreed to.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentle-
woman from Texas [Ms. JACKSON-LEE]
as a substitute for the amendment of-
fered by the gentleman from Florida
[Mr. WELDON], as amended.

The question was taken; and the
Chairman announced that the ayes ap-
peared to have it.

RECORDED VOTE

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Chairman, |
mand a recorded vote.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to clause
2(c) of rule XXIIl, the Chair may re-
duce to a minimum of 5 minutes the
period of time for any vote by elec-
tronic device, if ordered, on the pend-
ing amendment.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 142, noes 271,
not voting 21, as follows:

de-
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Abercrombie
Barcia
Becerra
Beilenson
Bentsen
Berman
Bevill
Bishop
Bonior
Boucher
Brewster
Browder
Brown (CA)
Brown (FL)
Brown (OH)
Bryant (TX)
Cardin
Chapman
Clay
Clayton
Clement
Clyburn
Coleman
Collins (IL)
Collins (MI)
Conyers
Cramer
Cummings
DeFazio
DelLauro
Dellums
Deutsch
Dicks
Dingell
Dixon
Doggett
Dooley
Durbin
Edwards
Engel
Eshoo
Evans

Farr
Fattah
Fazio
Filner
Flake
Frost

Allard
Andrews
Archer
Armey
Bachus
Baesler
Baker (CA)
Baker (LA)
Baldacci
Ballenger
Barr
Barrett (NE)
Barrett (WI)
Bartlett
Barton
Bass
Bateman
Bereuter
Bilbray
Bilirakis
Bliley
Blumenauer
Blute
Boehlert
Boehner
Bonilla
Bono
Borski
Brownback
Bryant (TN)
Bunn
Bunning
Burr
Burton
Buyer
Callahan
Calvert
Camp
Campbell
Canady
Castle
Chambliss
Chenoweth
Christensen
Chrysler
Clinger
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[Roll No. 202]
AYES—142
Gejdenson Owens
Gephardt Pallone
Geren Pastor
Gibbons Payne (NJ)
Gonzalez Pelosi
Gordon Rahall
Green (TX) Rangel
Gutierrez Richardson
Hall (OH) Roemer
Hall (TX) Rose
Harman Roybal-Allard
Hastings (FL) Rush
Hefner Sabo
Hilliard Sanders
Hinchey Sawyer
Hoke Schroeder
Hoyer Schumer
Jackson (IL) Scott
Jackson-Lee Serrano
(TX) Skaggs
Johnson, E. B. Skelton
Johnston Slaughter
Kennedy (MA) Stark
LaFalce Stenholm
Lantos Stokes
Levin Studds
Lewis (GA) Stupak
Lofgren Tanner
Lowey Taylor (MS)
Maloney Tejeda
Manton Thompson
Matsui Thornton
McDermott Thurman
McHale Torres
McKinney Torricelli
McNulty Towns
Meek Traficant
Menendez Velazquez
Millender- Vento
McDonald Volkmer
Miller (CA) Waters
Mink Watt (NC)
Moakley Waxman
Nadler Williams
Neal Wilson
Olver Woolsey
Ortiz Wynn
Orton Yates
NOES—271
Coble Furse
Coburn Gallegly
Collins (GA) Ganske
Combest Gekas
Condit Gilchrest
Cooley Gillmor
Costello Gilman
Cox Goodlatte
Coyne Goodling
Crane Goss
Crapo Graham
Cremeans Greene (UT)
Cubin Greenwood
Cunningham Gunderson
Danner Hamilton
Davis Hancock
Deal Hansen
DeLay Hastert
Diaz-Balart Hastings (WA)
Dickey Hayworth
Doolittle Hefley
Dornan Heineman
Doyle Herger
Dreier Hilleary
Duncan Hobson
Dunn Hoekstra
Ehlers Holden
Ehrlich Horn
Emerson Hostettler
English Hunter
Ensign Hutchinson
Everett Hyde
Ewing Inglis
Fawell Istook
Fields (TX) Jacobs
Flanagan Johnson (CT)
Foley Johnson (SD)
Forbes Johnson, Sam
Fowler Jones
Fox Kanjorski
Frank (MA) Kaptur
Franks (CT) Kasich
Franks (NJ) Kelly
Frelinghuysen Kennedy (RI)
Frisa Kildee
Funderburk Kim
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King Myers Shaw
Kingston Myrick Shays
Kleczka Nethercutt Shuster
Klink Neumann Sisisky
Klug Ney Skeen
Knollenberg Norwood Smith (MI)
Kolbe Nussle Smith (NJ)
LaHood Oberstar Smith (TX)
Largent Obey Smith (WA)
Latham Oxley Solomon
LaTourette Packard Souder
Laughlin Parker Spence
Lazio Payne (VA) Spratt
Leach Peterson (MN) Stearns
Lewis (CA) Petri Stockman
Lewis (KY) Pickett Stump
Lightfoot Pombo Talent
Linder Pomeroy Tate
Lipinski Porter Tauzin
Livingston Portman Taylor (NC)
LoBiondo Poshard Thomas
Longley Pryce Thornberry
Lucas Quillen Tiahrt
Luther Radanovich Torkildsen
Manzullo Ramstad Upton
Markey Reed Visclosky
Martinez Regula Vucanovich
Martini Riggs Walker
Mascara Rivers Walsh
McCarthy Roberts Wamp
McCollum Rogers Ward
McCrery Rohrabacher Watts (OK)
McHugh Ros-Lehtinen Weldon (FL)
Mclnnis Roth Weldon (PA)
Mclntosh Roukema Weller
McKeon Royce White
Meehan Salmon Whitfield
Metcalf Sanford Wicker
Meyers Saxton Wolf
Mica Scarborough Young (AK)
Miller (FL) Schaefer Young (FL)
Minge Schiff Zeliff
Montgomery Seastrand Zimmer
Moorhead Sensenbrenner
Morella Shadegg

NOT VOTING—21
Ackerman Hayes Mollohan
Chabot Houghton Moran
de la Garza Jefferson Murtha
Fields (LA) Kennelly Paxon
Foglietta Lincoln Peterson (FL)
Ford McDade Quinn
Gutknecht Molinari Wise
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Messrs. HOLDEN, SMITH of Michi-
gan, MASCARA, BORSKI, COYNE, and
BLUMENAUER changed their vote
from “‘aye’ to ““no.”

Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts and
Mr. STUDDS changed their vote from
‘“no” to “‘aye.”

So the amendment offered as a sub-
stitute for the amendment was re-
jected.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Florida [Mr. WELDON], as
amended.

The question was taken; and the
Chairman announced that the ayes ap-
peared to have it.

RECORDED VOTE

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Chair-
man, | demand a recorded vote.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The CHAIRMAN. This will be a 5-
minute vote.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 354, noes 60,
not voting 20, as follows:

[Roll No. 203]
AYES—354
Abercrombie Andrews Bachus
Ackerman Archer Baesler
Allard Armey Baker (CA)

Baker (LA)
Baldacci
Ballenger
Barcia
Barr
Barrett (NE)
Bartlett
Barton
Bass
Bateman
Bentsen
Bereuter
Berman
Bevill
Bilbray
Bilirakis
Bishop
Bliley
Blumenauer
Blute
Boehlert
Boehner
Bonilla
Bono
Borski
Boucher
Brewster
Browder
Brown (FL)
Brown (OH)
Brownback
Bryant (TN)
Bryant (TX)
Bunn
Bunning
Burr
Burton
Buyer
Callahan
Calvert
Camp
Campbell
Canady
Cardin
Castle
Chambliss
Chapman
Chenoweth
Christensen
Chrysler
Clement
Clinger
Clyburn
Coble
Coburn
Collins (GA)
Combest
Condit
Cooley
Costello
Cox
Cramer
Crane
Crapo
Cremeans
Cubin
Cummings
Cunningham
Danner
Davis

Deal
DeFazio
DelLauro
DeLay
Deutsch
Diaz-Balart
Dickey
Dicks
Dingell
Dooley
Doolittle
Dornan
Doyle
Dreier
Duncan
Dunn
Durbin
Edwards
Ehlers
Ehrlich
Emerson
English
Ensign
Eshoo
Evans
Everett
Ewing

Farr
Fawell

Fazio
Fields (TX)
Flanagan
Foley
Forbes
Fowler

Fox

Franks (CT)
Franks (NJ)
Frelinghuysen
Frisa

Frost
Funderburk
Gallegly
Ganske
Gejdenson
Gekas
Gephardt
Geren
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gilman
Gonzalez
Goodlatte
Goodling
Gordon
Goss
Graham
Green (TX)
Greene (UT)
Greenwood
Gunderson
Hall (OH)
Hall (TX)
Hamilton
Hancock
Hansen
Harman
Hastert
Hastings (WA)
Hayworth
Hefley
Hefner
Heineman
Herger
Hilleary
Hilliard
Hobson
Hoekstra
Hoke
Holden
Horn
Hostettler
Hoyer
Hunter
Hutchinson
Hyde

Inglis
Istook
Johnson (CT)
Johnson, E. B.
Johnson, Sam
Johnston
Jones
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kasich
Kelly
Kennedy (MA)
Kennedy (RI)
Kildee

Kim

King
Kingston
Kleczka
Klink

Klug
Knollenberg
Kolbe
LaFalce
LaHood
Lantos
Largent
Latham
LaTourette
Laughlin
Lazio
Leach
Levin
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (KY)
Lightfoot
Linder
Lipinski
Livingston
LoBiondo
Lofgren
Longley
Lowey
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Lucas
Maloney
Manton
Manzullo
Markey
Martinez
Martini
Mascara
Matsui
McCollum
McCrery
McHale
McHugh
Mclnnis
Mclntosh
McKeon
McNulty
Meehan
Menendez
Metcalf
Meyers
Mica
Miller (FL)
Mink
Moakley
Montgomery
Moorhead
Moran
Morella
Myers
Myrick
Nadler
Neal
Nethercutt
Neumann
Ney
Norwood
Nussle
Oberstar
Obey

Ortiz
Orton
Oxley
Packard
Pallone
Parker
Pastor
Payne (NJ)
Payne (VA)
Pelosi
Peterson (MN)
Petri
Pickett
Pombo
Pomeroy
Porter
Portman
Poshard
Pryce
Quillen
Radanovich
Ramstad
Reed
Regula
Richardson
Riggs
Rivers
Roberts
Roemer
Rogers
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Rose

Roth
Roukema
Roybal-Allard
Royce
Sabo
Salmon
Sanders
Sanford
Saxton
Scarborough
Schaefer
Schiff
Seastrand
Sensenbrenner
Serrano
Shadegg
Shaw
Shays
Shuster
Sisisky
Skeen
Skelton
Slaughter
Smith (MlI)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
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Smith (WA) Tejeda Watts (OK)
Solomon Thomas Waxman
Souder Thompson Weldon (FL)
Spence Thornberry Weldon (PA)
Spratt Thornton Weller
Stearns Thurman White
Stenholm Tiahrt Whitfield
Stockman Torkildsen Wicker
Studds Torricelli Wilson
Stump Traficant Wolf
Stupak Upton Woolsey
Talent Velazquez Wynn
Tate Vucanovich Young (AK)
Tauzin Walker Young (FL)
Taylor (MS) Walsh Zeliff
Taylor (NC) Wamp Zimmer
NOES—60
Barrett (WI) Gutierrez Rangel
Becerra Hastings (FL) Rush
Beilenson Hinchey Sawyer
Bonior Jackson (IL) Schroeder
Brown (CA) Jackson-Lee Schumer
Clay (TX) Scott
Clayton Jacobs Skaggs
Coleman Johnson (SD) Stark
Collins (IL) Lewis (GA) Stokes
Collins (MI) Luther Tanner
Coyne McCarthy Torres
Dellums McDermott Towns
Dixon McKinney Vento
Doggett Meek Visclosky
Engel Millender- Volkmer
Fattah McDonald Ward
Filner Miller (CA) Waters
Flake Minge Watt (NC)
Frank (MA) Olver Williams
Furse Owens Yates
Gibbons Rahall
NOT VOTING—20
Chabot Hayes Mollohan
Conyers Houghton Murtha
de la Garza Jefferson Paxon
Fields (LA) Kennelly Peterson (FL)
Foglietta Lincoln Quinn
Ford McDade Wise
Gutknecht Molinari
0O 1519

Mr. McDERMOTT and Mr. HAST-
INGS of Florida changed their vote
from *“‘aye’” to ‘‘no.”

