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would hope under the present adminis-
tration, that practice, which I find does
not reflect very well on the House of
Representatives, would be addressed.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Mississippi correctly per-
ceives the rules, clause 1 of rule XIV
having been interpreted that one
should not address the Chair and wear
a badge at the same time.

Mr. TAYLOR of Mississippi. Mr.
Speaker, can I count on the Speaker to
enforce the rule?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Mem-
bers will abide by the rule. When ad-
dressing the Chair they must remove
their badges.

f

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. LIVINGSTON. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days in which to
revise and extend their remarks on the
bill, H.R. 889, and that I may include
tabular and extraneous material there-
in.

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

There was no objection.

f

EMERGENCY SUPPLEMENTAL AP-
PROPRIATIONS AND RESCIS-
SIONS FOR THE DEPARTMENT
OF DEFENSE FOR FISCAL YEAR
1995

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House Resolution 92 and rule
XXIII, the Chair declares the House in
the Committee of the Whole House on
the State of the Union for the consider-
ation of the bill, H.R. 889.
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IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE

Accordingly, the House resolved it-
self into the Committee of the Whole
House on the State of the Union for the
consideration of the bill (H.R. 889)
making emergency supplemental ap-
propriations and rescissions to preserve
and enhance the military readiness of
the Department of Defense for the fis-
cal year ending September 30, 1995, and
for other purposes, with Mr. THOMAS of
California in the chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.
The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the

rule, the bill is considered as having
been read the first time.

Under the rule, the gentleman from
Louisiana [Mr. LIVINGSTON] will be rec-
ognized for 30 minutes, and the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin [Mr. OBEY] will
be recognized for 30 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Louisiana [Mr. LIVINGSTON].

Mr. LIVINGSTON. Mr. Chairman, I
yield myself such time as I may
consume.

Mr. Chairman, on Friday, February
10, the House Committee on Appropria-
tions ordered reported two bills: H.R.
889, a bill providing for emergency sup-
plemental appropriations for the De-
partment of Defense; and H.R. 845, a

bill rescinding certain budget author-
ity. The two bills taken together re-
scind almost $14 million more than
they appropriate.

The Defense supplemental is very im-
portant to the national security needs
of this country. The bill provides $2.5
billion to the Department of Defense to
reimburse various accounts that were
depleted by actions taken in support of
unbudgeted contingency operations in
Haiti, Somalia, Southwest Asia,
Bosnia, Korea, and refugee support in
the Caribbean. Without these reim-
bursements, defense readiness will suf-
fer severe and immediate impacts.
These necessary appropriations are
partially offset by rescissions within
the Department of Defense totaling
$1.460 billion. The remainder of the off-
sets, $1.4 billion that are necessary in
order to make the entire package budg-
et authority neutral come from rescis-
sions in H.R. 845, in foreign aid pro-
grams and low priority discretionary
domestic programs.

I want all my colleagues to under-
stand that it is the policy of the Re-
publican leadership to pay for all sup-
plemental whether they are emer-
gencies or not. We’re doing that. The
reason the committee developed two
bills is that in order to pay for the off-
set shortfall of the Defense
supplementals of $1.4 billion, we re-
ported a companion rescission bill of
like amount.

I also want to eliminate any confu-
sion at this point. The rescission bill
we are considering today is not the re-
scission bill I have been talking about
since January. Development of that
bill is on track. In fact, five sub-
committees are meeting this very day
to report out their rescissions. We ex-
pect to have the bill on the floor in
early March. The rescissions we are
considering today is just a slice of that
bill—in order to pay for the Defense
supplemental.

The rescissions were developed in a
manner that tried to minimize the
number of accounts. In order to do this
we sought activities that had larger
dollar amounts available for rescission.
These activities can be grouped into
four categories:

The first is: Low priority defense and
international programs, including $110
million for the Russian Army Officer
Resettlement Program, which has been
deemed an unnecessary expensive pro-
gram; $100 million of atomic energy
waste cleanup, funds that are not need-
ed this year; $70 million from the
Emergency Immigration Fund, monies
available for reduction because of a
lack of Haitian and Cuba refugees; and
$62 million from the African Develop-
ment Fund, monies that can’t be spent
because our government hasn’t begun
replenishment negotiations.

The second category is low priority
domestic programs, including the fol-
lowing: A $200 million youth training
program that doesn’t work and which
even President Clinton wants to cut in
fiscal year 1996; a $100 million school

improvement program proposed for re-
scission by President Clinton; and a $13
million rail Freight Assistance Pro-
gram again targeted for rescission by
the President.

The third category includes unobli-
gated/unauthorized programs, includ-
ing; a $200 million cut in the Clean Coal
Technology Program unneeded this
year; an unauthorized $40 million rede-
velopment program for the Penn Sta-
tion in New York City; and another un-
authorized $400 million wind tunnel
program for NASA.

Finally, in the fourth category we
scaled back a Presidential increase of
$107 million for the National Institute
of Standards Industrial Technology
Program. This will still leave an in-
crease of $125,000,000 for that program
in fiscal year 1995.

In order to explain a few points that
I hope our colleagues will keep in mind
as we proceed to consider the two bills
now merged into one, let me explain
the following:

First, it is the leadership’s desire
that all supplemental funds, even
emergencies, be paid for completely.
Our approach again does just that.
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Second, as the distinguished chair-
man of the National Security Sub-
committee will point out, we have
made significant cuts in wasteful non-
productive Department of Defense pro-
grams, and we cannot in good con-
science go further.

In fact, the President has just sent to
this Congress a defense budget that
represents a real decline in defense for
the 11th straight year, representing a
71-percent cut in procurement of new
weapons systems over those 11 years.

This policy is now directly threaten-
ing the safety and lives of our young
men and women who need our support
to defend our country. Although I per-
sonally opposed some of the question-
able military ventures in Haiti and So-
malia and Rwanda and other places
that depleted these funds, the fact is
that the money has been spent, and we
must pay the bills.

That means that we must move this
bill through the Congress by the end of
March to avert a readiness crisis at the
Pentagon.

Mr. Chairman, as you can see, the
two bills that were developed in com-
mittee are not intimately linked to-
gether, and I urge their adoption and
the passage of this bill.

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

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Louisiana [Mr. LIVINGSTON] has
consumed 6 minutes.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield my-
self such time as I may consume.

Mr. Chairman, this is really where
the rubber hits the road for those Mem-
bers who have told their constituents
that they want to support a balanced
budget and for those Members who
have voted for a constitutional amend-
ment on a balanced budget.
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This is the first actual bill that

spends money that will come to the
floor since the passage of the balanced
budget amendment. And the ironic
thing is that rather than helping to
balance the budget, it adds $300 million
to the deficit in the first year and it
adds $644 million to the deficit over the
next 5 years.

The only way that we can both reim-
burse DOD for the costs that it in-
curred in operations such as Haiti and
hold the line on the deficit is to vote
for the Obey amendment which will be
offered at the end of an hour on general
debate.

Let me walk Members through the
numbers so they understand what is
going on, because it is fairly com-
plicated.

The administration, before the bal-
anced budget amendment was passed,
sent down a request to spend $2.5 bil-
lion to replenish Pentagon accounts,
and they offset that with $700 million
in suggested cuts, leaving a deficit of
$1.8. billion.

Then the appropriations subcommit-
tee, when they marked up the bill,
added $670 million in what they consid-
ered to be high-priority items. They
added a similar amount in rescissions
so they, too, came to the House with a
bill which was adding $1.8 billion to the
deficit, minus $400 million which was
an adjustment that CBO provided both
the administration’s approach and the
committee approach, which left each
proposal with a $1.4 billion deficit.

So then to try to deal with the fact,
the committee produced a second trail-
er rescission bill, which purported to
cut $1.4 billion in spending but instead
of taking that our of Pentagon pro-
grams, they took it out of nondefense
programs.

The problem is that that was a sepa-
rate bill. It was not going to go any-
where in the Senate. Everybody under-
stood that and so the committee, wise-
ly, finally faced reality and at least in
a small concession to reality voted on
the rule to merge both bills so that at
least they were more credible in pre-
tending that the bill was paid for.

But I would point out to my col-
leagues, if you campaigned and told
your people, I am going to cut budget
authority, then go ahead and vote for
this bill without my amendment. But if
you told your people, I am going to cut
the deficit, then you have absolutely
no choice but to vote for the Obey
amendment. Because if you do not, you
will be, by your vote, adding $300 mil-
lion to the deficit this year and $644
million over 5 years.

The reason I say that is because
while we are talking about budget au-
thority, the deficit is measured only by
what we actually spend, not what we
authorize down the line but what we
actually spend in any fiscal period. And
that is determined only on the outlay
side.

So if you do not vote for the Obey
amendment, you will be going home
and having to explain to your folds

why we added almost $700 million to
the deficit over the next 5 years.

There is a second problem, and that
is that in trying to pay, and you did
not quite make it on this side, but in
trying to pay for the package, instead
of asking the Pentagon to scrub their
last one-half of 1 percent of their budg-
et in order to find the extra savings
that you needed to actually balance
this baby out, instead what you did is,
you said, well, they ought to go after
some other domestic programs.

I would point out that virtually
every appropriations subcommittee is
today marking up and tomorrow will
be marking up on bills which will cut
$14 billion out of this year’s spending
on the domestic side of the ledger. It
seems to me that any domestic cuts
which are being made in this bill, it
seems to me that given the fact you
have got $14 billion more in cuts in
very important programs that affect
your home towns, it seems to me that
what you ought to be doing is taking
the domestic cuts which are provided
for in this bill and using those on the
domestic side of the ledger, on those
rescissions so you ease the squeeze on
other programs for working families.
That is what you would also be doing if
you voted for the Obey amendment.

So what my amendment will do,
when we get a chance to offer it, is to
simply strip away all of the add-ons
that the committee made on both the
spending side and the rescission side
and simply give the Defense Depart-
ment the authority to simply scrub
their budget to find $2.5 billion in low
priority, nonreadiness, nonquality of
life issues or areas. So if they want to
dig into their budget and find $2.5 bil-
lion of pork to pay for it, they can,
without damaging domestic programs
and without damaging key defense pro-
grams.

It seems to me, if you want to go
home with a straight face and say that
you did not meet yourself coming back
on the very first financial vote that
you cast after you posed for political
holy pictures and voted for the bal-
anced budget amendment to the Con-
stitution, it seems to me that if you
want to measure up to that political
promise you made when you voted for
that resolution, you will vote for the
Obey amendment. If you do not, pure
and simple, you will be adding almost
$300 million to the deficit this year, al-
most $700 million to the deficit over 5
years.

And regardless of the way anybody
tries to fancy talk their way out of it,
that is a fact. CBO says it is a fact. Ev-
erybody who scores us says it is a fact.
And you know it is a fact.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Wisconsin [Mr. OBEY] has
consumed 7 minutes.

Mr. LIVINGSTON. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 8 minutes to the gentleman from
Florida [Mr. YOUNG], the distinguished
chairman of the Defense Subcommittee
of the Committee on Appropriations.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I thank the gentleman for yield-
ing time to me.

I have to say that I am really proud
of the bill that we have brought before
the Members today. The gentleman
from Pennsylvania [Mr. MURTHA] and I
worked closely together. Did I like ev-
erything that we did? No, because he
made me change a few things. There
were several things that I asked him to
agree to, which he agreed to. But we
have a good, bipartisan national de-
fense bill here today. That is what we
are talking about, is national defense.

Why are we here today? We are here
today because the President, over fis-
cal years 1994–95, has sent troops to
Bosnia, has sent troops to Somalia
twice, to the area of Korea, to the
southwest Asian area, to Rwanda, to
perform refugee interdiction off Cuba,
and Haiti. And at one time, these con-
tingency operations have involved ap-
proximately 100,000 American troops in
deployments that were not planned and
not paid for.
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Where did the money come from,
then, to pay for these contingencies? It
came from the fourth quarter oper-
ations and maintenance and training
accounts of all of the military services.

What does that mean? It means that
by March 31, and this is according to
the Pentagon and the Department of
Defense, as of March 31 if the money
has not been replaced that was spent
for these contingencies that most of us
were not even consulted about, that
fourth quarter training is going to be
degraded. The word ‘‘degraded’’ came
from General Shalikashvili, the Chair-
man of the Joint Chiefs.

He made that point in a public hear-
ing, that training in the fourth quarter
will be seriously degraded if we do not
return this money. That is what we are
here for.

In addition to that, Mr. Chairman,
the subcommittee added some addi-
tional readiness enhancements. We
identified about $2 billion worth of
similar readiness requirements that
had not been provided for in anybody’s
request, except the field commanders
and the war-fighting military.

We looked through that list and
picked out $670 million that we added
to this emergency readiness package.

Mr. Chairman, what is the biggest
part of that additional readiness pack-
age? It is salary increases for the sol-
diers and the sailors and the Marines
and the airmen and the airwomen and
all of those who serve in the military,
whether they are in the continental
United States or whether they are de-
ployed somewhere overseas on a perma-
nent basis, or whether they are part of
these contingency operations; a pay in-
crease that this Congress required but
did not provide the necessary money to
fully fund. That is the biggest item in
the enhancement package that we
added on.
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Mr. Chairman, I agree with the gen-

tleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. MUR-
THA]. We have never offset or paid for
an emergency defense supplemental
bill before. But we have in this case,
because of the comments made by the
gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. OBEY]
about balancing the budget, which we
intend to do, and it is not going to be
easy. As a matter of fact, this vote on
defense today is going to be one of the
easiest appropriation votes Members
are going to have this year, because
there are going to be a lot of cutting
amendments.

Nevertheless, Mr. Chairman, we came
up with a rescission package that we
took from nonessential items that were
paid for through the defense budget
that really did not add a whole lot to
our national defense.

Therefore, we bring to the Members a
bill, and despite all the arguments
about budget authority or budget out-
lays or CBO numbers here and CBO
numbers there, I am not really into the
politics of this. I am not really into the
juggling of the numbers to make some-
thing appear to be something that it is
not.

I am here to provide for the strongest
national defense possible for the least
amount of money; in other words,
squeezing to get as much as we can out
of the defense dollar. That is what this
bill does. We are setting a new prece-
dent with this bill, and we are making
history today, because we are for the
first time paying for this supplemental
appropriations bill, despite the fact
that it is an emergency.

Someone just asked me out in the
Speaker’s lobby, ‘‘You guys are spend-
ing for this and spending for that.’’
Back up. We guys did not spend this
money. We had no part of the decision
in spending this money. The President
of the United States decided to go to
these various contingencies. He spent
the money.

From a political standpoint, we could
have just sat back and waited for him
to send his budget request. We could
have sat on it for weeks or months.
That would have been very irrespon-
sible for us to do, because this money
is necessary by March 31 or we are
going to stand down flying hours.

Red Flag, Members all know about
Red Flag and Top Gun. Would it not be
a shame to close down these training
activities, and they would be closed
down, if we do not provide this money?
Red Flag and Top Gun are the best ex-
perience that a combat pilot will ever
have, other than going into actual
combat. Members can talk to any pilot
anywhere in the world that has ever
gone to Top Gun or Red Flag, and they
will tell us that, that this is what pre-
pares them to be superior in the air.

Would it not be a shame for us to
delay this bill and have to cancel Red
Flag or Top Gun? Would it not be a
shame that we do not have enough
money for flying time and spare parts
to keep the airplanes going so that our
flyers and or pilots can stay proficient

in flying from a carrier or landing on a
carrier? Even in the very best condi-
tions, that is a sensitive operation.

We need to keep our pilots proficient
so they do not fly their airplanes into
the water, and that they do not crash
their airplanes on the flight decks.
This is training.

Mr. Chairman, now about this bill, it
has been suggested and hinted that
maybe there were some pet projects in
here, maybe we did something for some
Congressmen that is buried that would
be helpful to that Congressman or Con-
gresswoman personally, politically,
back in their districts.

There is nothing in this bill to pro-
vide a special interest project of any
kind to any member of the Congress, to
any defense contractor, to any special
interest. There is no money in here for
that. These monies are directed to the
U.S. Department of Defense for train-
ing, for operations, for maintenance,
for spare parts, for keeping airplanes
and ships and guns and tanks and ev-
erything ready to use and ready to be
used for training. It brings back our ac-
counts that are being sorely depleted.
This is readiness at its best.

Mr. Chairman, when I talk about
readiness, it is important, because
some of these programs are down the
road. It is important to note, and one
of the very distinguished generals who
testified just this week before our sub-
committee made the point ‘‘There is
more to readiness than just readiness.
There is immediate readiness, there is
midterm readiness, and there is long-
term readiness. If we do not do the
things today to prepare us for midterm
and long-term readiness, we are going
to be in serious trouble.’’

Members all know the story about
the three Army divisions that were
rated C–3, which is considerably below
the readiness rating that we would like
them to have. Our colleague, the gen-
tleman from South Carolina [FLOYD
SPENCE], made this notation in a public
statement.

It was argued at the Pentagon that
that was not true, but finally they
came back and admitted, yes, it was
true. We just cannot afford to let our
military be affected in this way.

Mr. Chairman, this is a good bill. Put
aside the arguments over politics, or
who got to offer an amendment and
who did not get to offer an amendment.
Remember, this is just part of the pro-
cedure. We have to go to the other
body. They have to go to the sub-
committee, their full committee, to
the floor. We have to go to conference.

We need to expedite this activity. I
ask that Members pay close attention
to the debate that follows as to the se-
riousness of this national defense read-
iness bill.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield my-
self 1 minute.

Mr. Chairman, I would simply like to
point out that all of the projects that
the gentleman from Florida [Mr.
YOUNG] indicated ought to proceed will

proceed, whether my amendment
passes or whether they do not.

My amendment does not stop Red
Flag, it does not stop Top Gun, it does
not stop any of that stuff, none at all.
All my amendment does is say ‘‘Pay
for it fully.’’

Second, do not be deceived into
thinking that somehow there is a pay
raise in this bill for military personnel.
There is not. The pay raise was pro-
vided last year. The military personnel
will get that pay raise whether the
Obey amendment passes or whether it
does not. That is a red herring. The
only question is where are we going to
get the money for the remainder of the
pay raise.

If we pass the Obey amendment, we
will get it out of pork that Congress
put in the DOD bill. If we do not pass
the Obey amendment, we will have to
cut into domestic programs in order to
finance it. I think the choice is clear.

Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 minutes to
the gentleman from Indiana [Mr. VIS-
CLOSKY].

Mr. VISCLOSKY. Mr. Chairman, I
rise today in strong support of the
amendment offered by the distin-
guished gentleman from Wisconsin, the
ranking member on the Appropriations
Committee, Mr. OBEY. Mr. OBEY’s
amendment keeps the books clean. It
provides only what the administration
asked for and pays for it.

Mr. Chairman, on January 26, 1995,
the House of Representatives passed a
resolution to make balancing this Na-
tion’s budget a constitutional man-
date.

Once ratified, the balanced budget
amendment will take its place along
side the right to free speech, the right
to vote, freedom of religion, and the
abolition of slavery.

The Members of this House consid-
ered a balanced budget so fundamental
that they flocked to the floor to sup-
port it.

I supported the balanced budget
amendment, because I want the budget
balanced. I have urged my colleagues
not to use the balanced budget amend-
ment to give the appearance of good
fiscal policy, while, in reality pushing
the hard choices off until the next cen-
tury.

Today, less than a month later, the
balanced budget amendment will get
its first at bat. If the House fails to
enact the Obey amendment, the bal-
anced budget amendment will be zero
for 1 so far this season, not even good
enough for a replacement player.

We will raise this Nation’s deficit by
$645 million by the year 2000, just 2
years before the balanced budget
amendment kicks in.

This legislation we consider today
contains $3.2 billion in new spending,
$2.53 billion in emergency funds the
Clinton administration requested, and
$670 million of Republic add-ons. De-
spite a promise to the contrary and de-
spite their best efforts, the Republican
majority has failed to pay for all this
new spending. All told, this borrow and
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spend legislation increases the deficit
by $645 million over 5 years.

You know, there has been a lot of
talk about the Republican Contract on
America, but for any contract to be
valid, something of value must be ex-
changed.

In this instance, the other side of
aisle the wants the American people to
pay an additional $69 million in inter-
est in the next 2 years alone for the
new defense spending they refuse to
pay for today.

Clearly the most disturbing aspect of
today’s debate is what it means for the
rest of this Congress. In the next cou-
ple of weeks we are going to have to
come up with an additional $15 billion
in rescissions—this year’s share of the
Contract on America and the Califor-
nia flood relief bill.

If this Congress doesn’t have the in-
testinal fortitude to come up with $3
billion in cuts—balanced budget
amendment or not—how are we pos-
sibly gong to come up with $15 billion?

Mr. Chairman, this legislation makes
a sham of the balanced budget amend-
ment, and it deceives the American
people. It is a relapse back into a ter-
rible habit I thought we would finally
overcome, that of sending our children
the bill for our own failed leadership.

I urge my colleagues, support the
balanced budget amendment. Support
the Obey amendment.
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Mr. LIVINGSTON. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from
California [Mr. HUNTER].

Mr. HUNTER. I thank the gentleman
for yielding me the time.

Mr. Chairman, let me thank the
chairman of the full committee and the
chairman of the subcommittee and the
gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr.
MURTHA] who I know worked so hard to
put this together.