Mr. SHAYS and Mr. BERMAN
changed their vote from “‘no’’ to “‘aye.”

So the amendment, as amended, was
agreed to.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

VACATING PASSAGE OF GEKAS AMENDMENT NO.
3 AND AMENDMENT NO. 3, AS MODIFIED, OF-
FERED BY MR. GEKAS
Mr. GEKAS. Mr. Chairman, | ask

unanimous consent that the committee

proceedings of yesterday, wherein my
amendment No. 3 was adopted, be va-
cated and a new amendment also titled

No. 3 be inserted in its place in lieu of

the amendment yesterday. We had the

wrong language submitted.

Mr. Chairman, | checked with the
gentleman from California [Mr. BROWN]
and he indicated that he has no objec-
tion.

Mr. CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will re-
port the modified amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment No. 3, as modified, offered by
Mr. GEKAS. Page 87, after line 21, insert the
following new subsection:

(h) BI-AGENCY WORKING GROUP.—The Na-
tional Weather Service is encouraged to fol-
low through on the recommendation con-
tained in the document entitled ‘““Secretary’s
Report to Congress on Adequacy of NEXRAD
Coverage and Degradation of Weather Serv-
ices Under National Weather Service Mod-
ernization for 32 Areas of Concern”, dated
October 12, 1995, to initiate a dialogue with
the Federal Aviation Administration to form
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a bi-agency working group to further assess
the potential for National Weather Service
operational use of Federal Aviation Adminis-
tration weather radar data, and to define en-
gineering considerations that would be in-
volved in implementing a data sharing link
between the Federal Aviation Administra-
tion and the National Weather Service.

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

Mr. Chairman, 1 include for the
RECORD communications and related
articles on the subject of my amend-
ment.

CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES,

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
Washington, DC, February 23, 1995.

ELBERT W. FRIDAY, Jr.,

Assistant Administrator, National Weather
Service, U.S. Department of Commerce, Sil-
ver Spring, MD.

DEAR MR. FRIDAY: Throughout the imple-
mentation process of the Next Generation
Weather Radar (NEXRAD) system by the Na-
tional Weather Service (NWS), serious con-
cerns were raised regarding deficient cov-
erage of the Harrisburg metropolitan area.
Unfortunately, my concerns were repeatedly
rebuffed by the NWS with claims that Har-
risburg weather coverage was appropriate.
Now that the NEXRAD system has been fully
implemented it is clear that my earlier cau-
tions and predictions have become reality.

While the NEXRAD radar beam projects a
further distance than traditional radar, due
to the earth’s curvature coverage originating
from 120 miles north of Harrisburg in State
College creates a gap from the earth’s sur-
face to a level 16,000 feet above Harrisburg,
completely missing the city. Physical limi-
tations of the NEXRAD radar beam have left
open an unmonitored area which is densely
populated and prone to flooding.

At the time this concern was raised, | was
told by the NWS that coverage would be ade-
quate. | content that coverage of the area is
not sufficient. A NWS employee submitted to
me the enclosed sampling of documented
cases illustrating severe weather conditions
which went undetected by the NEXRAD sys-
tem.

Unfortunately, while some areas of the
country may enjoy improved radar services,
Central Pennsylvania has been diminished
service due to the lack of attention to this
flaw in the NEXRAD coverage. | believe the
most significant responsibility entrusted to
the NWS is to ensure the public’s safety. |
urge you once again to reconsider this situa-
tion which the NWS has created and confirm
that your job of ensuring public safety has
been satisfied.

Thank you for your consideration; | look
forward to your response.

Very truly yours,
GEORGE W. GEKAS,
Member of Congress.

CASE 1—APRIL 30, 1994

Attachment 1: Summary of Severe Weath-
er Reports. The station log sheets from NWS
Harrisburg were not available for this event.
However widespread severe weather occurred
over central Pennsylvania during the
evening of April 30. As noted on Attachment
1, damage from a severe thunderstorm was
reported in uptown Harrisburg at 10:46 pm.
This damage was later determined by the
National Weather Service to be caused by a
tornado. Although forecasters in the State
College office had called the Harrisburg of-
fice about severe weather appearing on their
NEXRAD in other areas of the state prior to
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that time, they made no mention of severe
weather in the Harrisburg area at the time
of the tornado. The Harrisburg Weather
Service office issued a severe thunderstorm
warning for this storm based on the radar at
Harrisburg.

Substantial damage occurred in uptown
Harrisburg and near the State Hospital that
evening.

CASE 2—JuLY 20, 1994

Attachment 2: Note from person on duty at
Harrisburg describing a severe thunderstorm
event in Huntingdon County. (The NEXRAD
radar site is in Centre County; Huntingdon
County is adjacent to Centre County). Har-
risburg radar showed this storm to be severe,
and the person on duty at Harrisburg issued
a severe thunderstorm warning based on the
Harrisburg radar (after being advised by
State College personnel that their NEXRAD
did not indicate any severe weather in Hun-
tingdon County.)

Attachment 3: The severe thunderstorm
warning issued by Harrisburg.

Attachment 4: Station log documenting
the report of damage from the storm. The re-
port was received by NWS Harrisburg from
Emergency Management officials in Hun-
tingdon County. EMA officials indicated 20
to 30 trees down and damage to homes.

Comments: The NEXRAD radar has the
ability to archive paper copies of its radar
display. | requested archive copies of the
radar display for the time of the storm in
Huntington County. Apparently the
NEXRAD did not show anything alarming in
Huntingdon County at that time, because
State College personnel did not start to ar-
chive until 7:40 pm that day, the damage oc-
curred at 6:50 pm.

The damage in Huntingdon County oc-
curred less than 40 miles from State College.
Harrisburg, York and Lancaster are more
than twice that distance from State College.
BULLETIN—IMMEDIATE BROADCAST RE-

QUESTED, SEVERE THUNDERSTORM WARNING,

NATIONAL WEATHER SERVICE, HARRISBURG

PA, 6:31 p.M. EDT WED, JULY 20, 1994

The National Weather Service in Harris-
burg has issued a severe thunderstorm warn-
ing effective until 7:15 p.m. EDT for people in
the following location:

In south central Pennsylvania: Huntingdon
County.

At 6:30 p.m. Harrisburg radar showed a se-
vere thunderstorm between the town of Hun-
tingdon and the Mifflin County line. This
storm was moving toward the northeast at 10
miles an hour.

This is a dangerous storm. If you are in its
path you should prepare for damaging wind
in excess of 55 mph, large hail, and deadly
lightning. People outside should move to a
shelter, preferably inside a strong building
but stay away from windows.

EMERGENCY ACTION LOG

Date/Time, July, 20, 1994 Information Re-
ceived, city/town/time of event, source/event.
Action Taken, calls made, warnings, etc. Ini-
tials, DM.

6:05 p.m.—Bob Fenner called—quarter-size
hail in State College, Warning issued 6:05
PM—DM.

6:10 p.m.—CTP called—dime-size hail at
the office in State College—DM.

9:15 p.m.—Rich Moore (Huntingdon Coun-
ty) called—20 to 30 large trees blown down;
trees blown onto houses causing an esti-
mated $2,000 damage; ¥2 mile by ¥ mile patch
of wind damage in Mill Creek at 6:50 p.m.;
(DVIP 5 to 270 top 55,000 ft shown on WSR-74c
radar just before warning issuance) (I also
called CTP about the storm just before warn-
ing issuance. According to this the storm
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was not showing severe characteristics)—
DM.

CASE 3—AUGUST 4, 1994

Attachment 5: Entry from Harrisburg’s
station log book. At 5:28 pm, the weather ob-
server at the Middletown International Air-
port issued a weather observation reporting
a wind gust of 50 knots (58 mph). A wind gust
of 50 knots warrants a severe thunderstorm
warning according to the severe weather cri-
teria used by the National Weather Service.
The person on duty at Harrisburg sent State
College a message through the NWS com-
puter system pointing out the observation.
The weather office in Mt. Holly, New Jersey
sent a similar message to State College at
approximately the same time.

At 5:55 pm, the person on duty at State
College called the Harrisburg office to ask if
the Harrisburg radar showed any severe
weather in the vicinity of the airport (be-
cause their radar showed no strong storms in
that area). By that time (25 minutes after
the report), the Harrisburg radar showed the
storm was well below severe warning cri-
teria.

No warning was ever issued by the State
College office for this event.

EMERGENCY LOG Book

July 29, 1994, 3 p.m.—Pit’s 88D is down and
57 is up until sometime Saturday (7/30/94).
They will be taking radar observations until
then—GC.

July 29, 1994, 11 p.m.—Left HAR radar on
overnight per request by Art Krause (PHL)—
GC

August 4, 1994—At 5:30 p.m. the observer
(MDR) issued an observation reporting a
windgust to 50 kts. I sent them a message
pointing that out. At 5:55 p.m., State College
called and ask if the Harrisburg radar
showed a strong cell in that area. By that
time (30 minutes after the report) the cell
was down to 25,000; VIP 5 to 8,000. No warning
was issued by State College.—GC.

August 4, 1994, 10:35 p.m.—Left the radar on
overnight per request by PHL (Tony Gigi).

August 12, 1994, 10:35 p.m.—Art K. wanted
radar left on—DPM.

August 13, 1994—Radar left on—DPM.

[From the Harrisburg (PA) Patriot-News,

May 14, 1996]

IT’s OFFICIAL: IT WAS A TORNADO
(By Mike Feeley)

National Weather Service investigators
confirmed yesterday that a small tornado
touched down Saturday at a truck-parts
manufacturing shop along Cameron Street in
Harrisburg and danced along the treetops for
a half-mile before dissipating.

Relying mostly on witness accounts and
damage to the Dayton Parts plant, weather
service officials said the tornado—which
never showed up on radar—lasted less than a
minute.

But in that time, it reduced part of the
Dayton plant at Cameron and Herr streets to
rubble, ruptured a gas line, toppled trees and
forced the evacuation of a city housing
project.

The tornado was coupled with a thunder-
storm that dumped an inch of rain on the
area in less than 30 minutes.

Either the tornado or severe winds blew
over a 16-ton caboose on the Conrail yards in
Harrisburg, said Mayor Stephen R. Reed. In
all, the storm caused $5 million worth of
damage in the city.

About 150 people in the Harrisburg and
Camp Hill areas still were without phone
service this morning, said Shirley Risoldi,
spokeswoman for Bell Atlantic. Risoldi said
service should be restored to all homes by
the end of the day.



May 30, 1996

Saturday’s twister followed a path roughly
200 yards from that of a tornado that hit in
1994, Reed said. These types of tornadoes are
not uncommon for the region, investigators
said.

Radar maps used by the weather service to
declare weather warnings showed no signs of
tornadoes in Dauphin County, said Bruce W.
Budd, NWS meteorologist-in-charge in State
College.

Dauphin County was under only a severe
thunderstorm warning when the tornado hit.
The radar maps showed the potential for a
twister in Schuylkill County, however, and
that county was under a tornado warning.

“The indicators show a strong outflow of
wind [in Harrisburg],” said Budd, as he re-
viewed radar maps of the area. ‘“What we
don’t have is any indication of a tornado.
But this type of light tornado is not easily
detected. Any severe thunderstorm can
produce a brief tornado.”’

Budd and meteorologist Richard W.
Winther came to Harrisburg yesterday to in-
vestigate the report of a tornado. Most of the
damage indicated a ‘‘straight-line”” storm—
similar to that of a severe thunderstorm.

But witnesses—including a motorcyclist
who was knocked off his bike by a piece of
debris—told the investigators they saw a
funnel cloud touch down at the Dayton
plant. And wreckage at the plant was strewn
in such a way as to indicate a tornado had
struck, Budd said.