Mr. Chairman, this really is an emer-
gency supplemental. We use the term
‘‘emergency’’ many times, but this
really is an emergency. Those of us on
the Committee on Armed Services just
had the Joint Chiefs of Staff in front of
us a few minutes ago, and we asked the
chiefs what would happen in terms of
training and readiness if we did not
pass this thing. General Sullivan, Chief
of Staff of the Army, said, ‘‘Readiness
will drop off the table.’’

He expanded on that by saying all
training, all army training will cease
May 31. He furthered that by saying he
would have to stop the purchase of
spare parts. The Commandant of the
Marine Corps, General Mundy, said
under this new policy of going around
the world, as the chairman has pointed
out, exercised by the Clinton adminis-
tration, the Marine Corps has increased
what is known as personnel tempo.
That means whipping personnel around
the world, a few days back at home,
then back out in the field, by 300 per-
cent over what it was during the cold
war.

This is an absolute emergency to get
this money in. Let me just say as a

Member who had one of his projects
taken up, canceled to pay for this, a
San Diego project, I have looked at
what the committee has done and I
have enough faith in what they have
done to accept that and to vote for the
bill, anyway. But this is an emergency
in the truest sense of the word. If you
believe in having readiness and having
the ammunition, the spare parts and
the maintenance for the young men
and women who operate this military,
vote ‘‘yes’’ on this bill.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 4
minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. MUR-
THA], the ranking Democrat on the
Subcommittee on National Security.

Mr. MURTHA. Mr. Chairman, a cou-
ple of things I wanted to mention
about the seriousness of this legisla-
tion. All of us take credit for the num-
ber of jobs that have been reduced in
the Federal Government. Out of the
150,000 jobs that will have been reduced
over a 3- or 4-year period, 80 percent of
those jobs came from defense, active
and civilian side. Fifteen percent of the
budget is defense today, defense-relat-
ed. In 1960, 50 percent of the budget, or
the money that we spent in the Federal
Government, was for defense. It is 4
percent of the GDP. That is the lowest
level of spending in history. And when
somebody gets up and says you can
take just a small percentage out of de-
fense and, for instance, I have to say
that the gentleman from Wisconsin
[Mr. OBEY] and I normally agree that
these things should not be offset. He
feels strongly now because it is coming
out of domestic. I do not think it ought
to be offset because it is an emergency
and we cannot afford to take this out
of defense, and I hope in the end we
will be able to work this out.

We can no longer afford to pay for
these operations out of the hide of the
Defense Department, because all we do
is reduce readiness. All these deploy-
ments, some were agreed to, some were
not agreed to, by the Congress. Some
were advocated by the Congress, some
were not. The President has every
right to deploy troops in an emergency
situation, in a national security situa-
tion. I have urged every White House
over the years to consult with Congress
when it is for humanitarian deploy-
ment so that we will know what the
cost is and how we are going to pay for
it.

The gentleman from Pennsylvania
[Mr. MCDADE] and I last year worked
with the national security adviser, and
we came up with language that said
the White House will confer with Con-
gress before they make humanitarian
deployments. No President likes to do
that.

I remember when Secretary Wein-
berger came before the Congress, and
you could not ask him one question be-
cause if you had 5 minutes, your 5 min-
utes were gone. I would say to him,
‘‘You can’t reduce taxes, increase de-
fense and balance the budget, because

at some point defense is going to be
hurt.’’

Now, in the exercise that is going on
now, and I understand the constitu-
ents’ concern and the voters want to
move towards a balanced budget. The
problem is that defense, even though it
is a much smaller percentage of the
gross domestic product, it is still not
being able to be increased in the fu-
ture. And anything we take out of de-
fense hurts readiness. It hurts quality
of life.

I went down to Fort Campbell. Sixty
percent of the children going to school
on the base needed some kind of sup-
plement from the Federal Government.
They were living and had to have some
sort of help to pay for their meals.

We have got a backlog of real prop-
erty maintenance of $12 billion, and
depot maintenance of $2 billion. So
anybody who thinks there is an excess
of money in the Defense Department
does not understand how the system
works. In the end we will have another
reprogramming, we will have all kinds
of changes made in the amount of
money the Defense Department has. It
is absolutely essential they get this
legislation as quickly as possible so we
can go to conference and get the whole
thing worked out.

I would urge the Members to support
this supplemental.

Mr. LIVINGSTON. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from
Alabama [Mr. CALLAHAN], the distin-
guished chairman of the Subcommittee
on Foreign Operations of the Commit-
tee on Appropriations.

(Mr. CALLAHAN asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. CALLAHAN. Mr. Chairman, I
rise in support of this supplemental ap-
propriations bill for defense, paid for
through various rescissions.

Let me just give a brief history of
one interest I have in this bill, that is,
the aid to build new homes for Russian
soldiers because their governors con-
tended that they could not move them
out of the Baltics without a place to
live.

So we concocted, or at least the ad-
ministration did, concocted a program
where the United States of America
would pay for their housing.

Let me further refresh your mind and
tell you that President Yeltsin and
President Clinton met, first in Van-
couver, and then in Tokyo, and the de-
vised this plan where the United States
of America would give them about $160
million to build new homes. Why? Be-
cause they said there was no place for
them to live, no existing available
homes:

We were insisting that the Russians
get out of the Baltics, and the Presi-
dent, rightfully, so, was questioning
Mr. Yeltsin about that. ‘‘Let’s get
these troops out of the Baltics, let’s
get them back to Russia.’’

Mr. Yeltsin says, ‘‘We don’t have any
homes for them to live in.’’
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So what happened? They came up

with this plan. We said, ‘‘We’re going
to give you $160 million of American
taxpayers’ money to build brand new
homes.’’ Now, what has happened since
then?

Since that time, they have suddenly
found that they do have existing homes
available in Russia. So they have con-
verted it from a new housing program,
and now are giving Russian officers
$25,000 each to buy an existing home.

Now, since they contended the exist-
ing homes were not available, the Rus-
sians either misled us and told us an
untruth. I should think that they were
erroneous and not lying to us, but, nev-
ertheless, that is where we are.

Included in this bill is a provision to
rescind $100 million of that money that
was an asinine program to begin with
and is even more asinine today. Be-
cause, No. 1, we cannot afford it. And,
No. 2, I do not know why we should
give a golden parachute to Russian
military retirees, and I do not know
why we should be building new homes
when now existing homes are available.

This is a very small part of this re-
scission package, but it is a very im-
portant, a very symbolic message that
we must send to the American people.

b 1340

I serve on the Military Construction
Subcommittee, and the Defense De-
partment is telling us that they des-
perately need moneys for 77,000 of our
own active military people in order
that they can have decent housing, and
we are telling them that we do not
have the money.

How can we tell them that and at the
same time tell the Russians, well, you
people served well, come on back to
Russia and we are going to give you a
voucher for $25,000. This is just one
good reason to support this bill and I
urge Members to support it.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2
minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from Texas [Mr. WILSON] rank-
ing member of the Subcommittee on
Foreign Operations.

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

Mr. WILSON. Mr. Chairman, I would
like just to point out several things
about the rescission of the money for
the housing for the Russian officers.

No. 1, this was a clear-cut deal that
was made between the President of the
United States and Boris Yeltsin in
Vancouver. The deal was, the agree-
ment America signed on to was if you
will take your soldiers out of the Bal-
tics we will assist in furnishing hous-
ing for the officers. That was not only
a deal made by the President of the
United States but it was then validated
by the Congress, and by this rescission
we are pretty well telling the Russians
that it is very difficult to make a deal
with the United States which the Unit-
ed States will keep, because the Rus-
sians then did withdraw their troops
from the Baltics and now we are with-
drawing our part of the agreement.

The second thing that is wrong with
this is that the last people in the world
that we want to really agitate are the
retiring officers of the Red Army, be-
cause if there is anybody that can de-
stabilize Russia it is them.

Finally, I would point out to the
House that every penny of this rescis-
sion has been obligated to American
contractors. The AID estimates that it
will cost $65 million of the $105 million
just to abrogate those contracts before
the lawsuits are filed.

This is a very bad idea. It is America
reneging on its word. It is provocation
to the Red Army and furthermore it is
not going to save a penny.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, may I in-
quire how much time is remaining on
both sides?

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Wisconsin [Mr. OBEY] has 14 min-
utes remaining, and the gentleman
from Louisiana [Mr. LIVINGSTON] has 11
minutes remaining.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Ohio
[Mr. STOKES].

Mr. STOKES. Mr. Chairman, I rise
today in strong opposition to H.R. 889.
Not only does this measure falsely pro-
claim to be budget neutral by virtue of
offsets contained in a companion bill,
H.R. 845, it provides moneys not re-
quested by the Defense Department
and not related to any new costs for
unplanned defense operations. These
moneys are provided by cutting other
important domestic programs.

Let me clarify that I am not in oppo-
sition to our fulfilling critical obliga-
tions to defense responsibilities we
maintain as a result of continuing ac-
tivities around the world. I support
this administration’s efforts to fulfill
these responsibilities. I do not, how-
ever, support unfair and unnecessary
reductions to domestic programs—to
the sum of $1.4 billion—to fund other
defense programs that could be funded
from dollars already available to that
agency.

Furthermore, Mr. Chairman, we are
making these cuts and misleading the
American public to believe that they
offset the defense supplemental. In
fact, in terms of the actual spending
that will result from this supple-
mental, the offsets fall far short. Both
in fiscal year 1995 and over the next 5
years, 5-year spending by the supple-
mental will be nearly $650 million more
than the 5-year savings from the off-
sets provided from cutting these do-
mestic programs.

Mr. Chairman, among the programs
slated for cuts are critical training pro-
grams for our Nation’s youth. Moneys
to be utilized for training and employ-
ment services for youth ages 14–21
would be eliminated. Many of these
young people are at a critical juncture
in their lives and at risk of dropping
out of school. In my hometown, Cleve-
land, such a cut would reduce invalu-
able resources to this program by $1.3
million and reduce the number of peo-
ple served by 700.

Another program to suffer under this
bill is education infrastructure funding
for our Nation’s schools. According to
a recent GAO study, it is projected
that U.S. schools need about $112 bil-
lion to repair and upgrade facilities to
overall good condition and to comply
with Federal mandates. A State of
Ohio audit reveals that Cleveland pub-
lic schools alone need $800 million just
to bring them up to standard. The
moneys provided in fiscal year 1995,
while hardly enough to address the na-
tional need, is at least a beginning
down payment to providing safe and
updated facilities in which our children
can learn.

It is even more important, Mr. Chair-
man, that the American public know
these actions come when, at this very
moment, the Appropriations Sub-
committees are beginning to mark up
the next round of additional cuts in
nondefense, domestic programs. These
subsequent cuts are expected to total
$15–$20 billion and are to pay for disas-
ter relief and to serve as a down pay-
ment on the Republican Contract With
America. How can we in good con-
science support these unnecessary de-
fense additions knowing what’s ahead
for our domestic programs?

Mr. Chairman, I am opposed to using
domestic discretionary spending to off-
set defense funding that is not associ-
ated with the emergency supplemental.
I urge my colleagues to vote against
this measure and to support the
amendment to be offered by the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin [Mr. OBEY].

Mr. LIVINGSTON. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 2 minutes to the distinguished
gentleman from Washington [Mr.
NETHERCUTT] a member of the Sub-
committee on Defense.

(Mr. NETHERCUTT asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. NETHERCUTT. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman for yielding me
this time.

Mr. Chairman, I rise today in strong
support of H.R. 889, the Department of
Defense emergency supplemental ap-
propriations bill and H.R. 845, the com-
panion recission bill. I certainly com-
mend Chairman LIVINGSTON and Chair-
man YOUNG for reporting out an emer-
gency supplemental that is fully paid
for without burdening the Nation with
any new taxes.

The have worked very diligently to
bring this bill to the floor today, de-
spite the fact that the administration
submitted its request to us only 16 days
ago on February 6.

At present, the full readiness of our
Armed Forces is in jeopardy. Our
troops have been engaged in an exces-
sive number of unplanned and
unbudgeted operations around the
world, resulting in the deployment of
100,000 American troops within the past
4 months with nearly 50,000 troops re-
maining deployed today. This situation
has forced our military leaders to pay
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for the overwhelming demands caused
by these contingency operations by
transferring money from other defense
accounts.

The training moneys which were used
for these foreign operations must now
be replenished.

If they are not and if this bill is not
enacted before the end of March, just 37
days from now, our men and women in
uniform will suffer from a drastic cut-
back in supplies and training.

Let me share with my colleagues just
a few of the consequences of inaction
on this bill would have:

All U.S.-based Army units would
have to stop most major training by
May 31; four Navy carrier airwings
would be forced to stand down and 500
aircraft would be grounded; and flight
hours in the Air Force would be cut in
half.

The next time a hot spot such as
Bosnia or Korea or Kuwait flares up
and the President orders our troops
abroad on a mission, our troops will be
less prepared for possible combat than
they should be or will be using equip-
ment that is below par.

Despite the urgency of this supple-
mental, the committee at the behest of
the Speaker has fully offset all $3.2 bil-
lion of additional spending in the bill
through specific recissions. This is a
significant departure from previous
committee practice, where the cost of
emergency supplementals was enacted
because it was in the national interest
to do so.

Like many of my new colleagues in
the freshman class, I was elected to cut
government spending and maintain a
strong national defense. This bill does
both things.

We are now charged as Members of
Congress with making hard choices
that set priorities on spending scarce
Federal dollars. We must decide which
programs of lower priority must be cut
in order to pay for the objectives of
policy we enact into law. The
recissions the committee has rec-
ommended are fair. The end result will
be less government spending.

We have no greater priority in this
body then to those American men and
women in uniform who risk their lives
each day to protect our borders and our
vital interests abroad.

We also have, in light of the passage
by this House of a constitutional
amendment to balance the budget, an
obligation to offset all increased spend-
ing, emergency or otherwise, and we
are doing so in this bill.

Mr. Chairman, the choice is simple.
We must pass this supplemental to
keep our promise to the men and
women of our Armed Forces, and in our
current national financial condition,
we must pay for it to keep our promise
to the men and women of our Nation.

I strongly urge my colleagues to sup-
port this legislation.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2
minutes to the gentlewoman from New
York [Mrs. LOWEY].

(Mrs. LOWEY asked and was given
permission to revise and extend her re-
marks.)

Mrs. LOWEY. Mr. Chairman, as a
member of the Appropriations Commit-
tee, I rise today in strong opposition to
the $1.4 billion in nondefense rescis-
sions contained in H.R. 889, and in sup-
port of the Obey amendment.

Pouring an additional $700 million
into the Pentagon’s coffers, above and
beyond what it needs, makes abso-
lutely no sense. But offsetting those in-
creases with cuts in funding for pro-
grams such as job training, school res-
toration, and the renovation of a vital
component of our Nation’s transpor-
tation infrastructure is bad policy,
plain and simple. Is this the mandate
that the voters sent last November? I
don’t believe so.

Quite simply, Mr. Chairman, the pri-
orities reflected in this bill are fun-
damentally flawed. This is a classic
guns versus butter debate. Instead of
having the Pentagon trim some of its
own fat this bill asks our children to
shoulder the costs. Talk about short-
sightedness: cutting $100 million need-
ed for the repair, renovation, and con-
struction of public elementary and sec-
ondary schools and slashing $200 mil-
lion from the Department of Labor’s
training and employment services
should make very clear who is serious
about job creation, wage enhancement,
and the American dream. Actions
speak louder than words.

The legislation will also have a dev-
astating impact upon one of the
linchpins of our Nation’s entire trans-
portation infrastructure. I am speaking
of the proposed rescission of $40 million
for the redevelopment of Penn Station
in New York City.

Mr. Chairman, it’s pick on New York
time again. Seventy five million pas-
sengers pass through Penn Station
every year—that’s 500,000 passengers a
day. Penn Station is Amtrak’s busiest
station in the country. In fact, it
serves more than 40 percent of all of
Amtrak’s passengers nationwide. It is
also the hub for the New York City
transit system, the Long Island Rail-
road, and New Jersey Transit. But ask
any one of those passengers and they
will tell you that the principal rail sta-
tion of the largest city in the United
States is falling apart. Penn Station is
dangerous, and within 10 years the sta-
tion is projected to exceed its maxi-
mum pedestrian occupancy level.

In order to address this situation, the
Federal Government, the State of New
York, and New York City have em-
barked on a cooperative plan to rebuild
Penn Station.

This project enjoys bipartisan support, in-
cluding that of Senators MOYNIHAN and
D’AMATO, Gov. George Pataki, and Mayor
Guiliani.

Mr. Chairman, the contract on America has
claimed it’s first victim from New York, it is
outrageous that the Republican majority is
stealing from Penn Station to increase the
Pentagon’s budget. There is no good reason
why this project was singled out for the budget

ax—except for the fact that New York bashing
is always in season.

Only a third of the funds for this project will
come directly from the Federal Government,
but much will be gained by that investment:
the renovation of the station will make Amtrak
less dependent on Federal subsidies. It will in-
crease train travel, reducing our Nation’s de-
pendency on foreign oil, cutting down on
harmful auto emissions that dirty our air, and
easing the growing gridlock on our highways.
The shops, restaurants, and other businesses
that will develop in and around the station will
also mean much-needed revenues for the
local economy and the Federal Treasury.

The same people who criticize New York
City for being too dirty and crowded are the
ones most against efforts to improve Penn
Station. But anyone who doubts the merits of
the station’s redevelopment project need only
look a few blocks from where we stand
today—to Union Station. Once an uninviting
and unsafe gateway to our Nation’s Capital,
Union Station—rebuilt with millions of Federal
dollars—now stands as a national model for
urban renewal. I think most of my colleagues
would agree that the money spent on Union
Station was a wise investment. So, too, will be
this investment in Penn Station.
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Mr. LIVINGSTON. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from
New Jersey [Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN], a
distinguished member of the Commit-
tee on Appropriations.

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. Mr. Chair-
man, I thank the gentleman from Lou-
isiana for yielding time to me.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of
H.R. 889.

As a freshman Member and a member
of the Appropriations Committee, I
commend Chairman LIVINGSTON and
the chairman of the Defense Sub-
committee, BILL YOUNG, for a job well
done.

Mr. Chairman, let me say to my col-
leagues this bill is unusual. For the
first time in recent years, we are pay-
ing in full for a supplemental emer-
gency spending bill.

In the past 2 fiscal years alone, Con-
gress spent over $13 billion in emer-
gency spending with no offsetting cuts.

For this first time in a long time,
this supplemental is not a Christmas
tree full of special projects. The needs
of the Defense Department are genuine,
well documented and in line with our
goal of combat readiness.

This supplemental bill simply replen-
ishes accounts that have been depleted
due to emergency spending for our op-
erations abroad. Even with approval of
this bill, personnel and readiness-relat-
ed funding shortfalls will still exceed $2
billion for the remainder of fiscal year
1995.

We may disagree over the particular
reductions, but that’s the point. Each
one of us could have written a different
bill with different cuts. I can guarantee
my colleagues that we will all have
ample opportunities to offer those cuts
as we move forward with the next
round of rescissions and tough choices.
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We passed the balanced budget

amendment—this is the first real step
in delivering on that promise.

We’re changing the old ways of doing
business in this House. We pay our
bills. Imagine that.

I urge my colleagues to support the
bill.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman. I yield 11⁄2
minutes to the gentleman from West
Virginia [Mr. MOLLOHAN].

(Mr. MOLLOHAN asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. MOLLOHAN. Mr. Chairman, I
find myself in a difficult position here
today. On the one hand, I readily ac-
knowledge the necessity of this De-
fense Department supplemental be-
cause it is important to assure our
military readiness. On the other hand,
the rule which I just voted against—
but which passed—couples this supple-
mental with domestic rescissions, and
that is not acceptable.

Given the current budget climate,
and shrinking discretionary caps, our
domestic discretionary funds are all
the more precious. Paying for increases
in defense spending by taking money
away from important domestic pro-
grams sets a dangerous precedent—one
that I cannot support. Particularly
when this is only the first in a series of
dips we will make this year into the
domestic discretionary accounts.

I oppose the domestic rescissions
package proposed here today based on
the policy choices it reflects. For ex-
ample, the proposed $107 million rescis-
sion from the Advanced Technology
Program—an initiative at the core of
President Clinton’s competitiveness
agenda.

I welcome this opportunity to tell
you about the merits of the ATP Pro-
gram—the successes it can claim and
its importance to our Nation’s future
manufacturing capability. But first I
want to focus in on one point—U.S.
competitiveness.

In today’s global economy, our Na-
tion is lagging behind in terms of dol-
lars spent on research and develop-
ment. In fact, in terms of civilian re-
search and development, the U.S. ranks
28th out of 40 nations in the percentage
of government funds allocated. And
U.S. business investment in research
and development is not making up the
difference. It too is declining.

And while we sit here proposing to
rescind funding from the ATP Pro-
gram, across the oceans our competi-
tors—Japan, England, Germany, Aus-
tralia, and Portugal, just to name a
few—are investing heavily in similar
initiatives. For example, Japan is stra-
tegically targeting more than $600 mil-
lion in resources to a government-pri-
vate sector cost-shared program very
much like ATP. They also sponsor sev-
eral other programs aimed at develop-
ing basic technologies for industry.
And why are they spending precious
Government dollars on these pro-
grams? Because they realize that it
will increase their competitiveness in

the global marketplace. They under-
stand the changing dynamics of the
global economy and the importance of
technology in that context.