There’s evidence the tornado spent much
of its short life moving along 20 or 30 feet off
the ground, doing damage to larger trees in
its path but leaving the smaller trees rel-
atively undamaged.

The tornado will be classified as an ““F-1,”
or light tornado, capable of winds of between
73 and 112 mph. Saturday’s winds were in ex-
cess of 100 mph, Winther said.

‘It’s amazing that there were about 30 kids
around an ice-cream truck and with trees on
both sides of the truck damaged, no one was
hurt,” he said.

RECENT TORNADOES IN THE MIDSTATE

May 1996: A small tornado cuts through
Cameron Street in Harrisburg, reduces part
of a truck-parts manufacturing shop to rub-
ble, ruptures a gas line and forces the evacu-
ation of a housing project.

May 1995: A weak tornado touched down in
Millersville, Lancaster County, destroying a
barn, toppling trees and other structures.

July 1994: A tornado hits the Delwood
Manor housing development in northern
York County, tossing sheds and blowing off
pieces of roofs.

April 1994: In uptown Harrisburg, a tornado
rips parts of roofs off four row homes and
shatters school windows.

August 1992: Winds of 80 to 90 mph swoop
into Locust Grove Trailer Park on Route 22
in Lebanon County, displacing a mobile
home and uprooting trees.

LOWER PAXTON TOWNSHIP,
Harrisburg, PA, May 11, 1996.
Hon. GEORGE GEKAS,
Member of Congress, Rayburn HOB, Washing-
ton, DC.

DEAR CONGRESSMAN GEKAS: As | write this,
the thunder is still rumbling in the distance
from a severe storm that has just slammed
Dauphin and Cumberland counties with no
warning from the National Weather Service.

As a former weathercaster in the nation’s
tornado alley and through my own interest
in meteorology, | can see no excuse for the
lack of warning before this storm struck.
There was not even a severe thunderstorm
watch. All this despite the fact that an hour
before the storm hit, radar was showing a
line of intensifying storms west of Harris-
burg.
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Storm warnings had been posted for Juni-
ata and Franklin counties, then there was
nothing until the storms had already passed
through Dauphin County and were entering
Lebanon County. At that time a warning was
issued for Lebanon and Lancaster counties.

My police and fire radio is alive with com-
munications regarding severe damage to pri-
vate homes, apartment buildings, even a
school . . . several of the incidents involving
possible injury or entrapment.

It appears Lower Paxton Township has es-
caped the brunt of the storm. The city of
Harrisburg seems to have experienced seri-
ous damage.

This is another glaring example that the
realignment of the National Weather Serv-
ice, especially in closing its Harrisburg of-
fice, is not providing adequate coverage of
this meteorologically dynamic area. As com-
petent and well-equipped as the meteorolo-
gists at the Weather Service Office in State
College might be, standing barefoot on my
front steps in Lower Paxton Township |
could tell there was a severe storm immi-
nent.

How many more times must the safety of
the residents of my township and all other
communities in this region be compromised
before something is done to end this threat
to public safety?

I urge you to employ whatever avenues
available to rectify this situation. If | may
be of any assistance, | would welcome con-
tact from your office.

Respectfully,
JAY PURDY,
Supervisor, Lower Paxton Township.

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

There was no objection

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

There was no objection

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment, as modified, offered by
the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr.
GEKAS].

The amendment, as modified, was
agreed to.

The CHAIRMAN. Are there other
amendments to title 11?

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. SCOTT

Mr. SCOTT. 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. ScoTT: Page 27,
line 14, strike *$823,400,000"" and insert in lieu
thereof ““$857,800,000"".

Page 27, line 19, strike $152,800,000"” and in-
sert in lieu thereof *“$187,200,000"".

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. Chairman, | am of-
fering an amendment to restore fund-
ing for NASA’s Advanced Subsonic
Aeronautic Research Program to the
level contained in the President’s budg-
et. H.R. 3322 cuts the advanced sub-
sonic program by 34.4 million, money
that is vitally important to maintain-
ing NASA’s longstanding leadership in
subsonic research.

For those not familiar with subsonic
research, let me briefly outline the
kinds of activities being affected. Ac-
tivities such as research and develop-
ment to address aging aircraft, safety
concerns, and aging aircraft are the
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kinds of aircraft popular with the
newer economy airlines and the aging
airframes used by the United States
military.

Subsonic research in jeopardy also
includes cooperative activities with
the FAA to improve safety and effi-
ciency in the Nation’s air traffic man-
agement system so we do not lose con-
trol of the increasing volume of com-
mercial and military air traffic.

Also in jeopardy is R&D on advanced
technologies that could result in quiet-
er, more fuel efficient aircraft and an
understanding of how aircraft oper-
ations affect the environment.

Mr. Chairman, | acknowledge and
support the need to cut Government
spending where appropriate in order to
meet our budget responsibilities. How-
ever, a cut in NASA’s aeronautic au-
thorization program is extremely coun-
terproductive to our shared goals of in-
creasingly stronger economy and a
stronger America.

Mr. Chairman, the American aero-
nautics industry has an annual sales of
over $60 billion and is responsible for
this country’s greatest positive balance
of trade.

Without the research and support of
NASA, the U.S. aeronautics industry
would not be competitive in the global
marketplace. This was in fact the pur-
pose for which Congress created NASA
in the first place. It is important to re-
member that in 1917 Congress created
NASA’s predecessor for the express
purpose of regaining America’s com-
petitiveness in aviation at a time when
dominance in this area had been lost to
the Europeans.

Now at a time when the Europeans
are in high gear, supporting the re-
search and development of the Airbus,
we are poised to shoot ourselves in the
foot again by cutting the very pro-
grams that kept the United States aer-
onautics program competitive. This
amendment will enable these subsonic
programs to continue at a reasonable
level.

Mr. Chairman, recently | had the
chance to see firsthand how this pro-
gram works and the results of this pro-
gram because | had the opportunity to
participate in celebrations commemo-
rating the production of the new Boe-
ing 777, and also another program com-
memorating the McDonnell Douglas C-
17. Both programs use the wing design
and composite materials developed
more than a decade ago by NASA.
These aircraft, one commercial, one
military, are now on the cutting edge
of aircraft technology and greatly ad-
vance the competitive position of the
United States in the world market-
place. Without the research under the
advanced subsonic program, we are in
jeopardy of losing our competitive edge
5, 10, and 15 years from now.

Mr. Chairman, we should not contrib-
ute to any effort which might lead to
the loss of U.S. preeminence in aero-
nautics. | urge Members on both sides
of the aisle to support this amendment
and therefore support this country’s
economy.
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Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Chair-
man, | rise in opposition to the amend-
ment.

Mr. Chairman, in fiscal year 1994,
this program was funded at $106 mil-
lion. The bill before us has a funding
level for this program at $152.8 million
for fiscal year 1997. Now, that is an in-
crease of about 45 percent over a 3-fis-
cal-year period.

| believe that that increase is gener-
ous enough in light of the extreme fis-
cal situation that we are facing and the
bipartisan drive to try to balance the
budget.

Also, the amendment that has been
offered by the gentleman from Vir-
ginia, while well-intentioned, is an
add-on without corresponding offsets.
We went through that entire issue in
the last amendment, and the House
voted very strongly in favor of, where
we do have add-on, to have a cor-
responding offset so that the bill will
maintain its fiscal neutrality.

This amendment does not maintain
fiscal neutrality. It ends up increasing
the authorization by $34 million-plus,
and that means $34 million-plus of defi-
cit spending should the Committee on
Appropriations match the authoriza-
tion level.

In summation, | do not think that we
need this additional money. | think
that it is important that there be on
offset, not an add-on. | believe that
this program has been given generous
increases over the last 3 fiscal years
under both Democratic and Repub-
lican-controlled Congresses and the
amount that is in the bill unamended
is enough.

Mr. BROWN of California. Mr. Chair-
man, | move to strike the last word.

Mr. Chairman, | intend to support
this amendment. | think it is a vitally
necessary amendment. Of course, my
critiera is whether or not it was in my
substitute, and it was in my substitute;
or it must be a very good amendment.

I am not quite sure how to deal with
the arguments on the other side. Of
course, part of the argument is maybe
that this is corporate welfare and we
do not fund corporate welfare. If it ben-
efits corporations, we do not do it. So
they want to keep the program consid-
erably below the level that is being rec-
ommended by the administration.
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Well, maybe it is just that they do
not want to do anything the adminis-
tration wants, no matter how good it
is. Of course, they are raising again the
subject of the budget; it does not have
any offsets in it. Now, that was the
same argument that we heard on the
previous amendment and on various
other amendments.

It is quite obvious that on the major-
ity side, they have a great deal of wis-
dom, shared by almost every one of
them, as evidenced by the fact that
they all, in that wisdom, decided to
vote against the prior amendment. So,
I do not want the belabor these things
too much.
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It is my contention, of course, that
this is one of the crucial programs in
NASA'’s portfolio. It is doing something
that specifically helps a major U.S. in-
dustry, which is faced with intense
competition from around the world,
specifically from Europe and the Air-
bus consortium. If we cannot do some-
thing to provide an adequate level of
support for U.S. industry engaged in
this competition, we are going to lose
to the Europeans where the Airbus is a
government-funded consortium.

We can argue that we want to be
pristine in this. If there is a healthy
aircraft industry, they ought to be tak-
ing up the whole cost for this. That has
not been the case for the last 75 years.
They know it, and part of their revolu-
tion is to change things that have been
going on for the last 75 years, even
though it was this program of working
cooperatively with the industry that
made us the preeminent supplier of air-
craft to the world, preeminent because
we were the best.

Mr. Chairman, now we have decided
that we no longer need to continue
that path for subsonic aircraft re-
search. Now, | do not see a similar atti-
tude toward the hypersonic aircraft re-
search. It appears that this is not quite
as much corporate welfare, although it
is the same basic type of research.
Maybe the reason is that we know that
there will not be a commercial market
for hypersonic planes. Even though
this is applied research, the
hypersonic, on behalf of American cor-
porations, and this normally is the cri-
teria for corporate welfare, in this case
we will not call it corporate welfare for
some reason or another.

I have not quite figured that out, but
the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr.
WALKER] will have a good explanation
which he will give you shortly, | am
sure.

Now, it is my view, and | take delight
in pointing this out, that the position
taken by the majority in these situa-
tions is full of contradictions. They, for
example, have language in their report
which provides certain direction to
NASA with regard to applied research.
It says the committee encourages
NASA to review funding levels for
polymer matrix composite programs to
achieve a balance between composite
and metallic technologies. Aluminum
has been the material of choice for all
significant commercial aircraft struc-
tures and continues to offer opportuni-
ties for cost-effective improvements in
aircraft structural performance.

Now, this sounds to me an awful lot
like a recommendation to pursue a par-
ticular line of advanced subsonic re-
search because it has a more direct ap-
plication to existing commercial air-
craft design. Is that a good idea? Pos-
sibly. Or is this an example of cor-
porate welfare, telling the government
how to spend its money in support of
certain technologies which are already
well developed and have a large base in
industry?

Apparently, if they like the program,
it is not corporate welfare. If they do
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not, it is corporate welfare. | urge sup-
port for the Scott amendment.

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr.
Chairman, I move to strike the last
word.

Mr. Chairman, | rise to support the
amendment of the gentleman from Vir-
ginia. | think that clearly again | em-
phasize the creation of work for the
21st century, and | think we are doing
a disservice by eliminating those dol-
lars for that direction. So | rise to sup-
port the Scott amendment.

I would also like to add a comment
regarding the amendment that | would
offered, Mission to Planet Earth, and
would ask if | could enter into a
colloguy with the gentleman from Cali-
fornia [Mr. BROWN].

As the gentleman knows, | had con-
sidered offering this amendment and
had raised this with the committee on
NASA’s Mission to Planet Earth Pro-
gram. But instead | would like to take
the time to ask a few questions about
the National Research Council’s review
of the Earth Observing System and
how the Brown recommendation is
compared to the actions taken in this
bill. It is true that last year the chair-
man of the Committee on Science
asked the well-respected National Re-
search Council to undertake a review
of NASA’s Mission to Planet Earth
Program and the Earth Observing Sys-
tem? In fact, | believe we discussed
that in committee.