Investing in the ATP Program will
help us to achieve this end. It is mar-
ket-oriented. While Government pro-
vides the catalyst, industry conceives,
manages, and executes ATP projects.
The ATP also emphasizes cost-shar-
ing—ATP recipients pay more than
half the total cost of the research and
development. This helps ensure that
companies have a vested interest in the
success of projects and in timely com-
mercialization.

Some would assert that if the tech-
nology was worth developing, the pri-
vate sector would do it themselves.
This is simply not true. ATP projects
focus on precompetitive, generic tech-
nologies. Those that industry cannot
afford to develop on their own; those
that will push them beyond state-of-
the-art in technology development for
the future.

Additionally, the report accompany-
ing this package suggests that a rescis-
sion of $107 million in fiscal year 1995
will not do harm to the ATP Program,
that it allows for funding all of our
commitments. The real issue is that
while a substantial amount of the
ATP’s appropriation for fiscal year 1995
has not been obligated as yet, essen-
tially the entire appropriation has been
committed. If this rescission package
is approved, ATP will have to cancel
about half of their existing competi-
tions. Companies that have formed
joint R&D ventures and that have typi-
cally invested tens of thousands of dol-
lars in good-faith proposal writing ef-
forts will be faced with a government
which is unable to honor its commit-
ments. Companies will conclude that
the ATP Program cannot be relied on,
and they will be reluctant to submit
proposals in the future. This could
have a devastating impact on the pro-
gram.

I think as a nation it is time for us to
face facts. We have underinvested in
technology development. What we need
now is to work to build our manufac-
turing capability and increase our com-
petitiveness in the global marketplace.
This goal will not be served by rescind-
ing money from programs central to
our competitiveness agenda. In fact, it
would have the opposite effect. In a
way, Mr. Chairman, rescinding money
from ATP is very much like eating our
economic seed corn. I urge my col-
leagues to vote ‘‘no’’ on this bill.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Con-
necticut [Mr. GEJDENSON].

Mr. GEJDENSON. Mr. Chairman, this
is a bill that has one serious defect
among the others, and that is the re-
duction in funds for the Technology
Reinvestment Project and the Ad-
vanced Technology Project.

Along with the gentleman from West
Virginia [Mr. MOLLOHAN], this is even
worse than what we have done in the
past. If we have watched, Japan took

our technology in the VCR, in
videotaping, and exploited it and made
the profits on it, in color television and
made the profits on it. What we are
doing here is taking the technology
that we developed within the Defense
Department, and we will let other na-
tions develop it and make the profits
off it. It will also weaken us as a coun-
try, because without using the com-
mercialization of defense technologies
in the long-term, we will not have a de-
fense which has the technologically ca-
pable systems within it.

The cost of maintaining these sys-
tems as we reduce the buy will be criti-
cal to include commercialization.

These are two important programs.
The provision offered by the gentleman
from Wisconsin [Mr. OBEY] protects
them.

Mr. Chairman, I rise today in opposition to
H.R. 889, the Department of Defense Supple-
mental Appropriations Act. While I support the
administration’s request for emergency funds
to replenish its accounts for U.S. troop deploy-
ments overseas, I am dismayed that the Re-
publicans would choose to use this emergency
appropriation bill as a vehicle to kill critical
dual-use technology programs like the Tech-
nology Reinvestment Project [TRP] and the
Advanced Technology Program [ATP].

The rescission bill before us wipes out $502
million from TRP and $100 million from ATP.
While opponents have labeled the TRP as in-
dustrial policy, and have pointed to the limited
failed projects, TRP continues to be a key
component to our post-cold war defense strat-
egy. The program assists our defense compa-
nies diversify into commercial markets, and
develop practical commercial technologies and
products while simultaneously maintaining and
improving our military superiority. Our defense
industries have always been the leaders in de-
veloping cutting edge technologies, and with
Government-industry partnership programs
like TRP, they will continue to be. Further,
having industry develop these technologies in
the commercial marketplace, with the assist-
ance of TRP, allows the Federal Government
to reduce its investment in research and de-
velopment of modern weapons programs and
thus save taxpayers money.

Southeastern Connecticut, a region heavily
dependent on Department of Defense con-
tracts, has some of the world’s most highly
skilled scientists, engineers, and craftsmen in
the world. However, with the end of the cold
war, many defense businesses have either
closed their doors completely or are barely
maintaining a work force half of what they
were in the late 1980’s. I have always main-
tained that we can utilize these skills not only
for defense purposes, but for commercial ap-
plications as well. And since the advent of the
TRP in 1992, I have been able to witness first-
hand, the successes of defense diversification.

The School of Engineering at the University
of Connecticut [UConn], located in my district,
received $4 million to create an Engineering
Academy for Southern New England. UConn,
in partnership with other New England col-
leges, will educate engineers to lead industry
in improving the region’s manufacturing com-
petitiveness.

The Photomics Research Center, another
TRP participant, is helping small photonics
firms in New England convert from defense-
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driven applications such as laser guided mis-
siles, to commercial applications such as fiber-
optics for communications.

And the Kildare Corp., a small defense re-
search and development company in my dis-
trict working in the field of underwater sound
and sonar transducer, is developing a new
method for attacking oil spills called the sonic
oil-spill emulsification system [SOSES]. This
project uses sonar technology developed at
the Naval Undersea Warfare Center for our
Navy’s submarines to clean up oil spills and
limit the kind of environmental damage that
occurred when the Exxon Valdez ran aground
off the Alaskan Coast.

Once dependent on Government contracts
for weapons systems, defense contractors are
now developing new technologies which are
maintaining and creating jobs in the fields of
manufacturing, transportation, energy, and en-
vironmental cleanup. The unique TRP, which
is not needs-based but rather is a competitive
program and requires a 50-50 cost sharing be-
tween Government and industry, will maintain
our Nation’s technological and military edge.
And by preserving this unique Government-in-
dustry partnership program, valuable tech-
nologies developed in the commercial market-
place will be available at lower costs to the
Department of Defense.

This program has always enjoyed the sup-
port of both Democrats and Republicans. I
urge my colleagues on both sides of the aisle
to continue to support this program by voting
‘‘no’’ on this bill and ‘‘yes’’ on the Obey sub-
stitute. The Obey substitute provides the re-
quested amount of $2.5 billion and protects
the TRP.

Mr. LIVINGSTON. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 4 minutes to the gentleman from
Florida [Mr. YOUNG].

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I thank the gentleman for yield-
ing time to me.

Mr. Chairman, I yield to our col-
league, the gentlewoman from Califor-
nia [Ms. HARMAN].

Ms. HARMAN. Mr. Chairman, I re-
quest a colloquy with the gentleman
from Florida and the chairman of the
House Appropriations Subcommittee
on National Security, Representative
BILL YOUNG. We would like to empha-
size that dual-use technology is a valu-
able resource to the Department of De-
fense and is supported by both sides of
the aisle.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. I will respond
to the gentlewoman by saying that
there is broad support to preserve the
defense industrial and technology base
by encouraging the development of
technologies with both civilian and
military applications.

Ms. HARMAN. As I said earlier in the
debate, such dual-use technology is a
key defense strategy for affordable,
leading-edge technology. Programs
such as the TRP’s precision laser ma-
chining project employ dual-use tech-
nology to enhance technological supe-
riority of defense systems while lower-
ing cots. The PLM consortium rep-
resents what has been called a dual-use
triple play—first, it brings together de-
fense and commercial firms to put the
speed and precision of military laser
technology to work in machine shops

and manufacturing shops across the
United States, second, this develop-
ment will in turn provide direct bene-
fits to DOD, and third, it will spin back
to DOD a superior method for defeating
enemy missiles. Projects such as
these—over 250 currently underway—
are spread throughout the United
States among commercial and defense
businesses, both large and small.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. I would re-
spond to the distinguished gentle-
woman that we do believe in the con-
cept of dual use technology and that it
provides significant benefits. In fact,
the fiscal year 1995 defense appropria-
tions bill contains $1.5 billion for dual-
use efforts this year, and we are not re-
scinding any of that money here.

Now, the difference between dual-use
programs and TRP is this: Dual-use
programs go directly to military items,
military issues. TRP does not nec-
essarily do that, and we are going to
scrub the TRP requests in the fiscal
year 1996 bill to make sure if they are
funded they will be directly related to
national defense and nothing else.

I thank the gentlewoman for her in-
quiry.

In the few seconds I have left, I want
to point out to the Members that this
is something very unusual. We have re-
ceived a communication from the Citi-
zens against Government Waste. Their
first sentence says,

The Council for Citizens against Govern-
ment Waste strongly endorses H.R. 845 and
H.R. 889, which together make supplemental
appropriations for the Department of De-
fense and pay for the increases with spending
cuts. We oppose the Obey substitute and all
other amendments. Together, H.R. 845 and
H.R. 889 comprise good faith, pro-taxpayer
legislation for which the Committee on Ap-
propriations should receive credit and sup-
port, and we urge your vote for the commit-
tee’s package.

That is, again, a pretty substantial
statement.

In addition, if the Members would be
willing to check with the American Le-
gion or VFW or some of the other vet-
erans organizations or military service
organizations, I believe they would find
also considerable support for the pack-
age that we present today.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1
minute to the gentlewoman from Cali-
fornia [Ms. PELOSI].

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman for yielding.

I rise in strong opposition to the de-
fense supplemental appropriations bill
and in strong support of the Obey sub-
stitute.

The original bill is objectionable in
many scores. For example, it takes $1.4
billion from the domestic budget, Head
Start, education, job training. It takes
$1.4 billion from that and puts it to de-
fense purposes.

In addition to that, it increases the
deficit over the next 5 years, increases
the deficit over the next 5 years.

Some of the cuts it makes in the do-
mestic budget include school construc-
tion and youth employment job train-
ing. What it also cuts is the dual-use

strategy in response to the cold war re-
ality. It builds on our ability to com-
pete in global markets if we would sup-
port the Technology Reinvestment
Project. But, in fact, this legislation
cuts it.

It also has a rescission of $160 million
from the Environmental Restoration
Fund. Even Governor Wilson of Califor-
nia, Mr. Chairman, has voiced his
strong objection to deleting this envi-
ronmental restoration.

We are all for readiness for our
forces. In order for them to be ready,
they must be able to read. Let us not
cut the domestic budget, and let us cut
the deficit.

b 1400

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Texas
[Mr. DOGGETT].

Mr. DOGGETT. I thank the gen-
tleman for yielding this time to me.

Mr. Chairman, the Gingrich-ites who
run this place have been calling at
every opportunity for a balanced budg-
et. Today they are celebrating the 50th
day of their contract, and they are
talking about a balanced budget.

But, you know, more than any media
event they pull off around the country
today, what happens on this bill and
this Obey substitute will tell the Amer-
ican people whether there is any mean-
ing to that contract, because at this
first opportunity with a bill to do
something about the budget deficit,
how much do we cut under this pro-
posal? Not one penny. In fact, we add
to the budget deficit.

They say they are paying for this
bill? I say let us stop paying for our de-
fense by borrowing more money. In-
stead of a balanced budget, what this
Congress is doing is digging in the
same old deficit hole, and the Gingrich-
ites tell us what we need are more
shovels, not to stop digging in that
same hole.

The Obey substitute provides what
amounts to a line-item veto to assure a
commitment to a pay-as-you-go fi-
nance, and it is essential it be adopted.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Colo-
rado [Mr. SKAGGS].

Mr. SKAGGS. I thank the chairman
for yielding this time to me.

Mr. Chairman, chapter II of this bill
would save some $100 million in fund-
ing for environmental restoration and
waste management at DOE. The com-
mittee report says the reductions are
not to affect direct cleanup activities.
It expresses no position regarding fund-
ing for work to stabilize plutonium and
reduce vulnerability to criticalities
and other risks at other sites, at DOE
sites which have serious public health
and safety implications.

I would like to ask the chairman if
these efforts as well are to be directed
in the same way as direct cleanup ef-
forts?

Mr. LIVINGSTON. Mr. Chairman,
will the gentleman yield?
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Mr. SKAGGS. I yield to the chairman

of the committee.
Mr. LIVINGSTON. I thank the gen-

tleman.
Mr. Chairman, I would say to the

gentleman that I agree with him on the
importance of work directed to reduce
plutonium vulnerability, and it is the
committee’s intent that such work
should not be used to make the $100
million reduction.

Mr. SKAGGS. I thank the gentleman.
Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 30

seconds to the gentleman from New
York [Mr. SCHUMER].

Mr. SCHUMER. I thank the ranking
member.

I would just like to say that this bill,
in addition to all the other reasons not
to vote for it, it takes a gratuitous slap
at New York by gutting the revitaliza-
tion of Penn Station.

Seventy five million riders pass
through the station every year. It is
heavily used, and it is a mess.

Yet this takes back that money and
puts it into a lot of other things that
are far less needed than what we have
here.

I would urge every Member of New
York, whether they been Democrat or
Republican, to vote against this bill so
we can save the money for Penn Sta-
tion and finally get that station mov-
ing again.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1
minute to the gentlewoman from Cali-
fornia [Ms ESHOO].

(Ms. ESHOO asked and was given per-
mission to revise and extend her re-
marks.)

Ms. ESHOO. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman for yielding this time to
me.

Mr. Chairman, I am disappointed
that the first spending package pro-
duced by the majority after passing the
balanced budget amendment increases
the deficit by $645 million over 5 years.

The Obey substitute cuts the deficit
in fiscal year 1995 and is budget-neutral
over 5 years.

It allows the Secretary of Defense to
protect critical programs like the
Technology Reinvention Program
which leverages commercial tech-
nology in a way that benefits both the
Defense Department and the commer-
cial sector.

Mr. Chairman, in a front page story
yesterday, the Washington Post re-
ported that our Nation’s military lead-
ers are increasingly convinced modern
warfare is experiencing revolutionary
technological changes. National secu-
rity experts believe those nations who
do not maintain a technological edge
will face serious threats to their secu-
rity.

Now, at a time when America needs
to make wise investments in defense
technology, the Republicans’ budget-
busting shopping cart of defense prior-
ities is full of last year’s models and
outdated strategy.

The Obey substitute reduces the defi-
cit, cuts pork and allows budget prior-
ities to be based on national security

needs—not political manifestos; and
the safety of our soldiers—not politi-
cians’ reelection campaigns.

I urge Members to oppose the bill and
support the Obey amendment.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Califor-
nia [Mr. FARR].

(Mr. FARR asked and was given per-
mission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. FARR. I thank the gentleman for
yielding this time to me.

Mr. Chairman, rather than voting for
a measure that would seriously in-
crease the deficit by nearly $645 million
over 5 years while making fatal cuts to
domestic programs such as the school
improvement fund, youth job training
programs, the INS emergency fund, and
environmental cleanup and restoration
efforts, I support the Obey substitute.

Mr. Chairman, this is a responsible
alternative to the Republican emer-
gency supplemental. It adds an addi-
tional $670 million in unrequested de-
fense spending without identifying off-
sets for this spending.

This plus-up of the emergency sup-
plemental is not for emergency fund-
ing. The Republicans are trying to tell
the American people they are in favor
of balancing the budget. The Obey sub-
stitute would allow the Department of
Defense to guide the rescissions from
lower-priority defense programs to off-
set this supplemental appropriations
bill. It does not affect domestic cuts.

In my central California district, the
cuts to the youth job training pro-
grams would impact many disadvan-
taged youth.

I ask my colleagues to support the
Obey substitute.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1
minute to the distinguished gentleman
from California, [Mr. BROWN], the rank-
ing member of the Committee on
Science.

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

Mr. BROWN of California. I thank
the gentleman for yielding this time to
me.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of the
Obey substitute, in opposition to the
bill.

My primary problem with the bill is
that it resorts to the rescission of civil-
ian programs, and it takes about half
of the total rescissions from the area of
technology, with which I am deeply
concerned as ranking member of the
Committee on Science.

The technology programs which are
proposed to be cut have been described
by several previous speakers, and I do
not need add to that.

I would just like to make the point,
however, that these programs have
been developed over course of a number
of years. They did not begin with the
Clinton administration. They began,
actually, with the Reagan and Bush ad-
ministrations.

They need to be defended or else the
future of this country and its techno-

logical superiority around the world
will be in doubt.

I submit the following for the
RECORD:

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of amend-
ment to H.R. 889 offered by the distinguished
ranking Democratic member of the Committee
on Appropriations, my good friend from Wis-
consin, [Mr. OBEY].

This amendment, while it may not be per-
fect, would make significant imporvements to
the bill we are considering.

The amendment would provide the Presi-
dent’s request of $2.54 billion in new budget
authority to pay for peace-keeping missions,
and no more. It would not make available an
additional $670 million to increase defense
readiness, which we simply do not need.

The amendment is deficit neutral. New
spending would be offset totally with reduc-
tions in other defense accounts that the Sec-
retary of Defense would allocate. Cuts in high-
er priority investment programs, like education
and training and R&D, would not be made
under this amendment to pay for defense in-
creases.

Mr. Chairman, the direction taken in H.R.
889 is unwise and detrimental to the future of
this country. The bill, if adopted in its present
form, would lead us down a path that will evis-
cerate the R&D infrastructure of the United
States.

The bill proposes increases in defense pro-
grams well above what the President has
asked for, and would pay for those increases
by making disproportionate cuts in R&D pro-
grams that have greater long-term payoffs.

The rescissions in this bill total $2.9 billion.
About $1.3 billion or 45 percent of those cuts
would be in competitively awarded, merit-
based R&D programs. These cuts represent 2
percent of the entire Federal support for R&D
in the current fiscal year.

Two programs that would be crippled under
H.R. 889 are the Department of Defense
Technology Reinvestment Program [TRP], and
the Department of Commerce Advanced Tech-
nology Program [TRP]. Both of these pro-
grams leverage Federal funding with matching
funds from the private sector to undertake
high-risk, long-term R&D projects that have
potential for large economic payoffs. These
are the kinds of investments we should be
making, and the Obey amendment would
allow that.

Thirty years ago, Federal R&D support was
over 2 percent of gross domestic product
[GDP]. That level of support has eroded dras-
tically since then. If the Congress adopts the
President’s fiscal year 1996 budget, Federal
support for R&D would fall below 1 percent of
GDP to its lowest level since 1958. This bill
would make a bad situation even worse.

For years the Federal Government has
given inadequate support for R&D, education
and training, and other valuable public invest-
ments. This neglect has contributed signifi-
cantly to the decay in our society and to the
decline in our economic competitiveness and
living standards. We can not let this situation
continue.

We must make the investments today that
are necessary to improve the future of the
country and all our citizens. The Obey amend-
ment is a step in that direction.

I urge my colleagues, on both sides of the
aisle, to put aside political differences and nar-
row interest and to do what is right for the
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country. I urge adoption of the Obey amend-
ment.

Table 1.—Fiscal Year 1995 Defense Supplemental Appropriations and Rescissions
[Dollars in millions]

Action Agency Program/Activity Amount Percent of cuts

Defense supplemental .................................................................................................... DOD ............................. Peace keeping ................................................................................................................ $2,538.7 .............................
DOD ............................. Readiness ....................................................................................................................... 669.7 .............................

New budget authority ............................................................................................ ..................................... ........................................................................................................................................ 3,208.4
Defense recissions .......................................................................................................... DOD ............................. TRP & Defense conversion ............................................................................................. 537.0 19

DOD ............................. High definition systems ................................................................................................. 15.0 1
DOD ............................. Environmental restoration .............................................................................................. 150.0 5
DOD ............................. Procurement ................................................................................................................... 758.2 27

Defense subtotal .................................................................................................... ..................................... ........................................................................................................................................ 1,460.2 51
Domestic rescissions ...................................................................................................... DOC/NIST ..................... Adv Technology Prog (ATP) ............................................................................................ 107.0 4

NASA ............................ Wind tunnels .................................................................................................................. 400.0 14
DOE ............................. Clean Coal Program ....................................................................................................... 200.0 7
DOE ............................. Environmental restoration .............................................................................................. 100.0 4
DOE ............................. Youth Job Training Program .......................................................................................... 200.0 7
..................................... Other domestic programs .............................................................................................. 395.1 14

Domestic subtotal .................................................................................................. ..................................... ........................................................................................................................................ 1,402.1 49

Total rescissions ........................................................................................... ..................................... ........................................................................................................................................ 2,862.3 .............................

Net new budget authority .................................................................... ..................................... ........................................................................................................................................ 346.1 .............................

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield my-
self the balance of the time.

I simply say, in closing, that despite
the comments that have been made by
three previous speakers, this bill is not
paid for, this bill is not paid for, this
bill is not paid for, this bill is not paid
for.

It is almost $700 million short of
being paid for over 5 years, almost $300
million short of being paid for over 1
year.

If you have told your constituents
that you are for a constitutional
amendment to balance the budget and
then you vote for this bill today with-
out the Obey amendment, you are
meeting yourself coming back.

Mr. LIVINGSTON. Mr. Chairman, I
yield myself the balance of the time.

I point out to the gentleman that the
contentions that the bill is not paid for
are ridiculous. We have not paid for
supplementals in the past; we are pay-
ing for this one.

The fact is this bill costs $3.2 billion,
and the defense rescissions in this bill
are $1.8 billion in budget authority and
nondefense rescissions are $1.4 billion,
and there is a surplus of $14 million in
the rescission over the cost of the bill.