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

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. | yield
to the gentleman from California.

Mr. BROWN of California. Mr. Chair-
man, the gentlewoman is absolutely
correct in her statement.

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. If the
gentleman will continue to yield, is it
also true that the National Research
Council panel validated the scientific
goals of Mission to Planet Earth and
recommended, and | quote: NASA
should implement most of the near-
term components of Mission to Planet
Earth/Earth Observing System, includ-
ing Landsat 7, AM-1, PM-1 and the
Tropical Rainfall Measuring Mission
without delay in reduction in overall
observing capability, and the Chem-
istry-1 mission should not be delayed?

Mr. BROWN of California. Mr. Chair-
man, if the gentlewoman would con-
tinue to yield, she is absolutely correct
in the citation that she has made. In
addition, the National Research Coun-
cil went on to conclude, and | quote:
Based on a series of reviews, a series of
reviews, the program has evolved from
its original plans to a reshaped pro-
gram that is more responsive to the
science, more resilient, more open to
the introduction of new technologies.
There has been a shift from a fixed se-
ries of large vehicle missions to a
mixed fleet exploiting small- to me-
dium-class spacecraft. However, any
further structural changes to the near-
term EOS missions would cause severe
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program dislocations. Further budg-
etary reductions or imposed con-
straints on technical options would re-
quire the elimination of key sensors,
slips in schedule, loss of data continu-
ity and the elimination of all advanced
technology development that could en-
hance future research and lower cost,
end of quotation.

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr.
Chairman, reclaiming my time, | would
take from that statement that that
was nothing but a clear and strong
message from the National Research
Council, I might add, an independent
council, that assessed the Mission to
Planet Earth and the Mission to Planet
Earth directives in H.R. 3322 consistent
with the recommendations of that Na-
tional Research Council’s independent
review, a review that was in fact, as we
understand it, requested by the chair-
man of the Committee on Science?

Mr. BROWN of California. If the gen-
tlewoman will continue to yield, the
gentlewoman is correct. That review
was requested by the chairman of the
Committee on Science. The legislation
before us would actually cancel the
PM-1 and Chemistry-1 spacecraft, cut
the funding available for the Mission to
Planet Earth Program by 27 percent
and would fundamentally unravel the
integrated scientific program that has
been put in place.

The actions taken in H.R. 3322 fly in
the face of the conclusions and rec-
ommendations of the National Re-
search Council’s review. | might point
out that the chairman of the commit-
tee, when he asked for advice from the
scientific body, has a tendency to ig-
nore it unless it conforms with his own
preestablished conclusions. | noted
that the gentleman referred favorably
to the AAAS report when he thought it
substantiated his conclusions. Nor-
mally he does not agree with the report
that they make each year with regard
to R&D funding and the budget.

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Re-
claiming my time, it is interesting as
we discuss this, and that is why | think
the amendment would have been appro-
priate, but | wonder if the gentleman
shares the view of at least one of our
Republican colleagues that indicated
that money spend on global change re-
search is money down a rat hole.

Mr. BROWN of California. Mr. Chair-
man, is this the same Member who says
it is liberal claptrap also?

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr.
Chairman, sounds familiar. Very much
so.

Mr. BROWN of California. I do not
share that view. In my opinion, such
research is imperative if we are to
truly understand the planet on which
we live including the complex inter-
actions that determine our climate and
develop the policy options that offer
the most benefit to all our citizens.

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Re-
claiming my time, | thank the gen-
tleman from California [Mr. BROWN],
and | would certainly agree with him. |
hope that we will be able to pursue this

through conference and be able to en-
sure that what we do have is the rea-
soned response to the National Re-
search Council’s review and be able to
comply with that most timely study. |
thank the gentleman and | yield back
my time.

Mr. HOKE. Mr. Chairman, | rise in strong
support of the Scott amendment to restore
$34.4 million in funds to NASA's Advanced
Subsonic Program. This increase would bring
funding back to the requested level and rein-
vest vitally needed resources in maintaining
NASA's longstanding global leadership in aer-
onautics research.

While advanced subsonic technology may
seem like science fiction to some, this re-
search does in fact help address safety, fuel
efficiency, and environmental impact concerns
for today’'s and the next generation of com-
mercial aircraft. For anyone who has ever ex-
pressed concern about the aging aircraft used
by some domestic airlines and the U.S. mili-
tary, subsonic research is not just a smart in-
vestment, it is peace of mind.

And, although | fully recognize the need to
cut the budget deficit, aeronautics research
and technology spending has a tremendous
net beneficial impact on our national economy
and international balance of trade. The aero-
nautics industry has annual sales of over $60
billion and produces a positive balance of
trade of $25 billion. In Ohio alone, the aero-
space industry is responsible for approxi-
mately 300,000 jobs and injects some $13.5
billion into the State’s economy.

While a $34 million cut from the request
level may not seem like a lot of money, it is
about 20 percent of the program’s funds. | be-
lieve such a deep cut in this important pro-
gram is unwarranted and exacerbates the
overall funding cuts suffered by the Agency
since 1993.

Our trading partners throughout the world
are increasing their investments in research
and technology and are consequently snatch-
ing markets away from our domestic compa-
nies. Faced with intense competition in a
growing global aerospace market, we should
do all we can to promote our aerospace indus-
try and maintain NASA’s preeminence in aero-
nautics.

| urge Members to support this important
amendment.

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

The question was taken; and the
Chairman announced that the noes ap-
peared to have it.

RECORDED VOTE

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. Chairman, | demand
a recorded vote.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 157, noes 250,
not voting 27, as follows:

[Roll No. 204]
AYES—157

Abercrombie Blumenauer Cardin
Baldacci Bonior Clay
Barcia Borski Clayton
Bateman Boucher Clement
Becerra Brewster Coleman
Beilenson Browder Collins (IL)
Bentsen Brown (CA) Collins (MI)
Berman Brown (FL) Conyers
Bevill Brown (OH) Coyne
Bishop Bryant (TX) Cramer
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Cummings
Deal
DeFazio
DeLauro
Dellums
Deutsch
Dicks
Dingell
Dixon
Doggett
Dooley
Durbin
Edwards
Engel
Eshoo
Evans
Farr
Fattah
Fazio
Filner
Flake
Frank (MA)
Frost
Furse
Gejdenson
Gephardt
Gonzalez
Green (TX)
Hall (TX)
Harman
Hastings (FL)
Hefner
Hilliard
Hinchey
Hoke
Horn
Hoyer
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee
(TX)
Johnson (SD)
Johnson, E. B.
Johnston

Allard
Andrews
Archer
Armey
Bachus
Baesler
Baker (CA)
Baker (LA)
Ballenger
Barr
Barrett (NE)
Barrett (WI)
Bartlett
Barton
Bass
Bereuter
Bilbray
Bilirakis
Bliley
Blute
Boehlert
Boehner
Bonilla
Bono
Brownback
Bryant (TN)
Bunn
Bunning
Burr
Burton
Buyer
Callahan
Calvert
Camp
Campbell
Canady
Castle
Chambliss
Chenoweth
Christensen
Chrysler
Clinger
Coble
Coburn
Collins (GA)
Combest
Condit
Cooley
Costello
Cox

Crane
Crapo
Cremeans
Cubin

Kennedy (MA)
Klink
LaFalce
Lantos
LaTourette
Levin
Lewis (GA)
Lofgren
Lowey
Maloney
Manton
Markey
Martinez
Matsui
McCarthy
McDermott
McHale
McKinney
McNulty
Meek
Menendez
Millender-
McDonald
Miller (CA)
Mink
Moakley
Moran
Nadler
Neal
Oberstar
Obey
Olver
Ortiz
Owens
Pallone
Pastor
Payne (NJ)
Payne (VA)
Pelosi
Petri
Pickett
Rahall
Rangel

NOES—250

Cunningham
Danner
Davis
DelLay
Diaz-Balart
Dickey
Doolittle
Dornan
Doyle
Dreier
Duncan
Dunn
Ehlers
Ehrlich
Emerson
English
Ensign
Everett
Ewing
Fawell
Fields (TX)
Flanagan
Foley
Forbes
Fowler

Fox

Franks (CT)
Franks (NJ)
Frelinghuysen
Frisa
Funderburk
Gallegly
Ganske
Gekas
Geren
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gilman
Goodlatte
Goodling
Gordon
Goss
Graham
Greene (UT)
Greenwood
Gunderson
Hall (OH)
Hamilton
Hancock
Hansen
Hastert
Hastings (WA)
Hayworth
Hefley
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Regula
Richardson
Rivers
Roemer
Rose

Rush
Sabo
Sawyer
Schroeder
Schumer
Scott
Serrano
Sisisky
Skaggs
Skelton
Slaughter
Spratt
Stark
Stenholm
Stockman
Stokes
Studds
Stupak
Tanner
Taylor (MS)
Tejeda
Thompson
Thornton
Thurman
Torres
Torricelli
Towns
Traficant
Velazquez
Visclosky
Volkmer
Ward
Waters
Watt (NC)
Waxman
Wilson
Woolsey
Yates

Heineman
Herger
Hilleary
Hobson
Hoekstra
Holden
Hostettler
Hunter
Hutchinson
Hyde
Inglis
Istook
Jacobs
Johnson (CT)
Johnson, Sam
Jones
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kasich
Kelly
Kennedy (RI)
Kildee
Kim

King
Kingston
Kleczka
Klug
Knollenberg
Kolbe
LaHood
Largent
Latham
Laughlin
Lazio
Leach
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (KY)
Lightfoot
Linder
Lipinski
Livingston
LoBiondo
Longley
Lucas
Luther
Manzullo
Martini
Mascara
McCollum
McCrery
McHugh
Mclnnis
Mclintosh
McKeon
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Meehan Reed Stearns
Metcalf Riggs Stump
Meyers Roberts Talent
Mica Rogers Tate
Miller (FL) Rohrabacher Tauzin
Minge Ros-Lehtinen Taylor (NC)
Montgomery Roth Thomas
Moorhead Roybal-Allard Thornberry
Morella Royce Tiahrt
Myers Salmon Torkildsen
Myrick Sanders Upton
Nethercutt Sanford Vento
Neumann Saxton Vucanovich
Ney Scarborough Walker
Norwood Schaefer Walsh
Nussle Schiff Wamp
Orton Seastrand Watts (OK)
Oxley Sensenbrenner Weldon (FL)
Packard Shadegg Weldon (PA)
Parker Shaw Weller
Peterson (MN) Shays White
Pombo Shuster Whitfield
Pomeroy Skeen Wicker
Porter Smith (MI) Williams
Portman Smith (NJ) Wolf
Poshard Smith (TX) Young (FL)
Pryce Smith (WA) Zeliff
Quillen Solomon Zimmer
Radanovich Souder
Ramstad Spence
NOT VOTING—27
Ackerman Gutierrez Mollohan
Chabot Gutknecht Murtha
Chapman Hayes Paxon
Clyburn Houghton Peterson (FL)
de la Garza Jefferson Quinn
Fields (LA) Kennelly Roukema
Foglietta Lincoln Wise
Ford McDade Wynn
Gibbons Molinari Young (AK)
0O 1601
Mr. BEREUTER changed his vote

from *“‘aye’” to ‘‘no.”

Mr. SCHUMER and Mr. BEILENSON
changed their vote from ‘‘no’’ to ‘“‘aye.”

So the amendment was rejected.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

The CHAIRMAN. Are there further
amendments to title 11?

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. ROEMER

Mr. ROEMER. 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. ROEMER

Page 24, line 20, insert ‘“‘and” after ‘““‘Ad-
ministration;”’.

Page 24, lines 21 through 24, strike para-
graph (2).

Page 25, line 1, redesignate paragraph (3) as
paragraph (2).

Page 25, lines 13 and 15, and page 26, lines
4 and 6, redesignate paragraphs (2) through
(5) as paragraphs (1) through (4), respec-
tively.