This bill is needed, Mr. Chairman. We
are talking about a 35-percent decline
in the Defense Department in the last
11 years. The procurement amount has
gone down by 17 percent over these last
11 years. We are cutting maintenance,
we are cutting operations, and we are
cutting training hours.

Secretary Perry on November 16, was
quoted as saying that 3 divisions of the
12 Army divisions were way below ade-
quate preparedness.

Even the President himself, on the
1st of December, said that he was at
least $25 billion short on defense, and,
as a matter of fact, GAO says we are
$150 billion short on defense adequacy.

We are finding that jet engines are
not getting repaired, troops are not
getting adequate training hours, and
Naval Reserves have stopped drilling.
Training in Abrams tanks has been cut

back because their engines are not
being adequately repaired.

Military recruits have less than high
school diplomas.

We are seeing accidents like F–15’s
shooting down U.N. helicopters and F–
14’s colliding. A F–14 crashed on the
west coast. There was an accident on
the Nimitz that killed a young seaman.
Just in the last 3 days a Huey heli-
copter went into the sea overrunning
Somalia, and a crewman was killed.

Mr. Chairman, the minority for some
reason comes up with the idea, the friv-
olous idea, about not paying for this
bill. They say we have not paid for it.
We have paid for it. It is needed.

Mr. Chairman, I urge the adoption of
this bill.

Mr. PASTOR. Mr. Chairman, I wish to speak
in support of a much-maligned program that is
being proposed for rescission under the De-
fense Department supplemental appropriations
bill for fiscal year 1995, the Technology Rein-
vestment Program [TRP]. No one in this
Chamber questions the need for the urgent
supplemental appropriations bill for the De-
partment of Defense. The funds are necessary
to cover the costs of U.S. peacekeeping and
humanitarian missions abroad. What many of
us question, including myself, is the way we
go about paying for these emergency costs by
terminating funds for important programs like
the Technology Reinvestment Program.

TRP is a unique program. It is designed to
ensure that the United States has the most
advanced military technology available and the
most competitive commercial products found
in the world marketplace. Advances in tech-
nology are occurring at a faster rate in the
commercial world than in the defense indus-
trial sector. The purpose of TRP is to give the
military advance access to commercial tech-
nologies and thereby enhance our military ca-
pabilities at less expensive costs. TRP pro-
motes the development of spin-on and spin-off
technology. Under the program the Federal
Government acts as an agent—a partner, if
you will—in fostering public-private partner-
ships to develop advanced technologies with
military and commercial applications.

One theme I constantly hear from both
Democrats and Republicans is that Congress
should develop a framework which encour-

ages greater cooperation among government,
business, and academia. TRP does just that.
And with only a 2-year lifespan, this Chamber
is now deciding that programs like TRP are a
waste of taxpayer’s moneys. This decision
was made by the House Appropriations Com-
mittee without the benefit of serious public
hearings. Isn’t it ironic, Mr. Speaker, that while
we agree in theory on the need for greater
public-private partnerships, the bill we are con-
sidering rescinds $500 million for a program
that will assist our military to leverage the
commercial base.

Mr. Speaker, I call my colleagues’ attention
to recent communications I have received
from Arizona attesting to the importance of the
Technology Reinvestment Program. For this
and other reasons, I intend to vote against
H.R. 889.

ARIZONA STATE UNIVERSITY,
Tempe, AZ, February 16, 1995.

Hon. ED PASTOR,
Representative, Cannon House Office Building,
Washington, DC.

DEAR REPRESENTATIVE PASTOR: Last week
the Washington Post ran an article that was
critical of a Technology Reinvestment
Project (TRP) funded program at Arizona
State University. The ASU project had been
singled out for having a rather nondescript
title and thus may become a possible target
for elimination as part of H.R. 889.

I am enclosing for you a review of that
project, which we are happy to re-title,
‘‘Manufacturing Across the Curriculum’’.

Manufacturing Across the Curriculum has
been a very effective program to re-engineer
the educational relationship among the ASU
Colleges of Engineering and Business with
Arizona’s largest high technology employers.
Together, with the assistance of federal
funding, we have created a new way to edu-
cate engineers and business students that
gives them the kinds of skills necessary to
immediately enter manufacturing positions
and contribute to the success of these com-
panies. We have found a way to eliminate the
‘‘ramping up’’ time necessary for new hires
to these companies.

One of the most innovative and exciting
parts of the ASU TRP is the placement of
our students at companies such as Intel,
where they actually take over full manufac-
turing lines. Realize the extent of corporate
commitment this represents in the event
that the students’ errors may actually shut
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down entire processing lines. But the cor-
porate partners such as Motorola Govern-
ment Systems Technologies Group, Honey-
well IASD, and Intel among others are tak-
ing such risks because the rewards are equal-
ly great. They recognize the caliber of stu-
dents that will be available for hire from
ASU and from colleges throughout the U.S.
is outstanding, if we can demonstrate this
project and encourage others to duplicate it.

I urge you take whatever steps you feel are
appropriate to keep this project from being
eliminated simply because it was poorly ti-
tled. We would encourage those who have
criticized this project to read the attached
summary explaining its purpose and accom-
plishments prior to committing themselves
to its demise.

Thank you for your continued interest in
and support of meaningful research activi-
ties at Arizona State University.

Sincerely,
ROBERT E. BARNHILL,

Vice President.

CARBORUNDUM MICROELECTRONICS,
Phoenix, AZ, February 10, 1995.

Representative ED PASTOR,
Cannon House Office Building,
Washington, DC.

DEAR CONGRESSMAN PASTOR: The new Con-
gress has been quoted in recent news articles
to have expressed concerns regarding the
value and future of the Department of De-
fense sponsored Technology Reinvestment
Program (TRP). We believe that the TRP is
valuable to both the United States and to
our Phoenix, Arizona based business. We are
convinced that without it, from both a de-
fense technology and industrial manufactur-
ing standpoint, our country would be relin-
quishing a vital competitive position.

Carborundum’s Microelectronics Design
and Manufacturing Center in Phoenix was
recently selected by the Advanced Research
Projects Agency of DOD to lead a TRP pro-
gram to develop more affordable electronic
packaging based upon a new high perform-
ance ceramic material (aluminum nitride). If
successful, this program will provide a dra-
matic and much needed improvement in the
performance and reliability of ceramic elec-
tronic packaging for the DOD.

The continued advancement of ceramic
electronic packaging is essential in the de-
sign of the future’s competitive electronic
systems, whether commercial or defense re-
lated. The TRP investment in this effort is
in direct support of a critical U.S. industrial
technology that was nearly lost to offshore
manufacturers, and more specifically to the
Japanese. In fact, over 80% of the current ce-
ramic packaging needs of DOD are supplied
by Japan. The playing field in this arena has
not been level. The Japanese have been, both
through financial and other means, sub-
sidized by their government, while at the
same time, American industry has main-
tained a robust competitive position, defend-
ing a basic national capability, with its own
funding sources.

At our Phoenix, Arizona facility, we are
determined to use the TRP 50/50 funding pro-
gram to expedite the development of a new
superior ceramic packaging material, alu-
minum nitride. We believe in the spirit of
the new TRP format that relies on the joint
investment of both government and indus-
try. We are convinced that the result of this
effort will be a lower cost, economical mate-
rial that will meet the technical and cost ob-
jectives of the DOD. In addition, spin off ben-
efits will include the development of a
wealth generator for our country, increased
market share for American industry, and an
expansion in our Arizona employment base.

This technology is important now and for
the 21st Century. The TRP provides the nec-

essary Industry/Government partnership
that will help us leapfrog our foreign com-
petition. We urge you to factor these facts
into your position on the TRP.

Very truly yours,
ROGER S. STORM,

Manager, Contract Programs
and Marketing.

Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Chairman, if I described
a Government program that enhances our na-
tional defense, saves taxpayers money, and
creates jobs, most of my colleagues would be
jumping up to support it.

Well, there is such a program, and it’s
called the Technology Reinvestment Project,
or TRP. But rather than support such a pro-
gram, this bill would kill it.

That’s a sad case of misplaced priorities,
and I hope funding for TRP will be fully re-
stored before this defense supplemental ap-
propriations bill is sent to the President.

TRP was created in 1993 to deal with two
conflicting realities of the post-cold-war world.
The first reality is that our national security de-
pends ever more on superior technology. The
second reality is that in an age of huge budget
deficits, we often can’t afford to develop such
technology solely for defense.

The answer to that dilemma is the concept
of dual-use technology—cutting-edge tech-
nology that has both defense and commercial
applications.

The TRP program is the centerpiece of our
dual-use strategy. TRP awards matching
funds to industry-led projects that have the po-
tential both to strengthen our national defense
and to develop competitive commercial prod-
ucts.

I want to underscore two critical aspects of
this program. One is that projects are competi-
tively selected purely on the basis of merit.
Two, the program requires private industry to
put up matching grants. For an investment of
less than $500 million a year, TRP has lever-
aged billions of private dollars for research
and development.

To me, that sounds like a great deal for the
taxpayer.

I know that TRP works because I’ve seen
the results in my own district.

TRP funding has made possible a partner-
ship in Wallingford, CT, between Dow Chemi-
cal Co. and United Technologies Corp. to de-
velop lighter, quieter, more fuel-efficient mate-
rials for aircraft construction. These new mate-
rials will be used on both the F–22 advanced
tactical fighter and commercial aircraft. Be-
cause of these commercial opportunities, pro-
duction costs for the Defense Department may
be reduced by as much as 50 percent.

There are winners all around.
The Defense Department wins because its

getting a better jet fighter.
Taxpayers win because they’re paying less

for critical defense technology.
The two companies involved win because

they’re developing whole new commercial
markets.

And the people of my district win because
good-paying jobs are being created.

At the direction of then-chairman, Ron Del-
lums, the National Security Committee staff
last year surveyed TRP grant winners from the
first year of the program. Responses were re-
ceived from less than a fourth of the winners.
But even that small number estimated a po-
tential annual commercial market of $4.7 bil-
lion for their new technologies, creating or
sustaining 18,000 jobs. Keep in mind that’s

the gain from only some of the winners and
only the first year.

Let’s give TRP a chance to work. Canceling
it now would be yet another example of the
Congress being penny-wise and pound-fool-
ish.

Mr. COSTELLO. Mr. Chairman, I rise today
in opposition to the legislation before us on
the House floor which would spend $3.2 billion
on various overseas military expeditions and
pay for it by cutting both defense and domes-
tic programs.

It is the first time in my memory where Con-
gress has cut domestic programs—like clean
coal technology, worker retraining, and new
school construction—to pay for our invasion of
Haiti, missions to Bosnia, our withdrawal from
Somalia, and Cuban refugee programs. This
legislation takes money from potential job-cre-
ating initiatives like clean coal technology and
worker retraining and instead funnels into
wasteful programs such as paying back our al-
lies for equipment they used to help with our
invasion of Haiti.

There is no reason why other defense pro-
grams, or our foreign aid program, cannot be
cut to accommodate this supplemental appro-
priation. It makes no sense to me to cut or
eliminate programs which actually help people
find jobs in order to help the Pentagon bal-
ance its budget.

Two programs in particular will, if eliminated,
be very detrimental to my congressional dis-
trict.

The Clean Coal Technology Program faces
a $200 million cut from 1996 and 1997, a pro-
gram which is essential to exploring future
markets for high-sulfur Illinois coal; and the
$100 million new school construction fund,
which will be eliminated under this bill. This
program is one from which the Carterville
School District is interested in vying for fund-
ing for construction of its new school.

Mr. Chairman, to shift domestic funds to pay
for overseas military operations is a trouble-
some precedent. I urge my colleagues to vote
against this misguided bill and vote for the
Obey substitute, which will pay for this supple-
mental by using defense funds and not cut
into domestic programs.

Mr. COLEMAN. Mr. Chairman, I rise in sup-
port of a supplemental appropriation for the
Department of Defense and in opposition to
the rescissions contained in H.R. 889, the De-
partment of Defense Supplemental Appropria-
tions and Non-Defense Appropriations Rescis-
sions Act of 1995. I feel that this piece of leg-
islation cuts many defense programs important
to our national security and that the Presi-
dent’s request is justified emergency spending
which should not be offset.

I support our military’s forays into diverse
countries like Rwanda, Somalia, Bosnia, and
Haiti. I also want to improve the combat readi-
ness of our Armed Forces which this bill be-
gins to do. However, this bill goes too far in
gutting vital programs such as the Technology
Reinvestment Program [TRP], environmental
restoration programs, and a program to help
Russian and Eastern Europe pay for disman-
tling weapons, among others.

A program such as the TRP is very impor-
tant to our national security interests. I, and
others, feel that the TRP is vitally necessary to
our country’s future as we position ourselves
strategically in the post-cold-war era.
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Let the record be clear that the President,

Secretary of Defense Perry, Office of Manage-
ment and Budget Director Rivlin, and major
Fortune 500 corporations such as DuPont,
IBM, 3M, Westinghouse, and Teledyne op-
pose the rescission of these funds.

The TRP promotes dual-use research and
development projects to exploit the potential of
advanced commercial technologies to meet
defense needs. The investments the TRP is
targeting are in the following thrust areas:
computers and software, electronics, sensors,
simulation and manufacturing. Pushing these
areas will ensure that commercial firms in this
country can supply the superior technologies
that will maintain our military advantage.

This bill also cuts $150 million in environ-
mental restoration projects going on through-
out the country. As you know, Mr. Chairman,
DOD environmental programs support the
readiness of U.S. forces by protecting military
personnel and their families from environ-
mental, safety, and health hazards. The pro-
grams ensure the usefulness and long-term vi-
ability of DOD lands and facilities. Major envi-
ronmental priorities include actions to achieve
compliance with existing laws and regulations,
pollution prevention, and cleanup of past con-
tamination. We simply cannot cut these funds.

In 1990, Congress and President Bush
agreed that we needed to maintain the flexibil-
ity to fund unforeseen emergencies. Congress
and President Bush recognized then that we
do not have a reliable method to budget for
these unforeseen costs.

No one could have, nor did anyone, predict
the number of conflicts to which our military
would be asked to respond. What we can not
afford to do is to continue to depend on an un-
reliable method to forecast the scope of these
supplementals. We should not begin the prac-
tice of haphazardly cutting programs in the
middle of their fiscal year to pay for defense
missions or natural disasters. Until Congress
devises a method to budget for these unfore-
seen costs, we should keep the supplementals
to the minimum amount and classify them as
what they are—emergencies.

Mr. OBEY, the distinguished ranking member
of the Appropriations Committee, has offered
an equitable alternative. The Obey substitute
offsets defense spending with defense cuts
without requiring cuts in nondefense pro-
grams. The Obey substitute grants the Sec-
retary of Defense the authority to reduce or
eliminate funding of low-priority defense pro-
grams without jeopardizing military readiness.
Unlike the majority’s bill, the Obey substitute is
deficit neutral.

Mr. Chairman, given that as we speak com-
mittee staff is working on additional $15 billion
in cuts in nondefense programs to pay for dis-
aster relief supplemental and the so-called
Contract With America, I believe it is uncon-
scionable to ask nondefense programs to pay
for peacekeeping and military relief missions.

Mr. Chairman, I strongly support a supple-
mental appropriation for Defense. I oppose the
rescissions contained in H.R. 889. Therefore,
I cannot support the Department of Defense
Supplemental Appropriations and Non-De-
fense Appropriations Rescissions Act in its
current form.

Mr. MCDADE. Mr. Chairman, I would like to
take this opportunity to commend my friend,
BILL YOUNG, who as chairman of the Sub-
committee on National Security moved quickly
and skillfully to bring together this vital emer-

gency Defense supplemental. He and the dis-
tinguished chairman of the Appropriations
Committee, BOB LIVINGSTON, recognized back
in December the urgency of replenishing our
military readiness accounts which are being
eaten up by missions abroad.

I thank my friends from Louisiana and Flor-
ida, and their counterparts on the minority
side, DAVID OBEY and JACK MURTHA, for mov-
ing forward with this much-needed supple-
mental—despite the inaction and the lack of
communication from the White House. This
subcommittee has always worked in a biparti-
san manner in the interest of maintaining our
national defense, and I know we will continue
to do what we can to preserve our military ca-
pabilities.

Mr. Chairman, I will be brief. During the past
16 months, American men and women have
been scattered across the globe to take part
in 13 different contingency operations—in
places like Haiti, Bosnia, Somalia, Rwanda,
Iraq, and Korea. These operations—which
have involved the deployment of more than
100,000 U.S. troops—are not planned ex-
penses in the annual military budgets. We do
not plan for operations like these—but we do
have to pay for them.

The annual defense budget is a peacetime
budget—it is to train and equip our troops, to
support them, and to keep them ready for
when we need to call upon them. And let me
remind you all that the 1995 defense budget
was the 10th consecutive year of reduced de-
fense spending, in constant dollars. Ten
straight years of defense cuts—a 35-percent
reduction between 1985 and 1995.

This emergency supplemental is an emer-
gency. If we don’t pay now, our troops will pay
later. Both the Secretary of Defense and the
Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff testified
that if this supplemental is delayed, then regu-
lar training, flight hours, and needed equip-
ment repair and maintenance will not get done
this year. Our readiness will be degraded, and
our troops will suffer.

As has been noted, this emergency supple-
mental does contain offsets and rescissions
which free up the readiness moneys we need
for our troops without adding to the deficit.
Half of the cuts in the supplemental come
from low-priority DOD accounts, and half
come from non-DOD rescissions.

I am pleased that we have been able to put
together a budget-neutral Defense supple-
mental. The 104th Congress is listening to the
American people and we are attacking the
deficit. But I want to caution that we may not
always be able to find offsets to pay for mili-
tary contingency operations. If we commit our
troops to these operations, I firmly believe we
must be prepared to pay for them—and not
decimate the readiness accounts in the regu-
lar defense budget.

I believe that when we commit our troops to
these unplanned operations and put them in
harm’s way, we also make the commitment to
keep up their training, their equipment, and
their morale. That’s what this bill does, and I
urge its adoption.

Mr. RICHARDSON. Mr. Chairman, I have
great reservation about today’s Defense re-
scissions bill. I am concerned that H.R. 889
cuts into important programs that puts Ameri-
cans in the battlefield at-risk and this is the
reason I am opposing it. The Appropriations
committee has cut funding for many important
programs including the System Improvement

Program [SIP] for the EF–111 aircraft. The
SIP is an important component of our elec-
tronic warfare arsenal and I am concerned
that the committee’s cuts may be premature.
The EF–111 will remain in service through at
least 1999, and possibly longer if the Air Force
decides that the plane is essential to maintain
a technological edge over our adversaries as
we enter the 21st century. The Appropriations
Committee’s actions are inconsistent with its
intent of preserving the readiness of our
troops. By indiscriminately cutting the SIP Pro-
gram, Congress is turning a blind eye to our
electronic warfare needs in the name of readi-
ness. Why sacrifice force structure for readi-
ness? Readiness and force structure must be
addressed simultaneously. I hope that this
issue will be fully addressed before these cuts
are finalized.

This is the first time in 13 years I have
voted against a Defense bill—I do so not only
because it affects Cannon Air Base in my dis-
trict but because it is a bad bill.

Mr. NADLER. Mr. Chairman, I rise in sup-
port of the substitute to the bill. The gentleman
from Wisconsin’s substitute would successfully
offset the $2.5 billion in supplemental defense
appropriations requested by the administra-
tion, without eliminating valuable programs
which invest in our Nation’s future. I am par-
ticularly concerned about maintaining congres-
sional commitment for the Penn Station/Farley
Building renovations in my district in New York
City.

Penn Station is the single most heavily used
intermodal transportation facility in the country,
serving passengers not only in the Northeast
corridor, but also to and from points south and
west. In fact, 75 million passengers use Penn
Station each year. This station is a significant
component of our passenger rail infrastructure.

A number of regional private and public enti-
ties have acknowledged that the current un-
derground facility is inadequate, decrepit, and
overcrowded, pushing Amtrak, commuter-train
and subway riders into the same space.
These entities have committed funding for im-
provements to the station. So far, the Long Is-
land Railroad has completed its $200 million
portion of the project. New York City and State
have signed an agreement to fund their $100
million share. New Jersey transit will renovate
its portion as Amtrak moves to the Farley
Building. Amtrak will fund its portion of the
project with revenues from commerce that will
be attracted to the renovated Farley Building.
Additionally, the Federal Railroad Administra-
tion and the Department of Transportation
have sited Penn Station renovations as a high
priority project, and the administration has pro-
posed a $50 million expenditure for the project
in fiscal year 1996. During a time when we are
seeking funding based on public-private part-
nerships, this rescission is particularly short-
sighted.

Congress provided $10 million in fiscal year
1994 for this project, and should continue its
contribution to the public/private partnership
which will benefit many Americans throughout
the country. The funding which is proposed to
be rescinded today is modest compared with
other transportation expenditures for projects
serving far fewer Americans.

In conclusion, Mr. Speaker, the Penn Sta-
tion project is underway, the State and local
governments have committed to pay for the
bulk of the project, and Federal support makes
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good on congressional commitment to promot-
ing intermodal transportation.

I urge my colleagues to vote in favor of the
substitute and vote against the bill.

Mrs. WALDHOLTZ. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
support of the supplemental spending bill and
its accompanying rescission bill.

Over the past year at the direction of the
President, our Armed Forces have carried out
a steadily increasing number of military oper-
ations for which no funds were budgeted. Be-
cause these operations were not foreseen or
planned for, enormous sums consumed by
these operations cannot be compensated
through normal budgetary channels within the
Department of Defense.

The administration has stated that this is an
emergency situation. Without additional fund-
ing, military readiness will be seriously jeop-
ardized and we will be unable to fully finance
the long overdue military pay raise Congress
promised last year. It should be stressed that
this is an emergency of the administration’s
own making. Many of the administration’s mili-
tary adventures abroad are not only expen-
sive, but highly questionable. But if we don’t
replace the funds robbed from personnel and
readiness concerns, the administration won’t
suffer, and this Congress won’t suffer. But the
people who will suffer are the men and
women of the U.S. military who are trying to
carry out their orders without adequate sup-
port. For that reason I support these bills.

Under our budget rules we don’t have to off-
set this spending, we could simply increase
the deficit. The administration wanted us to do
just that. But, we can’t just follow the letter of
the law, we have to follow the spirit in which
it is intended and do what’s best for our Na-
tion.

Both the administration and Congress have
a moral obligation to offset the spending con-
tained in this bill. The administration abdicated
their responsibility, we can’t afford to do the
same. We have to be willing to do what the
administration wasn’t willing to do—we have to
pay for things as we go. We have to make the
tough choices and bring spending under con-
trol.

This bill will ensure that our Armed Forces
get the funding they need to carry out their
missions, while at the same time we will fulfill
our obligation to bring the deficit under control.

I urge my colleagues to support these bills
and the rule.

The CHAIRMAN. All time for general
debate has expired.

Pursuant to the rule, the bill is con-
sidered as having been read for amend-
ment under the 5-minute rule.

Pursuant to the rule, an amendment
in the nature of a substitute consisting
of the text of H.R. 889, modified by add-
ing the text of the bill, H.R. 845, is con-
sidered as an original bill for the pur-
pose of amendment and is considered as
having been read.

The text of the amendment in the na-
ture of a substitute, as modified, is as
follows:

H.R. 889

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled, That the following sums
are appropriated, out of any money in the
Treasury not otherwise appropriated, to pro-
vide emergency supplemental appropriations
for the Department of Defense to preserve

and enhance military readiness for the fiscal
year ending September 30, 1995, and for other
purposes, namely:

TITLE I
EMERGENCY SUPPLEMENTAL

APPROPRIATIONS

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE—MILITARY

MILITARY PERSONNEL

MILITARY PERSONNEL, ARMY

For an additional amount for ‘‘Military
Personnel, Army,’’ $69,300,000: Provided, That
such amount is designated by Congress as an
emergency requirement pursuant to section
251(b)(2)(D)(i) of the Balanced Budget and
Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985, as
amended.

MILITARY PERSONNEL, NAVY

For an additional amount for ‘‘Military
Personnel, Navy,’’ $49,500,000: Provided, That
such amount is designated by Congress as an
emergency requirement pursuant to section
251(b)(2)(D)(i) of the Balanced Budget and
Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985, as
amended.

MILITARY PERSONNEL, MARINE CORPS

For an additional amount for ‘‘Military
Personnel, Marine Corps,’’ $10,400,000: Pro-
vided, That such amount is designated by
Congress as an emergency requirement pur-
suant to section 251(b)(2)(D)(i) of the Bal-
anced Budget and Emergency Deficit Control
Act of 1985, as amended.

MILITARY PERSONNEL, AIR FORCE

For an additional amount for ‘‘Military
Personnel, Air Force,’’ $71,700,000: Provided,
That such amount is designated by Congress
as an emergency requirement pursuant to
section 251(b)(2)(D)(i) of the Balanced Budget
and Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985,
as amended.

RESERVE PERSONNEL, NAVY

For an additional amount for ‘‘Reserve
Personnel, Navy,’’ $4,600,000: Provided, That
such amount is designated by Congress as an
emergency requirement pursuant to section
251(b)(2)(D)(i) of the Balanced Budget and
Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985, as
amended.

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, ARMY

For an additional amount for ‘‘Operation
and Maintenance, Army,’’ $958,600,000: Pro-
vided, That such amount is designated by
Congress as an emergency requirement pur-
suant to section 251(b)(2)(D)(i) of the Bal-
anced Budget and Emergency Deficit Control
Act of 1985, as amended.

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, NAVY

For an additional amount for ‘‘Operation
and Maintenance, Navy,’’ $347,600,000: Pro-
vided, That such amount is designated by
Congress as an emergency requirement pur-
suant to section 251(b)(2)(D)(i) of the Bal-
anced Budget and Emergency Deficit Control
Act of 1985, as amended.

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, MARINE CORPS

For an additional amount for ‘‘Operation
and Maintenance, Marine Corps,’’ $38,000,000:
Provided, That such amount is designated by
Congress as an emergency requirement pur-
suant to section 251(b)(2)(D)(i) of the Bal-
anced Budget and Emergency Deficit Control
Act of 1985, as amended.

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, AIR FORCE

For an additional amount for ‘‘Operation
and Maintenance, Air Force,’’ $888,700,000:
Provided, That such amount is designated by
Congress as an emergency requirement pur-
suant to section 251(b)(2)(D)(i) of the Bal-
anced Budget and Emergency Deficit Control
Act of 1985, as amended.

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, DEFENSE-WIDE

For an additional amount for ‘‘Operation
and Maintenance, Defense-Wide,’’ $43,200,000:
Provided, That such amount is designated by
Congress as an emergency requirement pur-
suant to section 251(b)(2)(D)(i) of the Bal-
anced Budget and Emergency Deficit Control
Act of 1985, as amended.

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, NAVY RESERVE

For an additional amount for ‘‘Operation
and Maintenance, Navy Reserve,’’ $6,400,000:
Provided, That such amount is designated by
Congress as an emergency requirement pur-
suant to section 251(b)(2)(D)(i) of the Bal-
anced Budget and Emergency Deficit Control
Act of 1985, as amended.

PROCUREMENT

OTHER PROCUREMENT, ARMY

For an additional amount for ‘‘Other Pro-
curement, Army,’’ $28,600,000, to remain
available until September 30, 1997: Provided,
That such amount is designated by Congress
as an emergency requirement pursuant to
section 251(b)(2)(D)(i) of the Balanced Budget
and Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985,
as amended.

OTHER PROCUREMENT, AIR FORCE

For an additional amount for ‘‘Other Pro-
curement, Air Force,’’ $8,100,000, to remain
available until September 30, 1997: Provided,
That such amount is designated by Congress
as an emergency requirement pursuant to
section 251(b)(2)(D)(i) of the Balanced Budget
and Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985,
as amended.

OTHER DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE
PROGRAMS

DEFENSE HEALTH PROGRAM

For an additional amount for ‘‘Defense
Health Program,’’ $14,000,000: Provided, That
such amount is designated by Congress as an
emergency requirement pursuant to section
251(b)(2)(D)(i) of the Balanced Budget and
Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985, as
amended.

TITLE II
RESCINDING CERTAIN BUDGET

AUTHORITY

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE—MILITARY

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, AIR FORCE

(RESCISSION)

Of the funds made available under this
heading in Public Law 103–335, $15,000,000 are
rescinded.

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, DEFENSE-WIDE

(RESCISSION)

Of the funds made available under this
heading in Public Law 103–335, $18,800,000 are
rescinded.

ENVIRONMENTAL RESTORATION, DEFENSE

(RESCISSION)

Of the funds made available under this
heading in Public Law 103–335, $150,000,000 are
rescinded.

FORMER SOVIET UNION THREAT REDUCTION

(RESCISSION)

Of the funds made available under this
heading in Public Law 103–335, $80,000,000 are
rescinded.

PROCUREMENT

AIRCRAFT PROCUREMENT, AIR FORCE

(RESCISSIONS)

Of the funds made available under this
heading in Public Law 103–139, $15,000,000 are
rescinded.

Of the funds made available under this
heading in Public Law 103–335, $71,400,000 are
rescinded.
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MISSILE PROCUREMENT, AIR FORCE

(RESCISSIONS)

Of the funds made available under this
heading in Public Law 102–396, $33,000,000 are
rescinded.

Of the funds made available under this
heading in Public Law 103–139, $86,200,000 are
rescinded.

NATIONAL GUARD AND RESERVE EQUIPMENT

(RESCISSION)

Of the funds made available under this
heading in Public Law 103–335, $30,000,000 are
rescinded.

DEFENSE PRODUCTION ACT PURCHASES

(RESCISSION)

Of the funds made available under this
heading in Public Law 103–139, $100,000,000 are
rescinded.

RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST AND
EVALUATION

RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST AND
EVALUATION, ARMY

(RESCISSIONS)

Of the funds made available under this
heading in Public Law 103–139, $28,300,000 are
rescinded.

Of the funds made available under this
heading in Public Law 103–335, $19,700,000 are
rescinded.

RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST AND
EVALUATION, NAVY

(RESCISSIONS)

Of the funds made available under this
heading in Public Law 103–139, $1,200,000 are
rescinded.

Of the funds made available under this
heading in Public Law 103–335, $58,900,000 are
rescinded.

RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST AND
EVALUATION, AIR FORCE

(RESCISSIONS)

Of the funds made available under this
heading in Public Law 103–139, $93,800,000 are
rescinded.

Of the funds made available under this
heading in Public Law 103–335, $75,800,000 are
rescinded.

RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST AND
EVALUATION, DEFENSE-WIDE

(RESCISSIONS)

Of the funds made available under this
heading in Public Law 103–139, $77,000,000 are
rescinded.

Of the funds made available under this
heading in Public Law 103–335, $491,600,000 are
rescinded.

RELATED AGENCIES

NATIONAL SECURITY EDUCATION TRUST FUND

(RESCISSION)

Of the funds made available under this
heading in Public Law 102–172, Public Law
103–50, Public Law 103–139, and Public Law
103–335, $161,287,000 are rescinded: Provided,
That the balance of funds in the National Se-
curity Education Trust Fund (established
pursuant to section 804 of the David L. Boren
National Security Education Act of 1991 (50
U.S.C. 1904)), other than such amount as is
necessary for obligations made before the
date of the enactment of this Act, is hereby
reduced to zero: Provided further, That no
outlay may be made from the Fund after the
date of the enactment of this Act other than
to liquidate an obligation made before such
date and upon liquidation of all such obliga-
tions made before such date, the Fund shall
be closed: Provided further, That no obliga-
tion may be made from the Fund after the
date of the enactment of this Act.

TITLE III
ADDITIONAL EMERGENCY SUPPLE-

MENTAL APPROPRIATIONS TO FUR-
THER ENHANCE READINESS

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE—MILITARY
MILITARY PERSONNEL

MILITARY PERSONNEL, ARMY

For an additional amount for ‘‘Military
Personnel, Army,’’ $75,500,000: Provided, That
such amount is designated by Congress as an
emergency requirement pursuant to section
251(b)(2)(D)(i) of the Balanced Budget and
Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985, as
amended.

MILITARY PERSONNEL, NAVY

For an additional amount for ‘‘Military
Personnel, Navy,’’ $68,200,000: Provided, That
such amount is designated by Congress as an
emergency requirement pursuant to section
251(b)(2)(D)(i) of the Balanced Budget and
Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985, as
amended.

MILITARY PERSONNEL, MARINE CORPS

For an additional amount for ‘‘Military
Personnel, Marine Corps,’’ $3,000,000: Pro-
vided, That such amount is designated by
Congress as an emergency requirement pur-
suant to section 251(b)(2)(D)(i) of the Bal-
anced Budget and Emergency Deficit Control
Act of 1985, as amended.

MILITARY PERSONNEL, AIR FORCE

For an additional amount for ‘‘Military
Personnel, Air Force,’’ $70,400,000: Provided,
That such amount is designated by Congress
as an emergency requirement pursuant to
section 251(b)(2)(D)(i) of the Balanced Budget
and Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985,
as amended.

RESERVE PERSONNEL, ARMY

For an additional amount for ‘‘Reserve
Personnel, Army,’’ $6,500,000: Provided, That
such amount is designated by Congress as an
emergency requirement pursuant to section
251(b)(2)(D)(i) of the Balanced Budget and
Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985, as
amended.

RESERVE PERSONNEL, NAVY

For an additional amount for ‘‘Reserve
Personnel, Navy,’’ $5,000,000: Provided, That
such amount is designated by Congress as an
emergency requirement pursuant to section
251(b)(2)(D)(i) of the Balanced Budget and
Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985, as
amended.

RESERVE PERSONNEL, MARINE CORPS

For an additional amount for ‘‘Reserve
Personnel, Marine Corps,’’ $1,300,000: Pro-
vided, That such amount is designated by
Congress as an emergency requirement pur-
suant to section 251(b)(2)(D)(i) of the Bal-
anced Budget and Emergency Deficit Control
Act of 1985, as amended.

RESERVE PERSONNEL, AIR FORCE

For an additional amount for ‘‘Reserve
Personnel, Air Force,’’ $2,800,000: Provided,
That such amount is designated by Congress
as an emergency requirement pursuant to
section 251(b)(2)(D)(i) of the Balanced Budget
and Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985,
as amended.

NATIONAL GUARD PERSONNEL, ARMY

For an additional amount for ‘‘National
Guard Personnel, Army,’’ $11,000,000: Pro-
vided, That such amount is designated by
Congress as an emergency requirement pur-
suant to section 251(b)(2)(D)(i) of the Bal-
anced Budget and Emergency Deficit Control
Act of 1985, as amended.

NATIONAL GUARD PERSONNEL, AIR FORCE

For an additional amount for ‘‘National
Guard Personnel, Air Force,’’ $5,000,000: Pro-
vided, That such amount is designated by

Congress as an emergency requirement pur-
suant to section 251(b)(2)(D)(i) of the Bal-
anced Budget and Emergency Deficit Control
Act of 1985, as amended.

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, ARMY

For an additional amount for ‘‘Operation
and Maintenance, Army,’’ $133,000,000: Pro-
vided, That such amount is designated by
Congress as an emergency requirement pur-
suant to section 251(b)(2)(D)(i) of the Bal-
anced Budget and Emergency Deficit Control
Act of 1985, as amended.

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, NAVY

For an additional amount for ‘‘Operation
and Maintenance, Navy,’’ $107,000,000: Pro-
vided, That such amount is designated by
Congress as an emergency requirement pur-
suant to section 251(b)(2)(D)(i) of the Bal-
anced Budget and Emergency Deficit Control
Act of 1985, as amended.

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, MARINE CORPS

For an additional amount for ‘‘Operation
and Maintenance, Marine Corps,’’ $46,000,000:
Provided, That such amount is designated by
Congress as an emergency requirement pur-
suant to section 251(b)(2)(D)(i) of the Bal-
anced Budget and Emergency Deficit Control
Act of 1985, as amended.

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, AIR FORCE

For an additional amount for ‘‘Operation
and Maintenance, Air Force,’’ $80,400,000:
Provided, That such amount is designated by
Congress as an emergency requirement pur-
suant to section 251(b)(2)(D)(i) of the Bal-
anced Budget and Emergency Deficit Control
Act of 1985, as amended.

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, ARMY
RESERVE

For an additional amount for ‘‘Operation
and Maintenance, Army Reserve,’’
$13,000,000: Provided, That such amount is
designated by Congress as an emergency re-
quirement pursuant to section 251(b)(2)(D)(i)
of the Balanced Budget and Emergency Defi-
cit Control Act of 1985, as amended.

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, NAVY RESERVE

For an additional amount for ‘‘Operation
and Maintenance, Navy Reserve,’’ $18,000,000:
Provided, That such amount is designated by
Congress as an emergency requirement pur-
suant to section 251(b)(2)(D)(i) of the Bal-
anced Budget and Emergency Deficit Control
Act of 1985, as amended.

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, MARINE CORPS
RESERVE

For an additional amount for ‘‘Operation
and Maintenance, Marine Corps Reserve,’’
$1,000,000: Provided, That such amount is des-
ignated by Congress as an emergency re-
quirement pursuant to section 251(b)(2)(D)(i)
of the Balanced Budget and Emergency Defi-
cit Control Act of 1985, as amended.

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, AIR FORCE
RESERVE

For an additional amount for ‘‘Operation
and Maintenance, Air Force Reserve,’’
$2,600,000: Provided, That such amount is des-
ignated by Congress as an emergency re-
quirement pursuant to section 251(b)(2)(D)(i)
of the Balanced Budget and Emergency Defi-
cit Control Act of 1985, as amended.

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, ARMY
NATIONAL GUARD

For an additional amount for ‘‘Operation
and Maintenance, Army National Guard,’’
$10,000,000: Provided, That such amount is
designated by Congress as an emergency re-
quirement pursuant to section 251(b)(2)(D)(i)
of the Balanced Budget and Emergency Defi-
cit Control Act of 1985, as amended.
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OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, AIR NATIONAL

GUARD

For an additional amount for ‘‘Operation
and Maintenance, Air National Guard,’’
$10,000,000: Provided, That such amount is
designated by Congress as an emergency re-
quirement pursuant to section 251(b)(2)(D)(i)
of the Balanced Budget and Emergency Defi-
cit Control Act of 1985, as amended.

TITLE IV

GENERAL PROVISIONS

SEC. 401. No part of any appropriation con-
tained in this Act shall remain available for
obligation beyond the current fiscal year un-
less expressly so provided herein.

SEC. 402. Notwithstanding sections 607 and
630 of the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 (22
U.S.C. 2357, 2390) and sections 2608 and 2350j
of title 10, United States Code, all funds re-
ceived by the United States as reimburse-
ment for expenses for which funds are pro-
vided in this Act shall be deposited in the
Treasury as miscellaneous receipts.

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Emergency
Supplemental Appropriations and Rescis-
sions for the Department of Defense to Pre-
serve and Enhance Military Readiness Act of
1995’’.

TITLE V
That the following rescissions of budget

authority are made, namely:

CHAPTER I

DEPARTMENTS OF COMMERCE, JUSTICE,
AND STATE, THE JUDICIARY, AND RE-
LATED AGENCIES

DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE

IMMIGRATION AND NATURALIZATION SERVICE

IMMIGRATION EMERGENCY FUND

(RESCISSION)

Of the amounts made available under this
heading in Public Law 103–317, $70,000,000 are
rescinded.

DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE

NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF STANDARDS AND
TECHNOLOGY

INDUSTRIAL TECHNOLOGY SERVICES

(RESCISSION)

Of the amounts made available under this
heading in Public Law 103–317 for the Ad-
vanced Technology Program, $107,000,000 are
rescinded.

CHAPTER II

ENERGY AND WATER DEVELOPMENT

DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY

ATOMIC ENERGY DEFENSE ACTIVITIES

DEFENSE ENVIRONMENTAL RESTORATION AND
WASTE MANAGEMENT

(RESCISSION)

Of the amounts made available under this
heading in Public Law 103–316 and prior
years’ Energy and Water Development Ap-
propriations Acts, $100,000,000 are rescinded.

CHAPTER III

FOREIGN OPERATIONS, EXPORT
FINANCING, AND RELATED AGENCIES

MULTILATERAL ECONOMIC ASSISTANCE

FUNDS APPROPRIATED TO THE PRESIDENT

INTERNATIONAL FINANCIAL INSTITUTIONS

CONTRIBUTION TO THE AFRICAN DEVELOPMENT
FUND

(RESCISSION)

Of the funds made available under this
heading in Public Law 103–306, $62,014,000 are
rescinded.

BILATERAL ECONOMIC ASSISTANCE
FUNDS APPROPRIATED TO THE PRESIDENT

AGENCY FOR INTERNATIONAL DEVELOPMENT

ASSISTANCE FOR THE NEW INDEPENDENT
STATES OF THE FORMER SOVIET UNION

(RESCISSION)

Of the funds made available under this
heading in Public Law 103–87 for support of
an officer resettlement program in Russia as
described in section 560(a)(5), $110,000,000 are
rescinded.

CHAPTER IV
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR AND

RELATED AGENCIES
DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY

CLEAN COAL TECHNOLOGY

(RESCISSION)

Of the funds made available under this
heading for obligation in fiscal year 1996,
$50,000,000 are rescinded and of the funds
made available under this heading for obliga-
tion in fiscal year 1997, $150,000,000 are re-
scinded: Provided, That funds made available
in previous appropriations Acts shall be
available for any ongoing project regardless
of the separate request for proposal under
which the project was selected.

CHAPTER V
DEPARTMENTS OF LABOR, HEALTH AND

HUMAN SERVICES, EDUCATION, AND
RELATED AGENCIES

DEPARTMENT OF LABOR
EMPLOYMENT AND TRAINING ADMINISTRATION

TRAINING AND EMPLOYMENT SERVICES

(RESCISSION)

Of the funds made available under this
heading in Public Law 103–333 for carrying
out title II, part C of the Job Training Part-
nership Act, $200,000,000 are rescinded.

DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION
SCHOOL IMPROVEMENT PROGRAMS

(RESCISSION)

Of the funds made available under this
heading in Public Law 103–333 for new edu-
cation infrastructure improvement grants,
$100,000,000 are rescinded.

CHAPTER VI
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

AND RELATED AGENCIES
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

FEDERAL RAILROAD ADMINISTRATION
LOCAL RAIL FREIGHT ASSISTANCE

(RESCISSION)

Of the available balances under this head-
ing, $13,126,000 are rescinded.

PENNSYLVANIA STATION REDEVELOPMENT
PROJECT

(RESCISSION)

Of the funds made available under this
heading in Public Law 103–331, $40,000,000 are
rescinded.