Page 26, line 14, strike ‘‘$498,500,000”" and
insert in lieu thereof *‘$230,700,000"".

Page 27, line 4, strike ““$711,000,000" and in-
sert in lieu thereof *‘$679,400,000"".

Page 38, line 14, through page 43, line 6,
strike subtitle C.

Page 43, line 7, redesignate subtitle D as
subtitle C.

Amend the table of contents accordingly.

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Chair-
man, | ask unanimous consent that de-
bate on this amendment and all amend-
ments thereto be limited to 1 hour,
with the time equally divided between
the gentleman from Indiana [Mr. ROE-
MER] and myself.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Wisconsin?
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There was no objection.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Indiana [Mr. ROEMER] will be rec-
ognized for 30 minutes, and the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin [Mr. SENSEN-
BRENNER] will be recognized for 30 min-
utes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Indiana [Mr. ROEMER].

Mr. ROEMER. Mr. Chairman, | yield
myself 6 minutes.

Mr. Chairman, | guess | ask for the
patience of this body, since we seem to
go through this argument on eliminat-
ing the space station a couple of times
a year. Certainly people on both sides
could dust off their talk from 1992 or
1994 and virtually give almost the iden-
tical talk for cutting the space station
or for supporting it.

I am not going to give the previous
speech, because it seems that we on the
opposing side of the space station con-
tinue to get more and more arguments
in favor of cutting the space station,
especially from the scientific commu-
nity. So let me give some background
as to why this is not good science. This
is not in the interests of the scientific
community or in the interests of tax-
payers in America today.

Mr. Chairman, Scientific American,
which is one of the most distinguished
periodicals written in the United
States today, the June issue, has a
very interesting article on the space
station this month. Let me quote from
it: “‘Scientific panels, such as the Na-
tional Research Council’s Space Stud-
ies Board, have warned that, although
some interesting research will be pos-
sible on the station, the expected re-
turns cannot, cannot justify the facili-
ty’s overall cost.”

Another quote from this ‘“‘Science in
the Sky” article in the Scientific
American, dated June 1996: ‘““To date,
no large companies are planning major
research or manufacturing efforts on
the Space Station.”

We hear from a host of proponents of
the space station that this is going to
solve everything from cancer to AIDS,
to making, manufacturing, and testing
new crystals. This is absolutely not
what Scientific American says. They
go on to look at what is good in the
space station and what, out of the
eight original missions that the space
station had, what are we going to do
now, in 1996, from when it was first de-
signed in 1984.

With regard to high-technology prod-
ucts, it says in Scientific American:
“No larger companies are currently in-
terested in manufacturing in space.”
Astronomy, remote sensing for dif-
ferent platforms put on the space sta-
tion, those are certainly gone now
since 1984, but there is no research cur-
rently planned from inside or outside
or anywhere on the space station.

On biotechnology, it says that
“NASA and its partners are planning
some experiments, but the commercial
interest is limited only to subsidized
research.” So these claims that there
is all this private sector interest and
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big manufacturing interests in the
space station, and they are going to
help the taxpayers pay for this, is just
not accurate, not according to the lat-
est article in Scientific American.

Members might say, as we approach
some very, very difficult circumstances
in reaching a balanced budget over the
next 5 or 6 years, that we have to make
some tough choices around this body.
Based on science and merit, the space
station is the most logical choice to
eliminate.

When President Reagan first came up
with the idea in 1984, he said the space
station would cost us $8 billion. Does
anybody in this body have any idea
about the projected cost today? It is
not $18 billion, it is not even $58 bil-
lion, it is close to $90 billion when we
add in the costs of what we have spent,
of what the space shuttle will cost us
to put these different platforms up into
the atmosphere, the cost of protecting
it, the cost of maintaining it for the 10
or 12 years it is up there in space.

Mr. Chairman, we are talking about
$90 billion. Some may argue, well,
Members of Congress, we have already
spent about $12 billion or $13 billion, we
might as well finish it. Do Members
want to justify an expense of $70 or $75
billion more of the taxpayers’ money
because we have spent $12 billion or $13
billion bad dollars? I do not think that
makes a whole heck of a lot of sense.
That does not make sense to people
who are working so hard for so long for
their tax money to pay their bills and
to try to insist on a fair cost here in
Washington, DC, when we do expend a
dollar.

Mr. Chairman, | have the utmost re-
spect for people on the other side of
this issue, including the gentleman
from Texas [Mr. HALL] and the gen-
tleman from Alabama [Mr. CRAMER],
who was elected the same year and
serves with me on the Committee on
Science, and Members on the other side
of the aisle. But we have to have the
courage in this body to make some
tough spending cuts to get to a bal-
anced budget.

If Members look at science and look
at merit, this space station just does
not pass the test of what hardworking
American families will ask in terms of
return on their tax dollar. It is not
going to return good science. It is sure-
ly not going to return any kind of good
return for these high-tech objectivity
measures that people do not even have
interest in at the manufacturing level,
according to Scientific American, and
we definitely have to make some of
these tough choices to get to a bal-
anced budget.

Citizens Against Government Waste
endorses this amendment offered by
myself and the gentleman from lowa
[Mr. GANsSke] and a host of other
groups do as well, too, that | will list
in the next few minutes. | urge the
body to support this elimination of the
space station, in the interests of
science and in the interest of balancing
the budget.
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Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr.
man, | yield myself 3 minutes.

Mr. Chairman, we are going through
one of the annual rites of spring in
Washington. The tulips bloom, the
dogwoods become very beautiful, and
the gentleman from Indiana [Mr. ROE-
MER] introduces his amendment to kill
the space station.

Let me say that | will match my
record on spending issues against that
of the gentleman from Indiana and
anybody else in this House, and | sup-
port the space station. The Citizens
Against Government Waste has given
me their Taxpayer Hero Award consist-
ently. The National Taxpayers Union
has named me the tightwad of the dec-
ade in terms of my votes on taxes and
spending, and | am proud of that, and |
support the space station.

I am not going to belabor this point
very much, but | do wish to make two
points for the committee’s consider-
ation. The first is that the United
States taxpayers have already put $12
billion into designing the space station
and building 50,000 pounds of hardware.
If the amendment of the gentleman
from Indiana is adopted, that $12 bil-
lion investment will just evaporate. We
just chalk that up to experience, and
this vote is really a vote on whether or
not to stiff the taxpayers the $12 bil-
lion that they have invested in this.

The space station is on time, it is on
budget. We have settled on a design.
We are not redesigning it. We are build-
ing the hardware now and we are look-
ing forward to the launches of the first
elements sometime next year.

The second point is that America’s
credibility is on the line, because we
are the leaders of an international con-
sortium that includes Russia, the
member nations of the Russian space
agency, Canada, and Japan. Should the
amendment of the gentleman from In-
diana be adopted, the United States
will unilaterally cancel the space sta-
tion, and the investments that have
been made by the taxpayers of all those
other countries will similarly be
waived. That is about 4 billion U.S. dol-
lars.

So if we end up stiffing our inter-
national partners and our allies, we are
going to make sure that they are not
going to want to get together with the
United States, either on scientific en-
deavors or on any other endeavor, for
fear that the Congress will change its
mind and pull the rug out from under-
neath them.

Let us stay the course. Let us vote
against the Roemer amendment. Let us
build the space station, and then let us
operate the space station and benefit
from the scientific research that goes
on.

Mr. Chairman, | reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. ROEMER. Mr. Chairman, | yield
4 minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from lowa [Mr. GANSKE], co-
author of this bipartisan amendment.

Mr. GANSKE. Mr. Chairman, | rise,
not surprisingly, since | have cospon-

Chair-
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sored this amendment, in support of
this amendment.

Mr. Chairman, this should not be an
annual rite of spring. We should elimi-
nate this funding. James van Allen, a
respected scientist at the University of
lowa, and many other scientists have
said that we will get much more bang
for our buck by funding unmanned sci-
entific explorations. The space sta-
tion’s spending is already $43 million
over budget, or, as NASA would say,
the expenses have experienced cost
growth.

Despite these higher expenditures,
NASA has fallen behind in the con-
struction schedule. According to the
GAO, we will sink $94 billion into this
orbiting erector set before it is over, if
NASA does not go any further over
budget.

Our share of the price tag is not the
only problem. The space station is sup-
posed to be international, so let me
speak to comments made by my friend
and colleague, the gentleman from
Wisconsin. The memoranda of under-
standing between NASA and the space
agencies of our partners has not been
finalized. We have no definitive agree-
ments with any of our partners, whose
contributions are necessary for the
completion of this space station.

NASA insists that Russia has made
commitments to the project. However,
none of these agreements are in writ-
ing. NASA must know something that
Russia does not know. For example,
NASA states that an American will al-
ways be in command of the space sta-
tion. The Russians, however, say that
question has not been settled.

The fact that we have no written
agreement with Russia | think is par-
ticularly problematic. Russian Presi-
dential elections will be held this June,
and it is uncertain who the successor
to Yeltsin will be.
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Should Mr. Yeltsin lose, it is likely
that Mr. Zyuganov will be the Presi-
dent of Russia. As most Members
know, he hates the West, and | would
doubt that we would see any coopera-
tion with the space station.

Another ally, Canada, will not decide
whether they will pay for completion
of the robotic arm until 1997. What if
they decide not to? | suppose NASA
will be back here in Congress asking
for another chunk of change.

While NASA'’s overall budget has
been declining and will continue to de-
cline, the space station seems to be im-
mune to scrutiny. NASA has consoli-
dated control of the entire space sta-
tion budget with the program manager,
giving him an additional $300 million
per year. These funds were previously
controlled by various research offices
responsible for scientific experiments
to be conducted on the space station.
This consolidation has made it possible
for funds allocated for research to be
used for construction of the space sta-
tion.

What good will building the space
station do if we spend all of the re-
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search money building the space sta-
tion? Mr. Chairman, I am afraid that
well-intentioned but misguided efforts
to complete this project will not give
us what we want. These concessions
cost millions of dollars. We have the
delay of completion of scientific
projects in other areas. This is a black
hole. The money goes in, nothing
comes out.

For example, our offer to launch Rus-
sia’s science power platform will upset
the station construction schedule by
causing a 5-month delay in launching
Japan’s science module and an 8-month
delay in launching the centrifuge
which some say is essential for life
sciences research. | think we just
should not throw more good money
after bad. It is time to cut our losses.
I believe that we should face reality,
we should stop the money vacuum
known as the space station now. Vote
‘‘yes’ on this amendment.

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Chair-
man, | yield 3 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Texas [Mr. HALL].

Mr. HALL of Texas. | thank the gen-
tleman for yielding me the time.

Mr. Chairman, I, of course, like all
the other Members who will speak and
who have spoken, have the highest re-
gard for the gentleman from Indiana
[Mr. RoeEMER] and those who support
him. We just differ with him. We just
think he is still wrong and probably
will be wrong in the next Congress and
in the Congress after that and the one
after that. Because he is a fine young
man, he will be reelected, and he will
be here when | am in the corner room
of the Rockwall Nursing Home, but I
will still be calling out to save the
space station for us old folks.

As | mentioned to the gentleman
from Indiana [Mr. ROEMER] at the re-
cent full committee markup of the bill,
the space station amendment, as the
gentleman has said, is one of the en-
dearing traditions here. | respect his
convictions.

Mr. Chairman, the value of research
today is already demonstrated in a lot
of ways, but in a limited way by experi-
ments that are being conducted on the
space shuttle. In previous sessions, we
have held hearings and we have held a
number of hearings where we heard
from some of the leading medical re-
searchers of our day.

Dr. Michael DeBakey walked these
halls 3 days, going in to visit with
Members to tell them of the value of
the space station and the hope that the
space station holds out; in his early
80’s, Dr. Mickey LeMaistre, head of
M.D. Anderson, who knows the attacks
that cancer makes on the citizenry,
and all of us have someone in a cancer
ward.

I think there is one word that the
space station holds out and that one
word is so important to people that are
wasting away in the cancer wards. It is
so important that we are even talking
about revolutionizing the FDA because
of that one word, and that one word for
people is hope. They have hope that
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there is medication for them. They
have hope that there is a break-
through. We have not found that here
in this environment. We hope and they
hope that we will find it in the weight-
less environment of space.

Yes, it is a large expenditure of
money, but the American people have
cried out that they want this station,
and if you really want to hear a hue
and cry all across the universities of
this country, from children in the first
grade on up to the senior colleges, do
something to the space station.

We almost lost the space station sev-
eral sessions ago but we have never
lost it. This body has always said yes,
that this gives that one thing called
hope. And when we talk about Russia
and whether or not they are going to
stay hitched, it has been certainly my
finding in Russia itself that they seem
not to have money for other things, but
for educational pursuits and for the
space station they seem to allocate and
have money to set aside for it.

Both sides requested that AL GORE
give us some assurance as to what
their intentions were and what they
thought the Russian intentions were. |
read to you a letter from AL GORE ad-
dressed to us dated May 9. It says:

As you are aware, | recently wrote to
Prime Minister Chrnomyrdin regarding the
status of funding for the Russian Space
Agency’s cooperative activities with NASA
on the international Space Station program.
In response, the Prime Minister has firmly
pledged that Russia will meet its commit-
ments to the ISS program in full.

It goes on to say other things. Mem-
bers all have copies of this letter. | in-
vite them to read it. But its assurance
to us that the leaders of this country,
the leaders of that country, certainly
the investment that Japan and other
countries have made ought to cry out
to us: Save this space station and give
these people hope.

Mr. ROEMER. Mr. Chairman, | would
just say to the distinguished Member
from Texas that he certainly will prob-
ably never be in a nursing home. As
talented and as fired up as he is, he will
probably be on the space station if it is
built some day.

Mr. Chairman, | yield 2 minutes to
the hardworking gentlewoman from
New York [Ms. VELAZQUEZ].

Ms. VELAZQUEZ. Mr. Chairman, |
rise today in strong support of the Roe-
mer amendment to eliminate funding
for the space station.

Just 3 weeks ago, we debated a bill
that drastically cut housing aid to
lower income Americans. In the name
of deficit reduction, this body elimi-
nated housing assistance for hundreds
of thousands of Americans. The argu-
ment we heard was that, as a nation,
we simply could not afford it.

But today, many in this Chamber are
singing a different tune. This bill is
definitely not about reducing spending.
This bill continues the foolish proposal
to spend billions of dollars for an orbit-
ing public housing project, for just a
few astronauts.
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How can we tell millions of homeless
people that there isn’t enough money
to put a safe roof over their heads, and
then, continue to fund the space sta-
tion? It is unconscionable to pour bil-
lions of dollars into this science fiction
experiment, when we cannot afford to
take care of our own citizens.

My colleagues, the real question be-
fore us today is whether millions of
Americans will be forced to go without
the most fundamental of needs—hous-
ing—in favor of an expensive space toy.
Spending cuts to balance the budget
must be applied to all domains, not
just to the social programs. It is wrong
to place this burden on the backs of the
defenseless poor, without asking others
to pay as well.

Let us not pour any more of our
scarce funds into building a luxury
hotel in the sky—especially after we
just demolished public housing for the
needy down here on Earth.

I urge my colleagues to vote ‘‘yes”
on the Roemer amendment to cancel
funding for the space station.

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Chair-
man, | yield myself 30 seconds just to
rebut the gentlewoman from New York
[Ms. VELAZQUEZ].

There is a cut in the NASA budget. It
is a pretty significant cut. We went
through all of that in terms of the de-
bate on the personnel. But just to set
the record straight, from fiscal year
1996 to fiscal year 1997 this bill cuts the
total NASA budget by $325 million.

Mr. Chairman, | yield 3 minutes to
the gentleman from Florida [Mr.
WELDON].

Mr. WELDON of Florida. | thank the
subcommittee chairman for yielding
me the time.

Mr. Chairman, | rise to take part in
this traditional rite of spring, to op-
pose the Roemer amendment and speak
out in support of the future, in support
of our children, in support of the space
station. | would like to address several
of the arguments that have been made
by the people who would favor killing
our space station.

One of them is that they bring out
articles and quotations from bench re-
searchers that say, no, do not spend the

money on space station, spend the
money on my research. I have done
bench research. | have done life

sciences research. | can tell my col-
leagues they could go into any univer-
sity anywhere in the United States and
say, ‘“Would you rather we spend $17
billion on the station or on more bench
research?”” And they would gladly say,
“Give us the money for more bench re-
search.” The question before us is, is
that the more appropriate use of our
resources?

Another point that is being made by
the opponents of the space station is
this $90 billion figure. The space sta-
tion is costing $17 billion to construct.
The $90 billion figure comes from a
GAO study where they added in the
cost of running the shuttle program for
those 7 years and the cost of all the re-
search on the space station.
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This would be equivalent, in my opin-
ion, to saying to go out to dinner with
your wife and see a movie does not cost
$30, you have to factor in the cost of
paving the roads to get back and forth
from the restaurant and the cost of
heating or cooling your house while
you are in the restaurant. This kind of
accounting is very, very deceptive.

The truth is the space station is on
time and on budget, and there are very,
very few programs run by this Federal
Government that can make that claim.
The space station program has been
through downsizing. NASA has been
through downsizing, and they have
learned to be able to be lean, mean and
efficient. This program is on time and
it is on budget.

What this program is about is about
the future. When we look at the cost of
the space station and compare it to
what we are going to spend over the
next 7 years on defense, on health care,
on roads and highways, this comes out
to be less than 0.1 percent. | think it is
about 0.01 percent of what we as a Na-
tion are going to spend. The American
people have said over and over again
over the past 5, 6, 7 years, yes, we want
to make this investment in the future,
because that is what this is all about,
the future.

I am told by teachers in my district
that there is nothing that we can get
children more excited about in the area
of math and science than talking about
space and manned space and the future.
Support the station, vote ‘“no’” on the
Roemer amendment.

Mr. ROEMER. Mr. Chairman, | yield
5 minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from New Jersey [Mr. ZIMMER],
who used to serve on the Committee on
Science and was a strong supporter and
coauthor of this amendment in the
past.

Mr. ZIMMER. | thank the gentleman
for yielding me the time.

Mr. Chairman, 5 years ago when the
gentleman from Indiana and | were
freshmen and both rookie members of
what was then the Science, Space and
Technology Committee, we took the
well of this House to warn that the
space station was going to be an orbit-
ing white elephant, that it was going
to be a black hole in space that would
suck up billions of tax dollars and radi-
cally expand the deficit, and we said
that it simply was not worth the
money.

Now, 5 years later, | wish | could say
that we were wrong, but every day pro-
vides us with new evidence that we
were right. In a period of declining
NASA budgets, the space station,
which is now estimated by the GAO to
cost more than $94 billion, has already
begun to cannibalize more valuable
programs in space.

Bill Clinton’s proposed NASA budget
drops from $13.8 billion next year to
$11.6 billion in the year 2000, and when
inflation is factored in, the cut is even
deeper. The Republican budget provides
somewhat more money for NASA, but
even so, the amount of available funds
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is drastically less than we thought it
would be just a few years ago. There is
simply not enough money to build the
space station and to meet the Nation’s
more pressing needs for scientific re-
search in space and on Earth.

According to this month’s Scientific
American, NASA'’s research and devel-
opment outlay, bloated by the space
station, represents almost 40 percent of
the Nation’s total nonhealth, non-
military research and development
budget. The huge annual costs of the
space station are sucking the life out
of more cost effective programs of
NASA, such as our magnificent orbit-
ing observatories, unmanned interplan-
etary missions, the mission to planet
Earth, as well as the development of
cheaper launch systems which will
make it possible for us someday to
have an affordable space station.

This spring NASA has already used
reserve funds to cover $144 million in
cost growth of the space station pro-
gram, $100 million is attributable to
the program being behind schedule, and
$44 million is due to the cost growth in
some of the contracts. The Congres-
sional Research Service reports that
NASA officials are worried because
these increases are occurring so early
in the construction phase of the pro-
gram.

O 1630

There is one aspect that | think de-
serves particular attention this spring,
and that is our relationship with Rus-
sia as a partner in the space station.
When Bill Clinton and AL GORE pro-
posed the Russian partnership, it gen-
erated greater support in this body be-
cause it seemed like a diplomatic coup.
A symbol of the cold war was becoming
a symbol of international cooperation.

But, unfortunately, it looks like our
partnership with Russia is turning out
to be a colossal mistake. The gen-
tleman from Texas [Mr. HALL], says
Russia always comes up with money
when it is needed for space, and he re-
fers us to a letter from the Vice Presi-
dent and promises from the Prime Min-
ister of Russia. But the Russian Gov-
ernment has already delayed funding
for its service module, a critical com-
ponent of the space station, and work
on the service module has fallen 5
months behind because the prime con-
tractor has received only $10 million of
the $55 million that has been requested.

The Russian Government still has
not approved a timetable for making
these payments. The Russian service
module is scheduled for launch in 1998.
If it is not delivered on time, it could
devastate the schedule and the budget
of the space station. NASA Adminis-
trator Dan Goldin has said, ““If we do
not have the service module, we cannot
complete construction of the space sta-
tion.

If Russia withdraws from the station,
NASA estimates that assembly would
be delayed by 18 months and would cost
the United States an additional $2 bil-
lion. Additionally, the United States
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and our remaining international part-
ners would have to develop and fund a
new escape vehicle.

Now, regardless of who wins the up-
coming elections for President in Rus-
sia, it is clear we will be dealing with
a nation that is characterized by inter-
nal political strife, by
ultranationalism, authoritarianism,
and perhaps insurgent imperialism as
well as tremendous corruption. While
we should, obviously, support Russia’s
struggle to become a democratic, cap-
italistic nation, we cannot afford to
gamble $94 billion on it.

We just can not be certain that there
is going to be a happy ending to the
Russian melodrama. It is not too late
to cut our losses on this space station.
We should support the Roemer-Ganske
amendment.

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Chair-
man, | yield 3 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Alabama [Mr. CRAMER].

Mr. CRAMER. Mr. Chairman, | thank
my colleague and chairman of the Sub-
committee on Space and Aeronautics,
and | again rise in opposition, strong
opposition, to the amendment of the
gentleman from Indiana [Mr. ROEMER].

This is, in fact, getting to be an an-
nual ritual, | say to my colleague. |
feel like one of those toys kids buy for
Christmas, where you pull the back of
the toy and the conversation comes out
‘“‘Save Space Station’, ‘“‘Save Space
Station”, “Kill Space Station’, “Kill
Space Station.”

There have been 10 votes on the floor
of the House since 1991 over this issue.
As | count it, there have been 32 total
votes both in the committee and on the
floor on this very issue. | think we
have had a fair fight and | think, | say
to my colleague, it is time for us to get
off of NASA'’s back.

There is not an agency that has been
under more scrutiny than NASA has
been over the space station project.
They have redesigned it since 1991,
they have cut the budget, they have
cut their personnel, they have come to
Congress, they have dealt with us in an
open, direct way, and yet we keep say-
ing every year now is the time to turn
our back on it.

We have invested billions of dollars.
Our international partners have their
partnership with us at stake in this
project. They have invested billions of
dollars. Now is not the time to turn our
back on it.

I want to echo some of the comments
that my colleague from Florida, Mr.
WELDON, made about children and
mathematics and science. We happen
to have the international space camp
there at the Marshall Space Flight
Center, there in Huntsville in my dis-
trict, and | get to go out there two or
three times a year and see all these
young people come in from all over the
world with their parents, young people
that are inspired by NASA and by the
space program, young people that want
to commit their careers to mathe-
matics and science, young people that
are using NASA as their image of what
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they want to do with their education
and their careers. Let us not tell those
young people that we are the kind of
country that can in fact turn our back
on this kind of investment, that can
turn our back on the space station pro-
gram.