CHAPTER VII
DEPARTMENTS OF VETERANS AFFAIRS

AND HOUSING AND URBAN DEVELOP-
MENT, AND INDEPENDENT AGENCIES

INDEPENDENT AGENCIES
NATIONAL AERONAUTICS AND SPACE

ADMINISTRATION

NATIONAL AERONAUTICAL FACILITIES

(RESCISSION)

Of the funds made available under this
heading in Public Law 103–327, for construc-
tion of wind tunnels, $400,000,000 are re-
scinded.

The CHAIRMAN. No other amend-
ment shall be made in order except an
amendment in the nature of a sub-
stitute printed in House Report 104–44.
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That amendment may be offered only
by the gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr.
OBEY], or his designee, shall be consid-
ered as having been read, and is not
subject to amendment.

Debate on the amendment will be
equally divided and controlled by the
proponent and an opponent of the
amendment.

For what purpose does the gentleman
from Wisconsin rise?

AMENDMENT IN THE NATURE OF A SUBSTITUTE
OFFERED BY MR. OBEY

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I offer an
amendment in the nature of a sub-
stitute.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-
ignate the amendment in the nature of
a substitute.

The text of the amendment in the na-
ture of a substitute is as follows:

Amendment in the nature of a substitute
offered by Mr. OBEY:

Strike all after the enacting clause and in-
sert the following: That the following sums
are appropriated, out of any money in the
Treasury not otherwise appropriated, to pro-
vide emergency supplemental appropriations
for the Department of Defense to preserve
and enhance military readiness for the fiscal
year ending September 30, 1995, and for other
purposes, namely:

TITLE I

EMERGENCY SUPPLEMENTAL
APPROPRIATIONS

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE—MILITARY

MILITARY PERSONNEL

MILITARY PERSONNEL, ARMY

For an additional amount for ‘‘Military
Personnel, Army,’’ $69,300,000: Provided, That
such amount is designated by Congress as an
emergency requirement pursuant to section
251(b)(2)(D)(i) of the Balanced Budget and
Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985, as
amended.

MILITARY PERSONNEL, NAVY

For an additional amount for ‘‘Military
Personnel, Navy,’’ $49,500,000: Provided, That
such amount is designated by Congress as an
emergency requirement pursuant to section
251(b)(2)(D)(i) of the Balanced Budget and
Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985, as
amended.

MILITARY PERSONNEL, MARINE CORPS

For an additional amount for ‘‘Military
Personnel, Marine Corps,’’ $10,400,000: Pro-
vided, That such amount is designated by
Congress as an emergency requirement pur-
suant to section 251(b)(2)(D)(i) of the Bal-
anced Budget and Emergency Deficit Control
Act of 1985, as amended.

MILITARY PERSONNEL, AIR FORCE

For an additional amount for ‘‘Military
Personnel, Air Force,’’ $71,700,000: Provided,
That such amount is designated by Congress
as an emergency requirement pursuant to
section 251(b)(2)(D)(i) of the Balanced Budget
and Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985,
as amended.

RESERVE PERSONNEL, NAVY

For an additional amount for ‘‘Reserve
Personnel, Navy,’’ $4,600,000: Provided, That
such amount is designated by Congress as an
emergency requirement pursuant to section
251(b)(2)(D)(i) of the Balanced Budget and
Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985, as
amended.



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSEH 2000 February 22, 1995
OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, ARMY

For an additional amount for ‘‘Operation
and Maintenance, Army,’’ $958,600,000: Pro-
vided, That such amount is designated by
Congress as an emergency requirement pur-
suant to section 251(b)(2)(D)(i) of the Bal-
anced Budget and Emergency Deficit Control
Act of 1985, as amended.

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, NAVY

For an additional amount for ‘‘Operation
and Maintenance, Navy,’’ $347,600,000: Pro-
vided, That such amount is designated by
Congress as an emergency requirement pur-
suant to section 251(b)(2)(D)(i) of the Bal-
anced Budget and Emergency Deficit Control
Act of 1985, as amended.

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, MARINE CORPS

For an additional amount for ‘‘Operation
and Maintenance, Marine Corps,’’ $38,000,000:
Provided, That such amount is designated by
Congress as an emergency requirement pur-
suant to section 251(b)(2)(D)(i) of the Bal-
anced Budget and Emergency Deficit Control
Act of 1985, as amended.

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, AIR FORCE

For an additional amount for ‘‘Operation
and Maintenance, Air Force,’’ $888,700,000:
Provided, That such amount is designated by
Congress as an emergency requirement pur-
suant to section 251(b)(2)(D)(i) of the Bal-
anced Budget and Emergency Deficit Control
Act of 1985, as amended.

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, DEFENSE-WIDE

For an additional amount for ‘‘Operation
and Maintenance, Defense-Wide,’’ $43,200,000:
Provided, That such amount is designated by
Congress as an emergency requirement pur-
suant to section 251(b)(2)(D)(i) of the Bal-
anced Budget and Emergency Deficit Control
Act of 1985, as amended.

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, NAVY RESERVE

For an additional amount for ‘‘Operation
and Maintenance, Navy Reserve,’’ $6,400,000:
Provided, That such amount is designated by
Congress as an emergency requirement pur-
suant to section 251(b)(2)(D)(i) of the Bal-
anced Budget and Emergency Deficit Control
Act of 1985, as amended.

PROCUREMENT

OTHER PROCUREMENT, ARMY

For an additional amount for ‘‘Other Pro-
curement, Army,’’ $28,600,000, to remain
available until September 30, 1997: Provided,
That such amount is designated by Congress
as an emergency requirement pursuant to
section 251(b)(2)(D)(i) of the Balanced Budget
and Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985,
as amended.

OTHER PROCUREMENT, AIR FORCE

For an additional amount for ‘‘Other Pro-
curement, Air Force,’’ $8,100,000, to remain
available until September 30, 1997: Provided,
That such amount is designated by Congress
as an emergency requirement pursuant to
section 251(b)(2)(D)(i) of the Balanced Budget
and Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985,
as amended.

OTHER DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE
PROGRAMS

DEFENSE HEALTH PROGRAM

For an additional amount for ‘‘Defense
Health Program,’’ $14,000,000: Provided, That
such amount is designated by Congress as an
emergency requirement pursuant to section
251(b)(2)(D)(i) of the Balanced Budget and
Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985, as
amended.

TITLE II
DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE—MILITARY

RESCISSIONS OF CERTAIN BUDGET
AUTHORITY

LINE-ITEM VETO AUTHORITY—DEFENSE-WIDE

(RECISSIONS)

Of the total funds made available for the
Department of Defense in Public Law 103–335,
$2,250,000,000 are rescinded. In canceling or
reducing programs, projects, and activities
to carry out this paragraph, the Secretary of
Defense, to the maximum extent feasible (1)
shall cancel or reduce only programs,
projects, and activities that the Secretary
determines are of the lowest priority; and (2)
shall not cancel or reduce any program,
project, or activity that the Secretary deter-
mines directly affects force readiness or the
quality of life for service members and their
families. No rescission, cancellation, or re-
duction under this paragraph shall take ef-
fect until 30 days after the Secretary of De-
fense submits to the Congress a notification
of the proposed cancellations and reductions.

TITLE III
GENERAL PROVISIONS

SEC. 301. No part of any appropriation con-
tained in this Act shall remain available for
obligation beyond the current fiscal year un-
less expressly so provided herein.

SEC. 302. Notwithstanding sections 607 and
630 of the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 (22
U.S.C. 2357, 2390) and sections 2608 and 2350j
of title 10, United States Code, all funds re-
ceived by the United States as reimburse-
ment for expenses for which funds are pro-
vided in this Act shall be deposited in the
Treasury as miscellaneous receipts.

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Emergency
Supplemental Appropriations and Rescis-
sions for the Department of Defense to Pre-
serve and Enhance Military Readiness Act of
1995’’.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Wisconsin [Mr. OBEY] will be rec-
ognized for 30 minutes, and the gen-
tleman from Louisiana [Mr. LIVING-
STON] will be recognized in opposition
for 30 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Wisconsin [Mr. OBEY].

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield my-
self 5 minutes.

Mr. Chairman, I need, I think, to
once again explain something. This is
very elemental, but very important.

It is true that the Committee on the
Appropriations operates by approving
new budget authority, but in fact, ever
since the Budget Act was passed, we
must abide by the CBO scoring on out-
lays because the deficit is determined
by what our outlays are, not what our
budget authority is. And the fact is
that, while we have a great effort on
the Republican side of the aisle to sug-
gest that this package is paid for
today, in fact it is not. The Congres-
sional Budget Office, which is the neu-
tral scorekeeping operation, indicates
very clearly that this bill will result in
almost $300 million more in outlays
than we would have if we did not pass
it, and over 5 years it would result in
spending almost $700 million more in
outlays, which is the only way to count
under the budget rules, to the deficit
over 5 years.

Now what is happening here is very
simple. Both sides agree that we ought
to reimburse the Pentagon for expenses

already incurred. The question is sim-
ply how we go about it. The committee
has decided they want to go about it by
constructing this elaborate charade in
which we pretend that we are paying
for the rescissions and supplementals
in the first bill by fusing these two
bills together in one and then only
looking at the budget authority num-
bers rather than looking at the outlay
numbers.

I say to my colleagues, ‘‘You cannot
do that if you want to look your con-
stituents squarely in the eyes. The fact
is that without the Obey amendment
you will go home tonight having voted
to expand the deficit, and that will be
the first vote that you have cast on an
appropriation bill since you proudly
told your constituents that you were
for a balanced budget amendment to
the Constitution.’’

I say that to cast an inconsistent
vote like that is—well, I will not say it.
It would be against the House rules,
but it would not be kind. Let me sim-
ply explain the amendment.

What the amendment says is that we
should simply go back to the original
administration request, provide the
$2.5 billion to replenish the funds that
the Pentagon wanted replenished, and
then, to make certain that it is paid
for, we simply give the Secretary of
Defense the authority to select low pri-
ority, nonreadiness, non-equality-of-
life programs for rescissions in order to
fully pay for it. That is all this amend-
ment does.

Now I would suggest to my col-
leagues, ‘‘Why?’’ Why should we shield
projects such as the Wyoming project
to assist the Fish and Wildlife Service
to ensure that young ferrets have the
best opportunity to survive when re-
leased into wild prairie dog colonies?
Why are we going through this elabo-
rate charade to protect those kinds of
projects? What we are asking is to pay
for what the Pentagon is asking for,
give the Secretary of Defense the abil-
ity to knock out baloney like that
rather than going after other items
which are of much higher priority to
the Defense Department and much
higher priority to some people who are
concerned about domestic programs.

Why should we also refuse to scrub
the defense budget for the last one-half
of 1 percent that would be necessary to
honestly balance the budget on this
bill? I ask, ‘‘Why shouldn’t we do that?
Why should we continue to protect, for
instance, the two executive jets added
to the defense bill last year despite the
fact that the Pentagon never requested
them? Why should we be looking at
adding $21 million to extend and up-
grade the runway and fueling system
at Tinker Air Force Base even though
Tinker Air Force Base may be sched-
uled for base closing under the next
base closing round?’’

So, to me it is very simple, it is very
simple. I say to my colleagues, ‘‘If you
want to go home to your constituents
tonight and say that you have actually
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followed through on your pious prom-
ise to balance the budget when you
passed the constitutional amendment
to balance the budget, if you want do
that, you have no choice but to vote
for the Obey amendment because, if
you don’t, you expand the deficit, you
don’t shrink it. And second, if you vote
for the Obey amendment, what you do
is give the Secretary the authority to
eliminate low grade projects and low
grade pork such as the items I’ve men-
tioned rather than going after much
more important programs in the budg-
et.’’

I urge my colleagues to vote for the
Obey amendment.

Mr. LIVINGSTON. Mr. Chairman, I
yield myself such time as I may
consume.

Mr. Chairman, I want to point out
that the gentleman’s amendment
would, in fact, eliminate $1.46 billion in
specific, specific Department of De-
fense, rescissions that the committee
has identified as being low priority,
and that is twice the amount of actual
rescissions that anybody, the Presi-
dent, the Defense Department, has ever
talked about. In the President’s letter
he says he would ask the Secretary of
Defense to identify approximately $700
million in nonspecific reductions. He
has not identified them. He just says
he will allow the Secretary of Defense
to just pick them out of a hat. We do
not know what they are going to be.
Second, the Obey substitute grants
line-item veto authority to the Depart-
ment of Defense to do exactly the same
thing, to find, cancel, and reduce up to
$2.25 billion in previously appropriated
funds. No congressional review is pro-
vided. The cancellation is automatic
after 30 days of notification. It gives
the Department of Defense, the Sec-
retary of Defense, the authority to just
pick them out of the hat without any
congressional review. Third, it elimi-
nates the enhanced readiness funding
that the Department of Defense and all
of their leaders say they desperately
need by $670 million. Fourth, it would
eliminate some $1.4 billion in
nondefense offsets that we have used to
pay for the programs that everybody
on the other side says we are not pay-
ing for. We have specified nondefense
items proposed for reduction in the
companion bill that has been incor-
porated in this bill that are low prior-
ity.

We have an opportunity to reduce
spending, and we should do it mainly in
the foreign aid programs and low-prior-
ity domestic programs. The real flaw,
Mr. Chairman, in the Obey amendment
is that even if we give the Secretary
line-item veto authority to cut $2.5 bil-
lion, he cannot do it. He is not going to
do it. He could not even find $700 mil-
lion like the President wanted him to
find initially as stated in a letter to
our committee last month. To this
very day the Secretary of Defense has
yet to identify 1 red cent of cuts, not 1
red cent.

The amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin [Mr. OBEY]
really does not pass the laugh test, if
we consider it, because he cannot guar-
antee that his amendment will give us
any cuts. He attacks our cuts, but he
does not guarantee there will be any
cuts whatsoever in spending in his
amendment. The Obey amendment can-
not guarantee outlay cuts. It does not
even guarantee budget authority cuts.
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In fact, the argument has been made
that by adopting the Obey substitute
and giving the Secretary of Defense
line-item veto authority, he can make
the bill outlay-neutral. Well, who
knows? Who knows what the Secretary
might do? Who knows what programs
he might cut? Depending on the mix of
cuts he picks, we might not get as
many outlay cuts as are in the bill that
is actually before us today. What if the
Secretary goes after long-lead procure-
ment? What if he goes after critical
readiness accounts?

Giving the Secretary line-item veto
is just buying a pig in a poke—we take
specific cuts now and capture the sav-
ings now. Actually the substitute
makes no sense at all.

Mr. Chairman, I urge the House to
defeat the Obey substitute and vote
‘‘aye’’ on the final bill.

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

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield my-
self 30 seconds.

Mr. Chairman, the gentleman says
that the Obey amendment does not
guarantee that this money will be
saved? I want to quote from page 5,
lines 22, 23, and 24:

Of the total funds made available for the
Department of Defense in Public Law 103–335,
$2,250,000,000 are rescinded.

Mr. Chairman, we cannot get more
plain than that.

Mr. Chairman, I yield 5 minutes to
the distinguished ranking minority
member of the Subcommittee on De-
fense, the gentleman from Pennsylva-
nia [Mr. MURTHA].

Mr. MURTHA. Mr. Chairman, in De-
cember I took a trip down to Fort
Hood, where I met with 3 of the divi-
sion commanders. In the continental
United States there are eight divisions,
and I met with three of them. We
talked about the readiness at Fort
Hood and the problem they have had
with lack of money in order to main-
tain readiness.

I do not mean to say that if they
were to be deployed, by the time trans-
portation would be available they
would not be ready to move. But they
were in a state of sea readiness, which
is substantially below the rate we
would like to see if they were to go
into combat tomorrow. We could prob-
ably get them up to a top level in 30 to
45 days.

But the key to our success in deploy-
ing troops to Saudi Arabia in order to
stop the Iraqis was the fact that we had
troops ready to move and we were able

to move enough troops to Saudi Arabia
to discourage Saddam Hussein in the
last incursion from going into Kuwait.

It is essential that we have transpor-
tation available, and that we have
troops available in a state of readiness
where they can move very quickly,
That is a good investment. It saves us
a substantial amount of money in the
long run.

From Fort Hood I went down to Fort
McPherson, where I met two more of
the division commanders. So I met
with five of the eight division com-
manders. Each one of them said to me
that their readiness was on shaky
grounds, that they had a state of readi-
ness where they were concerned about
the amount of money available.

I disagree with what the gentleman
from Wisconsin is trying to do. In the
past we have always felt that emer-
gency supplementals should not be off-
set. He takes a different position, and I
understand that. His position is that
because of the balanced budget amend-
ment, it ought to be offset. I take the
position, the same position I have al-
ways taken, that this is an emergency
supplemental, we are paying for de-
ployments that the President ordered,
they are humanitarian type deploy-
ments in most cases—the Kuwaiti de-
ployment was paid for by the Kuwai-
tis—and they should not be offset.

As a matter of fact, when I was down
at Fort McPherson, we went on down
to Fort Bragg, and I talked to a couple
of NCO’s who are doing the training.
The one NCO who had been in the
Army for about 5 years took two salad
dressing containers, and he said, ‘‘This
is the way I train my troops. I move
this salad container’’—I said, ‘‘Wait a
minute. You are not using this one?’’
He said, ‘‘No, we don’t have what’s nec-
essary in order to do an adequate job of
training because the money has been
cut back so much.’’

This is an example from enlisted peo-
ple of what is involved in the actual
training.

We had a terrible tragedy the other
day at one of the bases. Some of the
Rangers were involved. That is very
difficult training. It is some of the
most difficult training in any of the
Armed Forces. They push them to the
hilt. I do not know that happened
there. I hope this did not happen be-
cause of inadequate supervision. I hope
it did not happen because they did not
have the money to get the helicopters
out there. I have no idea what the re-
sults were, but I am concerned when
those kinds of accidents start to hap-
pen.

At one time in the 1970’s we only flew
about 12 hours a month. We had acci-
dents with some of the airplanes of the
Air Force, and we had a very high acci-
dent rate. When we start losing the
training time, we start increasing the
accidents, and it is counterproductive
and it costs us a lot more money.

We have been very careful in the way
we have reduced the structure of the
Armed Forces. As I said before, we
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have cut 150,000 people from the civil-
ian and active duty side in a 3 or 4-year
period, and during that 3- or 4-year pe-
riod we have tried to make sure that
the Air Force that is still there had
what is needed in order to deter aggres-
sion, in order to perform and protect
the forces that the American President
feels are necessary.

Obviously, our main line of defense is
nuclear deterrence. We also have to
worry about the possibility of some-
body floating a nuclear device into one
of our harbors, and we have to spend
money on those kinds of things.

I am convinced that the offset that
my friend, the gentleman from Wiscon-
sin [Mr. OBEY], offers goes too far. I am
not in favor of rescissions, but I would
rather see Mr. OBEY’s offset defeated,
have us pass the bill as it is, and will
work it out in conference.

Mr. Chairman, I urge a defeat of the
Obey substitute and passage of the bill
so we can get it to conference.

Mr. LIVINGSTON. Mr. Chairman, I
am delighted to yield 2 minutes to the
distinguished gentleman from Ten-
nessee [Mr. HILLEARY].

Mr. HILLEARY. Mr. Chairman, I rise
to engage the gentleman from Califor-
nia [Mr. LEWIS], the chairman of the
subcommittee dealing with NASA, in a
colloquy, if he is willing.

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chair-
man, if the gentleman would yield, I
would be happy to do so.

Mr. HILLEARY. Mr. Chairman, as
the gentleman is aware, my district
contains the Engineering Development
Center at Arnold Air Force Base near
Tullahoma, and we believe that is an
ideal place to locate new aeronautical
facilities for NASA.

I was wondering if the gentleman
could clarify the effect that this rescis-
sion bill will have on our ability to de-
velop new wind tunnels.

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chair-
man, if the gentleman will yield, the
rescission bill does specifically put on
the block the authority for some $400
million for proposed wind tunnels.
Frankly, it is time for us to rethink
that whole technology and the Federal
Government’s appropriate role in it. It
does not necessarily eliminate the pos-
sibility of the Federal Government’s
being involved over time.

Mr. HILLEARY. I think one of the
stipulations with this original $400 mil-
lion we are rescinding in this bill was
that the President would include in his
fiscal year package for 1996 an addi-
tional $400 million.

Mr. LEWIS of California. That is cor-
rect.

Mr. HILLEARY. And he did not do
that.

Mr. LEWIS of California. Yes. When
the $400 million was appropriated last
year, the NASA appropriation bill con-
tained a statutory requirement that
the administration at least match the
funds in the fiscal year 1996 budget.
However, they did not do so.

Mr. HILLEARY. So really, in fact, we
would not have been able to spend that
money on new wind tunnels?

Mr. LEWIS of California. The gen-
tleman is correct.

Mr. HILLEARY. Does this rescission
eliminate the possibility in the future
of new aeronautical facilities?

Mr. LEWIS of California. This is not
the decision that is being made by this
bill today. Over time I fully expect
that our subcommittee will address the
question in a different way and perhaps
redesign whatever the role of the Fed-
eral Government is that may be in-
volved. I do expect that technology to
go forward.

Mr. HILLEARY. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield my-
self 1 minute.

Mr. Chairman, the exchange that we
just heard demonstrates why the com-
mittee bill does not in fact balance the
budget. On the wind-tunnel item, that
money was appropriated subject to au-
thorization. It has never been author-
ized.