Space station is the centerpiece of
what NASA is all about. We have, in
fact, many scientific projects that our
doctors are planning to conduct on the
space station. In my first year here |
sat down with my colleague from Texas
and a number of Texas doctors that
were here that had joined with doctors
from all over the world, and again they
said the advances we had made in
NASA technology that has given them
benefits of robotics and surgery bene-
fits and valves for artificial hearts,
that we would lose our ability to com-
plete those technologies if we, in fact,
turn our back on the space station.

So | say we have had a fair fight. It
is the irresponsible thing to do to turn
your back on this project at this par-
ticular point. Let us Kkill this killing
amendment and let us also Kkill the
amendment that the gentleman from
Indiana [Mr. ROEMER] will offer next,
which intends to maim the NASA space
station program. Let us stop this and
let us get on with it.

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Chair-
man, | yield 3 minutes to the distin-
guished gentleman from Texas [Mr.
STOCKMAN].

Mr. STOCKMAN. Mr. Chairman, |
have only been here a few short
months, but | already feel like I know
the gentleman from Indiana like a
brother. We voted on this so many
times now that | am being called an old
bull in the Committee on Science.

This is something that we apparently
do around here as a ritual, but let me
tell my colleagues what this is really
all about. When | was a child | looked
at the TV and | watched us go up in
Apollo to the Moon. | believed and saw
and realized America was about some-
thing greater than | could ever imag-
ine; that was America has a vision for
the future.

America is a country and a nation
seeking out new places. We were found-
ed by a man that had that vision, and
we continued throughout, as we looked
to the West to develop, to search and
look for new solutions, and to go, as
they say in ‘“‘Star Trek,” boldly where
no one else has ever gone.

What we are saying here is if we
eliminate space station, we eliminate
the vision for America. We will not
hear anybody coming up here and say-
ing we will have a new solution. This is
what we are going to do.

Mr. Chairman, of all the money we
spend in Government research, | sub-
mit this is the most important thing
we do: Create new cures for illnesses
and develop new processes to which we
can feed the world.

We are obligated. We do not have a
choice in this. We have to build the
space station, because up there in the
skies are the solutions to here on
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Earth. Mr. Chairman, there is no other
purpose for the United States in this
greatest quest.

Right now we look at the movies and
the different things across the country
and we know that Americans want a
space station. We voted on this many
times, and | submit to my friends that
it is the wisest use of money. In fact, it
has been researched that for every dol-
lar we spend in space we get $7 back.
That is not an expense, that is an in-
vestment.

As an accountant, | look and see
things differently, and if my wife and |
have trouble with our budget, we do
not say, ‘“‘Honey, let us cut the bonds’’;
‘““Honey, let us cut the investment.”
No, we say let us cut the expense, but
do not cut the investments.

Space station is an investment in our
future. It is an investment in the next
generation for work. If we cut research
and development, tomorrow’s jobs will
be in Japan and in Germany because
they are continuing their space pro-
gram. | submit we have to support this
not for us, but for the next generation.

Mr. ROEMER. Mr. Chairman, may |
ask how much time is remaining on
both sides?

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Indiana [Mr. ROEMER] has 13 min-
utes remaining, and the gentleman
from Wisconsin [Mr. SENSENBRENNER]
has 15 minutes remaining.

Mr. ROEMER. Mr. Chairman, | yield
myself 4 minutes to just reply to some
of the questions and comments that
have been made.

Mr. Chairman, certainly this vote is
a tough one. It is a tough one to elimi-
nate the space station because people
think that they do not want to make
any votes in this body to move toward
a balanced budget. There are some
Democrats here in the House of Rep-
resentatives that do not want to vote
to cut anything. There are some Re-
publicans in this body that will vote to
cut everything but defense and the
space station. We here, a bipartisan
group, have come together and tried to
put together an amendment based upon
science and merit and the taxpayers’
interests.

Now, this question is asked over and
over and over, why do we keep doing
this? Why do we keep making us go
through this ritual every year of vot-
ing on the space station? It is because
groups like the National Taxpayers
Union support this amendment; Citi-
zens Against Government Waste sup-
port this amendment; Citizens for a
Sound Economy support this amend-
ment; Taxpayers for Common Sense;
the Concord Coalition. A bipartisan
group of people dedicated to balancing
the budget support this amendment.

This is not a bunch of Members of
Congress running around trying to de-
vise some way of balancing the budget
on their own and taking away a vital
project to the United States’ research
interests. These are grass roots organi-
zations that feel that we should not be
building this.

Now, again, | hear over and over from
my colleagues this is great science.
Again, | refer to Scientific American.
High-tech products: Who is going to
build them? Who is the company? Ac-
cording to this article, no large compa-
nies are currently interested in manu-
facturing in space. Where are they?
How much money are they putting up?
I want to know. That is a fair question.

Astronomy: No research currently
planned, according to this article. Sub-
sidies are required in biotechnology.
They are not going to do it on their
own. More taxpayers’ money.

And when we talk about more tax-
payers’ money, we are coming back to
the American taxpayer over and over
and over again, with this budget going
from $8 billion to $90 billion, whereas
our taxpayers are sending the Russians
$100 million of our hard-earned money,
yet that is not going down. On the
same hand, the gentleman from Wis-
consin [Mr. SENSENBRENNER] said we
are cutting NASA. Well, we are cutting
NASA in all the wrong places to pro-
tect the space station.

The space station is cannibalizing, it
is eating up these other programs, like
Mission to Planet Earth, like new con-
struction, like shuttle upgrades. These
programs are being cut back and dis-
placed. That is not in the best interest
of good science.

So we have the space station within
the science and the NASA project that
is eating up more and more of our
available good dollars to do good pro-
grams when NASA is doing some good
things in areas like the Clementine
project and the Hubble and the Galileo
that went to Jupiter. We are doing
some marvelous things in NASA, but
we will not be doing anything in NASA
before long if the space station contin-
ues to gobble up all these moneys.

Mr. Chairman, | urge my colleagues
that we are not going to be disappoint-
ing the American taxpayer when we
say that $14 billion already spent is
going to be chased by another $70 bil-
lion before this is over. Let us save the
taxpayer that $70 billion now.

Mr. Chairman, | yield back the bal-
ance of my time.

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Chair-
man, | yield myself the balance of my
time.

Mr. Chairman, this is the key vote on
the space station this year. | would
hope that the committee will stay the
course. | ask the membership to vote
no on the Roemer amendment.

Mr. Chairman, | yield back the bal-
ance of my time.

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

The question was taken; and the
Chairman announced that the noes ap-
peared to have it.

RECORDED VOTE

Mr. ROEMER. Mr. Chairman, |
mand a recorded vote.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 127, noes 286,
not voting 21, as follows:

de-
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Ackerman
Barrett (WI)
Bass
Bereuter
Blute
Brown (OH)
Camp
Christensen
Coble
Collins (IL)
Collins (MI)
Conyers
Costello
Coyne
Cummings
Danner
DeFazio
Dellums
Dickey
Dingell
Dixon
Doyle
Duncan
Durbin
Ensign
Eshoo
Evans
Fattah
Frank (MA)
Franks (NJ)
Furse
Ganske
Gibbons
Goodlatte
Gunderson
Gutierrez
Hamilton
Herger
Hilleary
Hoekstra
Holden
Hutchinson
Inglis

Abercrombie
Allard
Andrews
Archer
Armey
Bachus
Baesler
Baker (CA)
Baker (LA)
Baldacci
Ballenger
Barcia
Barr
Barrett (NE)
Bartlett
Barton
Bateman
Becerra
Beilenson
Bentsen
Berman
Bevill
Bilbray
Bilirakis
Bishop
Bliley
Blumenauer
Boehlert
Boehner
Bonilla
Bonior
Bono
Borski
Boucher
Brewster
Browder
Brown (CA)
Brown (FL)
Brownback
Bryant (TN)
Bryant (TX)
Bunn
Bunning
Burr
Burton
Buyer
Callahan
Calvert
Campbell
Canady
Cardin
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[Roll No. 205]

AYES—127
Jacobs Owens
Johnson (SD) Pallone
Kanjorski Payne (NJ)
Kaptur Payne (VA)
Kennedy (MA) Pelosi
Kildee Peterson (MN)
Kingston Pomeroy
Kleczka Porter
Klink Portman
Klug Poshard
LaFalce Ramstad
Lantos Rangel
Largent Reed
Latham Rivers
Lazio Roemer
Leach Roukema
Levin Rush
Lipinski Sabo
LoBiondo Sanders
Longley Sanford
Lowey Schroeder
Luther Schumer
Maloney Shays
Manzullo Shuster
Markey Slaughter
Martini Smith (MI)
McCarthy Solomon
McHugh Stark
McKinney Studds
McNulty Stupak
Meehan Towns
Menendez Upton
Miller (CA) Velazquez
Minge Vento
Mink Visclosky
Moakley Wamp
Myrick Waxman
Nadler Wilson
Neumann Woolsey
Nussle Yates
Oberstar Zimmer
Obey
Olver

NOES—286
Castle Fowler
Chambliss Fox
Chapman Franks (CT)
Chenoweth Frelinghuysen
Chrysler Frisa
Clay Frost
Clayton Funderburk
Clement Gallegly
Clinger Gejdenson
Clyburn Gekas
Coburn Gephardt
Coleman Geren
Collins (GA) Gilchrest
Combest Gillmor
Condit Gilman
Cooley Gonzalez
Cox Goodling
Cramer Gordon
Crane Goss
Crapo Graham
Cremeans Green (TX)
Cubin Greene (UT)
Cunningham Greenwood
Davis Hall (OH)
Deal Hall (TX)
DelLauro Hancock
DelLay Hansen
Deutsch Harman
Diaz-Balart Hastert
Dicks Hastings (FL)
Doggett Hastings (WA)
Dooley Hayworth
Dornan Hefley
Dreier Hefner
Dunn Heineman
Edwards Hilliard
Ehlers Hinchey
Ehrlich Hobson
Emerson Hoke
Engel Horn
English Hostettler
Everett Hoyer
Ewing Hunter
Farr Hyde
Fawell Istook
Fazio Jackson (IL)
Filner Jackson-Lee
Flake (TX)
Flanagan Johnson (CT)
Foley Johnson, E. B.

Forbes

Johnson, Sam
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Johnston Nethercutt Souder
Jones Ney Spence
Kasich Norwood Spratt
Kelly Ortiz Stearns
Kennedy (RI) Orton Stenholm
Kennelly Oxley Stockman
Kim Packard Stokes
King Parker Stump
Knollenberg Petri Talent
Kolbe Pickett Tanner
LaHood Pombo Tate
LaTourette Pryce Tauzin
Laughlin Quillen Taylor (MS)
Lewis (CA) Radanovich Taylor (NC)
Lewis (GA) Rahall Tejeda
Lewis (KY) Regula Thomas
Lightfoot Richardson Thompson
Linder Riggs Thornberry
Livingston Roberts Thornton
Lofgren Rogers Thurman
Lucas Rohrabacher Tiahrt
Manton Ros-Lehtinen Torkildsen
Martinez Rose Torres
Mascara Roth Torricelli
Matsui Roybal-Allard Traficant
McCollum Royce Volkmer
McCrery Salmon Vucanovich
McDermott Sawyer Walker
McHale Saxton Walsh
Mclnnis Scarborough Ward
Mclntosh Schaefer Waters
McKeon Schiff Watt (NC)
Meek Scott Watts (OK)
Metcalf Seastrand Weldon (FL)
Meyers Sensenbrenner Weldon (PA)
Mica Serrano Weller
Millender- Shadegg White

McDonald Shaw Whitfield
Miller (FL) Sisisky Wicker
Montgomery Skaggs Williams
Moorhead Skeen Wolf
Moran Skelton Wynn
Morella Smith (NJ) Young (AK)
Myers Smith (TX) Young (FL)
Neal Smith (WA) Zeliff

NOT VOTING—21
Chabot Gutknecht Mollohan
de la Garza Hayes Murtha
Doolittle Houghton Pastor
Fields (LA) Jefferson Paxon
Fields (TX) Lincoln Peterson (FL)
Foglietta McDade Quinn
Ford Molinari Wise
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The Clerk announced the following
pair:

On this vote:

Mr. Chabot for, with Mr. Gutknecht
against.