Therefore, CBO itself has indicated
correctly that since it has not been au-
thorized, it cannot be spent. Even
though it cannot be spent, the commit-
tee amendment cuts the money and
pretends it saves money. CBO says we
have not saved any money by cutting
the wind-tunnel item because there
was no money there to be spent in the
first place.

Mr. Chairman, that is why the Re-
publican proposal does not balance the
budget, because it cuts funny money,
and it does it twice.

Mr. Chairman, I yield 3 minutes to
the gentleman from Florida [Mr. PE-
TERSON].
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Mr. PETERSON of Florida. Mr.
Chairman, I thank the gentleman for
yielding.

Mr. Chairman, I support the Obey
amendment for several different rea-
sons. I would prefer, first of all, that
we did not offset this money. I think
that we are talking about an emer-
gency appropriation here, and I think
we are setting a precedent here that is
very, very dangerous. Here is why.

We are going to look into the future
and future administrations are going
to have to look at national security de-
cisions, that is, as to whether or not we
are going to do some early interven-
tion, that is to say take care of the
cold before we get pneumonia in na-
tional security. We are going to have
to look at that as a budgetary problem,
as opposed to a national security prob-
lem.

I think we are going to have adminis-
trations in the future not taking the
kinds of early action that we must in
order to protect the national security
of this country.

Now, that is the first side. However,
if we are going to offset this, and if we
are going to start out by taking $1.8
billion out of the Defense Department

in the first place, then I think we
ought to be honest about it and allow
the Defense Department to determine
what those cuts are going to be.

I am concerned that some of the cuts
that have been nominated in fact will
cost us money ultimately. One of
those, and several actually that bother
me, to start with is the Nunn-Lugar
money. That is, if we do not spend that
money to assist the Russian Govern-
ment and some of the satellite coun-
tries to reduce the nuclear threat, then
that threat reemerges to us and we
have to increase our DOD budget to
meet that new threat. That is part of
it.

The other part on that particular ele-
ment, Nunn-Lugar, we are taking out
of Russia and the satellite countries
nuclear scientists and allowing them to
stay in the country instead of selling
their information to Iraq, Iran, Libya,
and other rogue countries throughout
the world that would in fact bring us a
greater threat, thereby again increas-
ing the DOD budget.

The TRP I think has been adequately
discussed here. Clearly that is a pro-
gram that makes us money, the trans-
fer of technology between civilian and
military in a joint use. We are getting
100 percent more on our dollar than we
would otherwise.

Then there is the Russian housing
that everybody wants to make fun of.
Mr. Chairman, Russia is not a potted
plant. They are a threat to this coun-
try from a national security stand-
point, and we have got to do every-
thing in our power to make sure that
that threat does not rise beyond our
ability to meet it.

Mr. LIVINGSTON. Mr. Chairman,
might I inquire how much time each
side has?

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Louisiana [Mr. LIVINGSTON] has
241⁄2 minutes remaining, and the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin [Mr. OBEY] has
151⁄2 minutes remaining.

Mr. LIVINGSTON. Mr. Chairman, I
yield myself 1 minute to point out only
the Penn Station and the wind tunnel
projects were both appropriated but
not authorized. We are rescinding the
appropriations. That is a real rescis-
sion. They were appropriated in pre-
vious bills. So we are cutting those out
until such time as this House delib-
erates in the authorization committees
and determines that they are worth-
while projects and should go forward.

As far as the Nunn-Lugar money, we
are not cutting any money out to
denuke the Russians. We are cutting
money out to resettle the Russian sol-
diers in $25,000 plush complexes when
some of our own service people are liv-
ing in substandard housing.

Finally, I just want to reiterate, this
entire bill is supported by the Citizens
Against Government Waste. Tom
Shatz, the president of that group, said
that this is good faith, pro-taxpayer
legislation for which the Appropria-
tions Committee should receive credit
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and support. They urge our vote for the
committee’s package.

Mr. Chairman, I yield 3 minutes to
the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr.
WELDON].

(Mr. WELDON of Pennsylvania asked
and was given permission to revise and
extend his remarks.)

Mr. WELDON of Pennsylvania. Mr.
Chairman, first of all I want to thank
my distinguished colleague and chair-
man of the Committee on Appropria-
tions for yielding and the fine job he is
doing, along with the entire Committee
on Appropriations.

As a member of the Committee on
National Security for now 9 years and
this session chairman of the Research
and Technology Subcommittee, I have
to share with my colleagues the frus-
tration that I felt this morning sitting
in on our hearing, full committee hear-
ing, where we had the heads of the
services come in and practically beg us
to support the supplemental on the
floor today. They made some very dire
predictions to us of what would occur if
we did not in fact fund this supple-
mental, and told us in very real terms
what would happen in terms of Army
training, shutting down at the end of
May of this year, the Navy not being
able to go forward with maintenance
and operations and upkeep of our basic
naval ships and vessels, and what real-
ly bothered me is that here we are now
facing the prospect of funding a supple-
mental, which I totally support and
congratulate the chairman and the
subcommittee chairmen for fully pay-
ing for, when the real debate here
should be focused on the administra-
tion’s policy of committing our troops
in places without the prior consent of
this body.

As I pointed out last week on the
House floor during the debate on the
National Security Revitalization Act,
what frustrates me the most today is a
situation like we see going on in Haiti
where we are using DOD dollars to pay
the salaries and the benefits of troops
from Bangladesh, Nepal, Guatemala,
and other Third-World nations.

Here we are using DOD money to
fund the full costs and benefits for for-
eign troops, when a unit of 600 troops of
the Second Armored Division in Texas
had to train in a tank range as though
they were in tanks, because we did not
have enough money to support the fuel
and maintenance costs of keeping that
tank unit operational and prepared.

Here we have a situation where the
defense budget has been cut over 5
years by 25 percent, yet during that
same 5-year time period, nondefense
spending in the defense bill has in-
creased by 361 percent. So while we are
dramatically downsizing the amount of
defense spending, we are rapidly in-
creasing those items in the defense
budget that our good leadership has
seen fit to take out and say hey, we
have a readiness problem. We have a
problem with modernization, and we
cannot fund these other niceties that
Members of Congress want to stick in

that in most cases have nothing to do
with the military.

So I applaud our colleagues, and urge
my friends to support this very impor-
tant piece of legislation, and reject the
Obey amendment.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Guam
[Mr. UNDERWOOD].

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. Chairman, I
want to use my time for the purpose of
engaging in a colloquy with the gen-
tleman from Florida [Mr. YOUNG].

Mr. Chairman, I want to clarify the
language included in H.R. 889 as it re-
lates to the rescission of $150 million in
environmental cleanup activities. Is it
the committee’s intent for the Sec-
retary of Defense to retain discretion
over the remaining $1.6 billion included
in the Defense environmental restora-
tion account?

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. UNDERWOOD. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Florida.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Yes, that is
the intention of the committee.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. I also understand
that the legislation still enables the
Department of Defense to proceed with
their fiscal year 1995 environmental
restoration program. Is that correct?

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. The gen-
tleman is correct.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. I thank the chair-
man for clarifying this matter which
will support the release of $1.3 million
from DERA for the cleanup of excess
military lands identified for transfer to
Guam under Public Law 103–339.

Mr. Chairman, I rise today in opposition to
H.R. 889 and in support of the Obey amend-
ment. I oppose the legislation before us not
because I do not believe in being fiscally re-
sponsible, but because the current bill would
seriously hamper our commitment to environ-
mental cleanup and jeopardize the process of
transfer of military lands in which we are en-
gaged throughout our Nation. The Obey
amendment offers a sensible alternative.

The package before us today would rescind
$150 million from the Defense environmental
restoration account or DERA. While I under-
stand the difficult task that the appropriators
had in coming up with rescissions that will
fund ongoing contingency operations, I believe
that taking it from DERA is the wrong place to
look.

DERA is part of the so-called nontraditional
defense spending that is under attack these
days. It may be easy to assume that by cur-
tailing funding for environmental surveys and
studies we will reduce DOD’s responsibilities.
The reality is quite the contrary.

By taking this action today, we will not re-
duce DOD’s responsibility one iota. And envi-
ronmental cleanup is not something that we
can relegate to the private sector or assume
that charities will take over. This is not so
much a Government program, as a Govern-
ment responsibility. The Secretary of Defense
requested this $150 million in fiscal year 1995
for a reason. It is not frivolous or unimportant
spending.

Without funding, DOD is left with what I
term an unfunded liability. They are still re-
sponsible for cleanup and the condition of

their facilities, but without the resources they
need to complete the job. It therefore be-
comes a liability.

Without funding for environmental surveys
and analysis, our goal of empowering local
communities affected by base closure will be
pushed to some unspecified date in the future.
Any economic stimulus that these commu-
nities could receive from use of the land will
be delayed. Meanwhile, communities that for
years have relied on local bases for an eco-
nomic stimulus will be left without the re-
sources to affect their economic future.

There are programs in the fiscal year 1995
budget that the Secretary of Defense did not
request. It is his job to decide what our Na-
tion’s defense priorities should be. Why don’t
we let him decide these matters instead of
having 435 Secretaries of Defense in Con-
gress step in.

I urge my colleagues to reject the approach
taken in H.R. 889 and instead vote for the
Obey amendment that would leave the rescis-
sions up to the discretion of the Secretary of
Defense, where the authority should rest.

Mr. LIVINGSTON. Mr. Chairman, I
yield myself 1 minute.

Mr. Chairman, in the next few weeks
I want to promise all my friends who
worry about not making real cuts that
this committee will in fact be back on
the floor with approximately $15 billion
in real cuts. So if the other side is con-
cerned we are not seeing sufficient
numbers of cuts today, I hope they will
stick with me, shoulder-to-shoulder, as
these new cuts come to the floor. I look
forward to their enthusiastic support,
and I promise the House that they are
coming.

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance
of my time, and inform the Chair I
only have one additional speaker, and
we would ask that he close.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Louisiana [Mr. LIVINGSTON] has
191⁄2 minutes remaining, and the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin [Mr. OBEY] has
141⁄2 minutes remaining. Under the
rule, the gentleman from Louisiana has
the right to close.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from South
Carolina [Mr. SPRATT].

(Mr. SPRATT asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)
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Mr. SPRATT. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman for yielding time to me.

Mr. Chairman, one key advantage of
the Obey amendment is that it will
allow the Secretary of Defense to de-
cide what to cut and what not to cut in
order to pay for this supplemental. In
particular, this is why I rise to speak
in support of it, it will allow the Sec-
retary to avoid some $250 million in re-
scissions from environmental restora-
tion and waste cleanup accounts, $150
million off the DOD account and $100
million off the DOE account.

Now, I know there is a widespread
notion in this body and outside this
body that somehow or another these
appropriations do not really belong in
the defense spending bill anyway, that
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they are soft costs, that this is not na-
tional defense. But in truth, we did put
this $1.78 billion in the defense author-
ization, the defense appropriations bill
because we suddenly turned green or
the Defense Department suddenly be-
came environmentalists.

These are not projects that DOD and
DOE have decided would be nice to
have. They are necessary. They are re-
quired by law. They are imposed on the
Department by regulations, by court
decrees that they have entered into in
State after State. And we are not just
skimming these accounts, $150 million
off DOD, $1.78 billion seems like it is
not that big a hit, $100 million does not
sound like much when DOE gets about
$3 billion for this particular type of ac-
tivity. But they are already at the
margin because DOD has already
squeezed these accounts and so has
DOE.

And do not take my word for it. Let
me quote the eloquent words of Gov.
Pete Wilson of California in a letter he
wrote to the Secretary of Defense
dated January 25, 1995.

The recent decision by Congress to cut en-
vironmental restoration for 1995 continues a
disturbing trend begun last year when Con-
gress rescinded 507 million from the BRAC
account. California was reassured that this
rescission would not affect environmental
work at closing military bases, but work was
indeed scaled back at several California mili-
tary bases due to the cut. If the Federal Gov-
ernment will not keep its cleanup obliga-
tions, how can we expect private industry to
do the same?

California expects DOD to comply with the
federal/state cleanup agreements it has
sighed at California military bases. DOD is
contractually obligated to seek sufficient
funding to permit environmental work to
proceed according to the schedule contained
in those agreements. California will not hesi-
tate to assert its rights under those agree-
ments to seek fines and penalties and judi-
cial orders compelling DOD to conduct the
required environmental work.

If we pass this supplemental, we will
in effect say that DOD is not subject to
the same laws as other businesses.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 30
seconds to the gentleman from New
York [Mr. ACKERMAN].

(Mr. ACKERMAN asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. ACKERMAN. Mr. Chairman, I
rise in strong opposition to the bill and
in support of the Obey substitute.

The bill rescinds more than $500 mil-
lion from the Technology Reinvest-
ment Program and would kill the TRP
which leverages commercial tech-
nology in a way that benefits both the
Defense Department and the private
sector.

The TRP’s mission is to maintain our de-
fense industrial and technological base by pro-
moting an integrated, national industrial capa-
bility which provides the most advanced, af-
fordable military systems and the most com-
petitive commercial products.

The defense industry on Long Island has
been hard hit by downsizing and TRP has pro-
vided opportunities to develop dual use tech-
nologies that contribute to our national de-

fense, have a civilian commercial use, and
keep jobs on Long Island.

For example, AIL Systems Inc., has teamed
with Consolidated Edison, Industrial Quality
Inc. of Maryland, and PMX Inc. of Northport,
NY, to develop and produce a dual-use, two
dimensional gamma-ray imaging system that
is one-man portable, user friendly, and afford-
able. The system is intended to monitor and
map potentially hazardous nuclear environ-
ments in order to prevent health and safety
threats due to radiation contaminated mate-
rials. The system is also valuable for low-cost
development of defense weapon systems and
surveillance of nuclear sites for treaty verifica-
tion applications. Comparable systems are not
currently available.

Target Rock Corp., Peerless Instruments
Co. of Elmhurst, NY, and MPR Associates of
Alexandria, VA, have collaborated on a pro-
posal to develop zero emissions control
valves. These valves are hermetically sealed
and prevent inadvertent leakage of hazardous
material. The valves are designed to help U.S.
manufacturing companies cost effectively meet
the fugitive emissions requirements for volatile
organic compounds defined in the Clean Air
Act and the current EPA and OSHA regula-
tions for personnel safety from these emis-
sions. The valves are a direct technology spin-
off from the valve technology that is critical to
the U.S. Navy’s nuclear fleet.

Mr. Chairman, the TRP has come under in-
tense criticism that it does not have military
applications. These are but two of many ex-
amples that show that dual-use technology
can and does work. There are similar exam-
ples nationwide.

I believe that it is too early to judge the
TRP. Even when research and development
programs are focused entirely on military ap-
plications, it can take many years before such
programs actually produce technology that can
be incorporated into battlefield weapons.

Mr. Chairman, the Appropriations Commit-
tee should have considered alternative cuts.
The thousands of defense workers who
helped us win the cold war deserve our sup-
port during the transition to a civilian economy.
The TRP provides that support.

I urge my colleagues to support the Obey
substitute and save the TRP.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Min-
nesota [Mr. SABO], the distinguished
ranking Democrat on the Committee
on the Budget.

Mr. SABO. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr.
OBEY] for yielding time to me.

I rise in support of the Obey amend-
ment. This bill clearly increases the
deficit over the next year and over 5
years. Clearly, the House has spoken
and said that emergency supplementals
should be a thing of the past.

Personally, I do not agree with that
judgment. I think the Federal Govern-
ment should be able to respond to
emergencies, both international and
domestically, at times of great need.

However, the House overwhelmingly
said ‘‘no’’ when we passed the balanced
budget amendment. We said that the
Congress would need to live within cer-
tain limits regardless of what happened
internally or externally and that we

had to pay for everything we did within
the confines of that amendment.

The Obey amendment clearly is con-
sistent with the balanced budget
amendment that we passed. It is also
consistent with the line-item veto bill
that we passed, where the Congress de-
cided it would provide substantial,
new, enhanced powers to the executive
in making decisions over our appro-
priating process.

The Obey amendment lets the De-
partment make its judgments on pro-
grams that they deem to be of lower
importance and of lower priority to
pay for the bill.

It is an amendment that is thor-
oughly consistent with what the House
has done in recent weeks, and I urge its
adoption.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Wisconsin [Mr. OBEY] has 9 min-
utes remaining.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 11⁄2
minutes to the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts [Mr. STUDDS], the distin-
guished former chairman of the Com-
mittee on Merchant Marine and Fish-
eries.

Mr. STUDDS. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman for yielding time to me.
I rise in support of his amendment.

I would like to say a brief word, if I
may, about the rescission of $150 mil-
lion in the environmental restoration
account. There is a lot of talk these
days about contracts. Let me suggest
to Members that if they support this
rescission we will be violating a very
important contract. I site a place in
Cape Cod because I know it best, but
there are dozens replicated all over the
country.

A military installation, Otis Military
Reservation, has polluted the ground-
water of four communities, poisoned
the drinking water of thousands and
thousands of people. There is an obliga-
tion, a contract, if you will, to clean
that up. It is an obligation dictated by
common sense. It is an obligation dic-
tated by common sense. It is an obliga-
tion dictated by the requirements of
the public health and dictated by the
law.

If we refuse to give the Defense De-
partment this money, that obligation
stands, that mandate stands. It is, hor-
ror of horrors, at that point an un-
funded mandate. And that work will
stop. Whether it will stop at Cape Cod
or the other installations around the
country, I do not know, but it will
stop.

The problem will not go away. The
obligation will not go away. The man-
date will not go away. But the funds to
fulfill it will.

I urge Members to think very, very
carefully about that before voting for
this bill.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 11⁄2
minutes to the gentleman from Califor-
nia [Mr. DELLUMS], the distinguished
former chairman of the Committee on
Armed Services.
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Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Chairman, I

thank the gentleman for yielding time
to me.

Mr. Chairman, I take this brief time
to rise in opposition to the original bill
presented by the Committee on Appro-
priations and in support of the sub-
stitute.

Just to put this in some reality-ori-
ented context, Mr. Chairman, the ad-
ministration presented a $2.6 billion
supplemental request. The Committee
on Appropriations chose to fund $2.5
billion of that $2.6. Then on top of that
added $670 million for so-called readi-
ness enhancement. So what we are
looking at now is not a $2.6 billion but
a rather $3.2 billion bill.

We raided $1.5 billion of a number of
domestic programs. It is a Robin Hood
in reverse, as it were. The military
budget is huge, some $200 billion. Many
of these domestic programs have been
scraped to the bone. There is no need,
it seems to me, to do that. The Penta-
gon was about the business of finding
the necessary dollars to fund these 670
million dollars’ worth of programs that
are high priority. It seems to me what
the Committee on Appropriations did
was inappropriate at this time.

Finally, the authorization process is
just going forward, Mr. Chairman. All
of us, the dance that is going to be
done is fiscal 1996, I call it the ‘‘readi-
ness dance. Everybody is going to try
to ‘‘out readiness’’ each other.

The one account that probably will
end up overfunded is the readiness ac-
count. We do not need to do it in the
supplemental.

For those reasons, let us bring back
some reason and sanity to this process.
In that regard, I would rise in support
of the Obey amendment.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield my-
self 11⁄2 minutes.

Mr. Chairman, this bill has two fun-
damental flaws, both of which my
amendment attempts to correct. The
first is that despite the fact that the
gentleman from Louisiana has indi-
cated that $15 billion in domestic cuts,
rescissions, will be provided in the next
2 weeks, they still insist on digging
into the domestic side of the budget for
an additional $700 million. Why do they
do it? So that they shield low priority
pork in the defense budget from scrub-
bing by the Secretary of Defense. That
is why it is done.

The second problem is that even after
they do that, even after they pretend
that their bill is paid for, they still
wind up with $640 million being added
to the deficit over 5 years and $284 mil-
lion being added in this year alone.
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Mr. Chairman, I would simply say to
my friends on the other side of the
aisle, if they are going to vote for the
constitutional amendment to balance
the budget, then they should not tell
the American people that the first time
they actually have an opportunity to
produce on that promise by actually
doing something real, on a real bill,
which spends real dollars or cuts real

dollars, that they are going to fail the
test. They will fail the test if they do
not support the Obey amendment.

Mr. Chairman, I yield the remainder
of my time to the gentleman from Mis-
souri [Mr. GEPHARDT], the distin-
guished minority leader.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Missouri [Mr. GEPHARDT] is recog-
nized for 41⁄2 minutes.

(Mr. GEPHARDT asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. GEPHARDT. Mr. Chairman, I
rise today to urge my colleagues to re-
ject this defense supplemental and to
vote for the Obey substitute. I urge all
of us to step back for a moment and
take a step back from the technical de-
tails of the bill, and to realize that we
are voting today on something much
larger and much more important than
the details of this bill.

This vote is about the trust of the
American people. It is about a Congress
that keeps its promises, and is not
afraid to match rhetoric with reality.

Last month, Mr. Chairman, we
passed a balanced budget amendment.
Now we are being asked to approve our
first spending bill since passing that
amendment, our first opportunity to
make good on that commitment.

However, the defense bill that has
been offered by the majority does not
honor that commitment, it corrupts it.
It does not draw down the Federal defi-
cit, it increases it by $645 million over
the next 5 years. In my opinion, Mr.
Chairman, it does not preserve the
trust of the American people, it trades
it away in a flash of red ink.