Mr. FRANKS of Connecticut and Mr.
JACKSON of Illinois changed their
vote from ‘“‘aye’ to ‘‘no.”

So the amendment was rejected.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Ms. ESHOO. Mr. Chairman, on re-
corded vote No. 205, | was incorrectly
recorded as voting ‘‘aye.” Please let
the RECORD show it was my intention
to vote “‘no.” | have been and continue
to be a strong supporter of the space
station.

The CHAIRMAN. Are there further
amendments to title 11?

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. ROEMER

Mr. ROEMER. 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. ROEMER: Page
25, line 12, strike ‘‘$1,840,200,000"" and insert
in lieu thereof ““$1,765,200,000".

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Chair-
man, with the agreement of the gen-
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tleman from Indiana, | ask unanimous
consent that debate on this amend-
ment and all amendments thereto be
limited to 10 minutes equally divided
between the gentleman from Indiana
[Mr. ROEMER] and myself.

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

There was no objection.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Indiana [Mr. RoEMER] will be rec-
ognized for 5 minutes, and the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin [Mr. SENSEN-
BRENNER] will be recognized for 5 min-
utes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Indiana [Mr. ROEMER].

Mr. ROEMER. Mr. Chairman, | yield
myself such time as | may consume.

Mr. Chairman, | believe that the
House has spoken on eliminating the
space station in that last amendment.
They do not think that we should
eliminate the space station. This
amendment that | offer now for the
consideration of this House is not the
elimination of the space station. It is
very, very different than eliminating
the space station. All this amendment
offered by myself and the gentleman
from lowa [Mr. GANSKE] does is to cut
$75 million out of a $2.1 billion alloca-
tion for the space station every single
year. They get $2.1 billion. We are just
saying in this year’s budget cut 3 per-
cent, $75 million out of $2.1 billion.

Now, when everything else is being
cut around here, when we argued about
a cut in Head Start for a month and a
half, when we argued about cuts in
Medicare, when we have been arguing
about cuts, some of the safety nets for
some of our senior citizens and some of
our schoolchildren, certainly a space
station that gets $2.1 billion each year
should be a part of balancing the budg-
et.

Now, the other side, Mr. Chairman, is
going to say this is a killer amend-
ment, this is going to Kill the space
station. A 3-percent cut? Three per-
cent, $75 million out of $2.1 billion, is
not going to cut this space station. It
is not going to eliminate the space sta-
tion. This is just a way of saying what
is fair is fair in terms of getting to a
balanced budget.

So in conclusion, before | yield a few
seconds to the gentlewoman from
Texas, | urge Members to consider vot-
ing not for an elimination of the space
station but for a 3-percent cut in a $2.1
billion budget. This is what would be
fair to the American people.

This is the fairest way to get to a
balanced budget in the next 6 years.
This is fair to NASA when they are
cutting the shuttle, when they are cut-
ting new construction and a host of
other important programs. Do not let
the space station continue to cannibal-
ize the other programs in NASA.

Mr. Chairman, | yield the balance of
my time to the gentlewoman from
Texas [Ms. JACKSON-LEE] who is going
to argue against me.

(Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas asked
and was given permission to revise and
extend her remarks.)
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Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr.
Chairman, | thank my good friend from
Indiana [Mr. ROEMER]. There is not a
person on the Committee on Science
that | do not have the greatest respect
for, like the gentleman and his integ-
rity on this issue. But just like | dis-
agreed with the gentleman on the pre-
vious vote and the previous effort to
eliminate the space station, let me
argue vigorously against the decrease
because | would simply say that we
cannot do any more.

The space station has already done as
much cutting back through a series of
restructuring and redesigns. We do not
have any more slack in the program.
What we have done is we have got a
$2.1 billion program that will see us
launch in about a year and a half. We
have got a privatization program going
on that efficiently uses both the civil-
ian employees as well as our private
sector employees or our civil service
employees.

I will simply say to the gentleman
from Indiana that we know that there
are priorities, and those priorities have
to be that we share with the American
people. But | do believe that the space
station creates jobs for the 21st cen-
tury. I would ask my colleagues to vote
against the gentleman from Indiana
and support the space station.

Mr. Chairman, | have the utmost in respect
for my fellow committee member and Demo-
cratic colleague, Mr. ROEMER, but | happen to
believe that his position with regard to the
space station is patently wrong. The Nation
has always expanded its horizons and ex-
plored all its frontiers and the international
space station Alpha continues in the tradition
of American know-how and fortitude. Alpha
has had a long and tortuous history, and fi-
nally, after many years, several redesigns, nu-
merous congressional votes and several ad-
ministrations, this Nation, along with its inter-
national partners are on the cusp of beginning
the constant human presence in space; our
final frontier. With the first momentous launch
of Alpha hardware almost upon us, hardware
is being cut, tested, and assembled even as
we speak.

Alpha will allow us to do research that can-
not be done here on mother Earth. The station
will provide opportunities for research in the
areas of materials, life sciences, physics, as-
tronomy, and many other sciences. In addi-
tion, the very effort of designing and building
the space station has created new building
and engineering techniques, light-weight mate-
rials, and many new technologies.

NASA has accepted the funding cap Con-
gress has held it to and has testified and
pledged that barring unforeseen acts of God,
they will complete the project on time and on
budget. Period. Our international partners
have promised their full economic and oper-
ational support, and NASA has a strong
record of working with them to solve problems
that arise as the program progresses.

| have always supported the space station,
and | continue to do so, as evidenced by my
vote today. | support the project, its goals, and
its efforts. | also support the motivated and
hard working employees of NASA, its many
contractors, and all those involved in putting
this project together. Let's honor them and
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their efforts by voting against the Roemer
amendments, one to eliminate the space sta-
tion and the alternative to reduce its funds.

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Chair-
man, | yield myself 5 minutes in oppo-
sition to the amendment.

Mr. Chairman, this is a very decep-
tive amendment because it says that, if
we just take a little bit of money out
of a $2.1 billion program, we will be
able to save some money and nothing
is going to happen to it. That conclu-
sion is absolutely false.

One of the reasons why NASA
brought itself into disrepute in the last
decade is that both NASA and Congress
decided to reduce costs in many of the
accounts. The reduced costs saved
money in the next fiscal year, but it
ended up resulting in projects not
being completed and projects were
completed late and cost overruns. All
of the engineers stayed on the payroll
to complete the project when the meter
is ticking.

NASA Administrator Dan Goldin,
who | believe has done a marvelous job
in making NASA faster, better and
cheaper, has written me a letter. |
want to quote it in part. It says, simply
put, an arbitrary reduction of $49 to
$100 million means a slowdown of work.
A slowdown of work means a schedule
slip, and schedule slip means increased
cost. Analytically, the impact to the
station schedule is up to 3 months, re-
ferring to the amendment of the gen-
tleman from Indiana [Mr. ROEMER], and
the increased cost as much as $200 mil-
lion, or at least twice the amount
saved by the proposed amendment.

This is an unacceptable risk to our
careful balance of hardware elements
and payroll deployment. What the gen-
tleman from Indiana is doing here
today in the name of saving money is
to set this House and NASA up for a
complaint that the station experiences
cost overruns because of the stretch-
out and the schedule slip that is caused
by the gentleman from Indiana’s
amendment. Then he will be back next
year when the dogwood bloom and the
tulips sprout saying NASA has not
been able to hold to its schedule; there
has been a cost overrun; let us kill the
Space Station.

Well, the way to prevent the gen-
tleman from making that argument is
by rejection of his amendment today
because the $75 million he proposes to
save now will cost the taxpayers $200
million according to the NASA Admin-
istrator, who says he works for the
President of the United States.

Mr. Chairman, | yield such time as he
may consume to the gentleman from
Florida [Mr. STEARNS].

(Mr. STEARNS asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. STEARNS. Mr. Chairman, heav-
en is not reached by a single bound.
But we build the ladder by which we
rise.

Mr. Chairman, the international space sta-
tion has, and will continue, to provide Ameri-
cans with substantial benefits in areas includ-

ing medicine, the environment, transportation,
and even communications. And the benefits
don't just stop there. Since the inception of the
U.S. space program, the secondary applica-
tions of space technology have yielded $9 to
the economy for every tax dollar spent. The
returns are clearly well worth the investment.

The partnerships created through the space
station serve as an exceptional model for fu-
ture international ventures. The partners of
this program have already contributed billions
of dollars to the space station, demonstrating
their commitment to completing the largest co-
operative science program in history.

The international space station will be a
world-class orbiting laboratory, which will
serve as a test-bed for hundreds of science
and technology experiments that could not be
conducted on this planet. We will learn new
research technigues for growing tissue sam-
ples outside of the human body, for use in
cancer research and bone injuries. There will
be new understandings of the aging process,
with subsequent developments in counter-
acting the effects of aging.

Imagine the possibilities of academic in-
volvement in the space station's activities.
Through the cooperative efforts of NASA and
academic institutions throughout the world, the
space station will launch future generations
into a brand new dimension of learning about
space science.

Author J.G. Holland said, “Heaven is not
reached by a single bound. But we build the
ladder by which we rise.” We are currently
building that ladder, in a series of bounds.
What we find at the top of this ladder will in-
spire future generations to imagine, explore,
and actually see, first-hand, the unprece-
dented advances that the space station will
provide. We must retain funding for the space
station. | urge a “no” vote on the Roemer-
Ganske amendment.

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Chair-
man, | yield back the balance of my
time.
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The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Indiana [Mr. ROEMER].

The question was taken; and the
Chairman announced that the noes ap-
peared to have it.

RECORDED VOTE

Mr. ROEMER. Mr. Chairman, |
mand a recorded vote.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were ayes 146, noes 269,
not voting 19, as follows:

de-

[Roll No. 206]
AYES—146

Ackerman Costello Ford
Allard Coyne Frank (MA)
Barcia Cummings Franks (NJ)
Barrett (WI) Danner Furse
Bass DeFazio Ganske
Bereuter Delauro Gibbons
Blumenauer Dellums Gillmor
Blute Dickey Goodlatte
Brown (OH) Dingell Gordon
Camp Dixon Gunderson
Christensen Doyle Gutierrez
Clay Duncan Hall (OH)
Coble Durbin Hamilton
Coburn Ehrlich Hefley
Collins (GA) Ensign Herger
Collins (IL) Evans Hilleary
Collins (MI) Fattah Hinchey
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Hoekstra
Holden
Hutchinson
Inglis
Jacobs
Johnson (SD)
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kennedy (MA)
Kennelly
Kildee
Kingston
Kleczka
Klink
Klug
LaFalce
LaHood
Largent
Latham
Lazio
Leach
Levin
Lipinski
LoBiondo
Lowey
Luther
Maloney
Manzullo
Markey
Martini
McCarthy
McHugh

Abercrombie
Andrews
Archer
Armey
Bachus
Baesler
Baker (CA)
Baker (LA)
Baldacci
Ballenger
Barr
Barrett (NE)
Bartlett
Barton
Bateman
Becerra
Beilenson
Bentsen
Berman
Bevill
Bilbray
Bilirakis
Bishop
Bliley
Boehlert
Boehner
Bonilla
Bonior
Bono
Borski
Boucher
Brewster
Browder
Brown (CA)
Brown (FL)
Brownback
Bryant (TN)
Bryant (TX)
Bunn
Bunning
Burr
Burton
Buyer
Callahan
Calvert
Campbell
Canady
Cardin
Castle
Chambliss
Chapman
Chenoweth
Chrysler
Clayton
Clement
Clinger
Clyburn
Coleman
Combest
Condit
Cooley
Cox
Cramer
Crane
Crapo
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Mclnnis Roukema
McKinney Rush
McNulty Sanders
Meehan Sanford
Menendez Schaefer
Miller (CA) Schroeder
Minge Schumer
Mink Serrano
Moakley Shays
Montgomery Shuster
Myrick Slaughter
Nadler Smith (MI)
Neumann Spratt
Nussle 