Mr. Chairman, I ask Members this
question: Can we afford to say one
thing and then a few days later do the
opposite? Is that really our idea of
leadership? This is not serious public
policy, Mr. Chairman, it is bold-faced
hypocrisy. I may not have agreed with
the final language of the balanced
budget amendment, but I believed my
colleagues when they said they would
lay out a diet of fiscal responsibility.
However, this spending bill is not a
diet, it is a spending binge.

Thankfully, there is a choice. We can
support the Obey substitute, which
meets America’s needs without busting
the budget. This substitute provides
every penny our Defense Department
needs to maintain readiness, and it ac-
tually cuts the deficit by $128 million
next year alone, without increasing the
deficit at all over the next 5 years.

Best of all, if we choose this sub-
stitute, we choose serious policy over
hypocrisy.

Mr. Chairman, whether we like it or
not, this first opportunity after the
balanced budget amendment sends a
powerful message. I urge Members to
make it a message of responsibility, a
message of commitment, a message of
reason, not one of recklessness.

There can be no good reason to bust
this budget after the balanced budget
amendment. Vote for the Obey sub-
stitute, vote for a bill that will balance

the budget and keep the budget in bal-
ance after we said in the Constitution
that that is what we wanted to do.

Mr. LIVINGSTON. Mr. Chairman, I
yield such time as he may consume to
the gentleman from Florida [Mr.
YOUNG], the distinguished chairman of
the Subcommittee on National Secu-
rity of the Committee on Appropria-
tions, the gentleman who has done
such an outstanding job on this bill.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I thank the gentleman for yield-
ing me this time.

Mr. Chairman, I want to respond to
something the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts [Mr. STUDDS] mentioned about
environmental cleanup. The decision
we take here on the environmental
issue here does not have a thing to do
with moneys appropriated for environ-
mental cleanup. To the contrary, we
still leave about $1.65 billion available
for cleanup.

There is a fund of $400 million for the
study of potential future cleanups, po-
tential future cleanups. Of that $400
million, we ask to rescind $150 million.
It will not have an adverse effect on en-
vironmental cleanup.

Mr. Chairman, the issue seems to be
whether or not the bipartisan bill pre-
sented by the subcommittee and the
full committee is baloney, as the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin [Mr. OBEY] has
said, and I understand what baloney is;
or that it is a charade, as the gen-
tleman said, and I understand what a
charade is; or that it is a red herring,
as the gentleman suggested, and I do
understand what a red herring is; or
that we are posing for holy pictures.

Here is where I have a little problem,
because I do not know what a holy pic-
ture is. I do not know what it means to
pose for holy pictures. I have heard
that statement an awful lot, Mr. Chair-
man, from the gentleman from Wiscon-
sin, but I do not really understand
what posing for holy pictures means.

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

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. I yield to the
gentleman from Wisconsin for 20 sec-
onds for a response as to what a holy
picture is.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, it is obvi-
ous that the gentleman is not Catholic.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, there is a strong debate here
today about whether or not the biparti-
san committee bill is paid for, but we
believe that it is paid for, honestly,
sincerely. We have reason to believe
that it is paid for, because the numbers
add up. We have been very specific.

Now, if we want to compare, we are
dealing now with the Obey substitute,
compare the Obey substitute with the
bipartisan committee bill and we can-
not do it. The reason we cannot do it is
that the Obey substitute does not have
any specifics in the area of rescissions,
no specifics. How do we compare?

The Obey substitute may never pay
out in outlays, because we do not know
and he does not know today what the
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Secretary of Defense might do in his
rescission package.

Mr. Chairman, I think it would be a
mistake, and we have never done this,
to allow the Secretary of Defense that
kind of power. This is even more pow-
erful than a line-item veto. Once the
President gets the line-item veto,
which we support, the Obey substitute
makes the Secretary of Defense even
more powerful, because he could veto
whatever and it would not have to
come back to Congress for a reconsid-
eration, or a re-vote, where a line-item
veto would have to.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield on that point?

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. I yield 20 sec-
onds to the gentleman from Wisconsin.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I would
like to make the point that the amend-
ment provides the Secretary cannot
make those cuts until it gives Congress
30 days’ notice, which is the normal no-
tice during the reprogramming process,
so if we object, we can work it out with
him.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. However, Mr.
Chairman, the procedure for overriding
a veto in the line-item veto is nonexist-
ent in the Obey substitute. The point
is, we are specific. If we read the re-
port, we can see exactly what we are
providing money for and exactly what
we are rescinding.

I want to repeat something I said
earlier. A reporter asked me about
‘‘You guys spending this money.’’ We
did not spend this money. This money
was spent by the President of the Unit-
ed States when he sent about 100,000
American troops around the globe in
the last year to Bosnia, Somalia,
Rwanda, Cuba, Haiti, Southwest Asia,
Korea, and the list goes on and on.

He did not come to Congress to get
authority for those contingencies or
for those deployments, but now we
have a bill and we have to pay for it.
The responsible position is to pay for
it.

Mr. Chairman, I just suggest that
Congress has that responsibility, and
not the Secretary of Defense. If the
Secretary of Defense had authority to
rescind programs, let me tell Members
one of the things that is in this bill for
1995 that they wanted to get rid of, and
it was made very public. That was the
money we put in there for breast can-
cer research. That was suggested to us
at the subcommittee, and we said no,
we are not going to rescind the breast
cancer research money.

Shortly thereafter, the President is-
sued a directive to the Secretary, ‘‘No,
you cannot rescind it, either.’’

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

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, if the gentleman from Missouri
will let me finish what I have to say,
and then if I have time, I will be glad
to yield to him. He is a very strong
proponent of the national defense, and
we know that.

Mr. Chairman, the question of hous-
ing has come up, housing for the sol-

diers. Dr. Hamre, the Comptroller of
the Defense Department, came to our
subcommittee last week and he told us
in his closing statement that if we
were to drive a college-aged student to
a college dormitory that looks like so
much of our military housing, we
would not even let him unpack his
suitcase, because you would not let
your kid live there, but our kids serv-
ing in the military are having to live in
substandard housing.

We want to correct that, Mr. Chair-
man. We want to make the money
available to pay for the 2.6-percent pay
increase for members of the military.
If Members will check with the com-
missaries and the bases where Members
might reside, in their districts, find out
how many young soldiers—sailors, air-
men, marines, male or female—how
many of them are coming with food
stamps. Over 11,000 of our young troops
are eligible for food stamps, because of
their expenses and their low incomes.
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We provide in our package, our en-
hancement package, for the additional
0.6 percent of the pay raise.

I made a commitment, as many of us
have many times, that I would not vote
to send an American soldier into com-
bat or a hostile situation without
knowing that I had done the very best
to provide them with the best training
and the best technology possible before
sending them into a hostile situation. I
am going to stick by that commitment
and this bill that we consider today is
a part of that commitment.

I want to speak for some of these
people who are going to be affected by
this bill and their training, or their
morale, their readiness, their quality
of life.

I want to speak in behalf of the Ma-
rine gunnery sergeant and all of his
colleagues who are on the U.S.S. Essex
off Somalia today.

Or the wife and kids of the Army
Special Forces lieutenant who are left
behind in Fort Bragg, NC, while he
works the countryside in Haiti.

Or the Air Force reservist flying air-
lift missions in support of operations
around Bosnia.

The Navy families left behind in San
Diego as their loved ones are deployed
on the aircraft carrier Constellation in
the Persian Gulf.

The AWACS crews flying over Saudi
Arabia checking on Saddam Hussein.

The Marine F–18 pilot flying out of
Aviano, Italy enforcing the no-fly zone
over Bosnia in Operation Deny Flight.

The Army personnel manning the Pa-
triot missile battalion we sent to
Korea because of the increased tensions
there.

The fighting unit at Twenty-nine
Palms where they are forced to live in
barracks that were damaged by the
Joshua Tree earthquake and never re-
paired.

The 10th Mountain Division from
Fort Drum which has been deployed
over the past 21⁄2 years to Florida for

Hurricane Andrew, then to Somalia
twice and then to Haiti.

The Marine pilot who has to curb his
flying into Pendelton Air Field because
the runway is crumbling due to lack of
maintenance and the two floods which
have put it underwater.

Or the pilots who fly into Cherry
Point to a runway which is even in
worse shape than the runways at Pen-
dleton.

What I am saying is this bill is ad-
dressing those types of issues, and it is
important that we pass this bill with
its specifics and not take a pig in the
poke as offered by the Obey substitute.

Mr. Chairman, I yield to my friend,
the gentleman from Missouri [Mr.
SKELTON].

Mr. SKELTON. My friend, the gen-
tleman from Florida, will recall on two
occasions last week, I spoke as strong-
ly as I possibly can in favor of taking
care of the troops. I think that your
measure today is a giant step in that
direction.

One of the items that you could have
very well mentioned is the fact that
several hundred millions of dollars was
taken out of training for the Army in
Europe and put into family housing, in
taking care of the troops there. But
when we cut back on training, that
cuts back on readiness. I think that
this is a measure in the right direction.
I wish the gentleman well.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. I thank the
gentleman for his comments. I can say
that no one has a higher credibility in
this House of Representatives than the
gentleman from Missouri [Mr. SKEL-
TON].

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

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. May I inquire
of the Chair how much time we have
remaining?

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Florida has 10 minutes remaining.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. I yield to the
gentleman from Wisconsin.

Mr. OBEY. I thank the gentleman for
yielding.

I simply want to again point out that
this bill has nothing whatsoever to do
with whether servicemen will or will
not get their pay raise. As the gen-
tleman knows, they will get their pay
raise whether the Obey amendment
passes or not. They have already got-
ten it. The only question is, Will the
money to reimburse the Pentagon for
that pay raise come from low-priority
defense projects, including pork
projects, or will it come from other do-
mestic programs which are cut?

They already have their pay raise.
Your bill does not change that, my
amendment does not change that, and
we both know it.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. I have to say
to the gentleman that I disagree, that
in our additions for readiness, we spe-
cifically mention the amount of money
that would pay for the .6 percent of the
pay raise that we did not fund.

If we do not appropriate this money
and fund that additional amount, then
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the Secretary of Defense is going to
have to take it from somewhere else. If
he takes it from somewhere else, it is
going to be from the same O&M budget
that we are trying to protect today.

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

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. I yield to the
gentleman from Wisconsin.

Mr. OBEY. Does the gentleman not
grant that the troops already have
their pay raise and will continue to get
their pay raise? Is that not the truth?
It is and you know it.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. But it has
come at the expense of training, which
is readiness.

Mr. OBEY. I thank the gentleman.
Mr. YOUNG of Florida. We are trying

to be honest with the Pentagon and
honest with the troops and appropriate
the money that we have directed the
Pentagon to spend for pay increases.

Mr. OBEY. I thank the gentleman for
making that clear. They are getting
the pay raise.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I want to repeat that the Obey
amendment does not specify any of
this. We are up front. We are honest.
We have given you the target to look
at. We have listed item by item by
item for rescission, we have listed item
by item for inclusion in the bill. This is
an up-front, genuine, sincere effort to
make sure that our military forces
have what they need for quality of life
and to be trained for readiness.

The minority leader spoke eloquently
here on the floor just a few minutes
ago and he says we are not voting on
the details of this bill today. I disagree
with that. We are going to vote here in
a few minutes on the details of the
Obey substitute. Following that, we
are going to vote on the details of this
bill.

Do not try to read anything else into
it. We have been up front, we have been
very specific. You know what the de-
tails are.

He mentioned also that this has come
after passing the balanced budget
amendment, and that is true, but what
he failed to say was this money was
spent before this Congress ever con-
vened. This money was spent. We are
paying it back. That is the only re-
sponsible thing to do.

We could have sat back and waited
and not done anything, let the admin-
istration push and cry and shove. We
decided that was not the responsible
way to do this. In fact, we had to pull
them to get them to send down their
requests for the supplemental. In fact,
we marked this up on the 27th day of
January and did not get their request
until February 6. So we are pulling and
expediting this emergency supple-
mental.

The minority leader also mentioned
corrupting the system. I am not ex-
actly sure what he meant there. I
think that fits into the category of
holy pictures. He talked about a flash
of red ink. Our numbers again are spe-
cific. The numbers of the gentleman

from Wisconsin [Mr. OBEY] are not spe-
cific. He leaves a $2.5 billion blank
check for the Secretary of Defense.

I would say that despite the minority
leader’s contention that we have more
money than we need for readiness, it is
just not true. The way you find that
out is you go to the folks who run the
wars, who run the battles, the field
commanders, the battalion command-
ers, the regimental commanders, the
colonels and the generals and you ask
them what is the problem with readi-
ness and they will give you a many-
page report on where readiness is
short. We have denied readiness re-
quirements dealing with flying hours
and training and steaming and spare
parts and ammunition accounts and
things of this nature. The fact is we
could spend a lot more to make our
readiness more ready.

I want to make this last point. Read-
iness today is one issue. Readiness this
time next year is something else, and
readiness this time 5 years from now is
something else again. What we do
today not only deals with today’s read-
iness but also next year and 5 years
down the road and maybe even 10 years
down the road.

We have an important responsibility
today. I am satisfied that we are going
to do it properly and we are going to
vote against the unspecific Obey sub-
stitute and we are going to vote for the
bipartisan committee bill.

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

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. I yield briefly
to the gentleman from Minnesota.

Mr. SABO. Let me just simply ask a
question. Clearly there are many of us
who think the Federal Government
should be able to respond to emer-
gencies, whether they are international
or domestic. Clearly the House said
‘‘no’’ when we adopted the balanced
budget amendment. I am just curious
what your judgment is for the future.
We are wrapped up in this discussion
now in its consistency, and I clearly
think the Obey amendment is consist-
ent with the balanced budget amend-
ment. But let us project to the future.
Let us assume that the decision is
made that we need to deploy troops,
whether it is made by the President as
Commander in Chief or whether it is
made by Congress.

How will that deployment be paid for
in the future and what kind of proce-
dure does Congress have to do to make
that decision in the future under that
amendment?

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. As the gen-
tleman well knows, there is a proposal
from the Department of Defense that
we should consider that would deal
with that very issue, how do you give
the Pentagon flexibility to pay for
these kind of contingency operations.
But the best answer is this. If there is
going to be a major contingency oper-
ation, a deployment of U.S. troops, the
President should consult with the Con-
gress and the Congress should be a
player, because now we are having to

pay the bill for something that we did
not authorize or approve nor were we
consulted.

What I am suggesting is that in the
future, whoever the President might
be, that consultation with Congress is
good, and it would eliminate the obvi-
ous competitions that might arise
when it comes time to pay the bill.
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Now as far as the gentleman’s sug-
gestion that there might be a better
way, there might be. We will monitor
that very closely as we go through the
fiscal year 1996 process.

Mr. SABO. Would I not be right in
saying that if we follow that amend-
ment, 50 percent of the Congress could
choose to deploy troops but it would
require 60 percent of the House and the
Senate to raise the debt ceiling to pay
for the deployment of those troops.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. That is a hy-
pothetical question, and what I am
saying to the gentleman is we do not
affect the balanced budget with this
bill because we are paying for the bill
with specifics. I realize there are dis-
agreements, but tell me how many out-
lays would we save with the Obey sub-
stitute next year or the year after, can
the gentleman tell me?

Mr. SABO. The Obey substitute re-
quires, Mr. Chairman, the Obey sub-
stitute requires that the outlays be
there to pay for it. The amendment
clearly increases outlays by about $288
billion in the current fiscal year and
about $600 billion over 5 years.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. I yield back
to the gentleman from Louisiana.

Mr. LIVINGSTON. I thank the gen-
tleman. I think that the gentleman has
explained his case. I would hope that
we could break this off and get to a
vote.

I yield back to the gentleman to
wrap it up.

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

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. I yield to the
gentleman from Washington.

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, I want to
commend the gentleman from Florida.
We have a crisis here. We have to re-
plenish these accounts or we are not
going to have money in the fourth
quarter for the readiness of our troops.
Anybody can vote whatever way they
want on the Obey amendment, but we
have to pass this supplemental. So we
will have our vote on Obey. But I want
to compliment the gentleman for being
out in front trying to get this thing
done, because if we do not get it done
by the end of this, we are in serious
trouble in terms of readiness of our
troops. The Comptroller called me this
morning and said, NORM, we have got
to get this thing through the House. So
let us vote on this after we vote on the
Obey substitute.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I thank the gentleman for his
comments and commend him for his
support.
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Mr. LIVINGSTON. Mr. Chairman, I

thank the gentleman for his argu-
ments. He has done an outstanding job.

Mr. Chairman, I urge the defeat of
the Obey substitute and the passage of
the bill.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield back the balance of my
time.

The CHAIRMAN. All time has ex-
pired.

The question is on the amendment in
the nature of a substitute offered by
the gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr.
OBEY].

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

RECORDED VOTE

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I demand a
recorded vote.

A recorded vote was ordered.
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—ayes 167, noes 260,
not voting 7, as follows:

[Roll No 152]

AYES—167

Abercrombie
Ackerman
Andrews
Baesler
Barcia
Barrett (WI)
Becerra
Beilenson
Bentsen
Berman
Bevill
Bishop
Bonior
Boucher
Brown (CA)
Brown (FL)
Brown (OH)
Bryant (TX)
Cardin
Chapman
Clay
Clayton
Clyburn
Coleman
Collins (IL)
Collins (MI)
Conyers
Costello
Coyne
Danner
Deal
DeFazio
DeLauro
Dellums
Deutsch
Dingell
Doggett
Doyle
Durbin
Engel
Eshoo
Evans
Farr
Fazio
Fields (LA)
Filner
Flake
Ford
Frank (MA)
Frost
Furse
Gejdenson
Gephardt
Gibbons
Gordon
Green

Gutierrez
Gutknecht
Hall (OH)
Hamilton
Harman
Hastings (FL)
Hefner
Hilliard
Hinchey
Holden
Hoyer
Jackson-Lee
Jacobs
Jefferson
Johnson (SD)
Johnson, E. B.
Johnston
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kennedy (MA)
Kennedy (RI)
Kildee
Kleczka
LaFalce
Lantos
Levin
Lewis (GA)
Lincoln
Lipinski
Lofgren
Lowey
Luther
Maloney
Manton
Markey
Martinez
Matsui
McCarthy
McDermott
McHale
McKinney
McNulty
Meehan
Menendez
Mfume
Miller (CA)
Mineta
Minge
Mink
Moakley
Moran
Morella
Nadler
Neal
Oberstar
Obey

Olver
Orton
Owens
Pallone
Pastor
Payne (NJ)
Payne (VA)
Pelosi
Peterson (FL)
Peterson (MN)
Pomeroy
Poshard
Rahall
Rangel
Reed
Reynolds
Rivers
Roemer
Rose
Roybal-Allard
Sabo
Sanders
Sawyer
Schroeder
Schumer
Serrano
Skaggs
Slaughter
Smith (MI)
Spratt
Stark
Stokes
Studds
Stupak
Thompson
Thornton
Thurman
Torres
Torricelli
Towns
Traficant
Velazquez
Vento
Visclosky
Volkmer
Ward
Waters
Watt (NC)
Waxman
Williams
Wise
Woolsey
Wyden
Wynn
Yates

NOES—260

Allard
Archer
Armey
Bachus
Baker (CA)
Baker (LA)

Baldacci
Ballenger
Barr
Barrett (NE)
Bartlett
Barton

Bass
Bateman
Bereuter
Bilbray
Bilirakis
Bliley

Blute
Boehlert
Boehner
Bonilla
Bono
Borski
Brewster
Brownback
Bryant (TN)
Bunn
Bunning
Burr
Burton
Buyer
Callahan
Calvert
Camp
Canady
Castle
Chabot
Chambliss
Chenoweth
Christensen
Chrysler
Clement
Clinger
Coble
Coburn
Collins (GA)
Combest
Condit
Cooley
Cox
Cramer
Crane
Crapo
Cremeans
Cubin
Cunningham
Davis
de la Garza
DeLay
Diaz-Balart
Dickey
Dicks
Dixon
Dooley
Doolittle
Dornan
Dreier
Duncan
Dunn
Edwards
Ehrlich
Emerson
English
Ensign
Everett
Ewing
Fawell
Fields (TX)
Flanagan
Foglietta
Foley
Forbes
Fowler
Fox
Franks (CT)
Franks (NJ)
Frelinghuysen
Frisa
Funderburk
Gallegly
Ganske
Gekas
Geren
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gilman
Goodlatte
Goodling

Goss
Graham
Greenwood
Gunderson
Hall (TX)
Hancock
Hansen
Hastert
Hastings (WA)
Hayes
Hayworth
Hefley
Heineman
Herger
Hilleary
Hobson
Hoekstra
Hoke
Horn
Hostettler
Houghton
Hunter
Hutchinson
Hyde
Inglis
Istook
Johnson (CT)
Johnson, Sam
Jones
Kasich
Kelly
Kennelly
Kim
King
Kingston
Klink
Klug
Knollenberg
Kolbe
LaHood
Largent
Latham
LaTourette
Laughlin
Lazio
Leach
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (KY)
Lightfoot
Linder
Livingston
LoBiondo
Longley
Lucas
Manzullo
Martini
Mascara
McCollum
McCrery
McDade
McHugh
McInnis
McIntosh
McKeon
Metcalf
Meyers
Mica
Miller (FL)
Molinari
Mollohan
Montgomery
Moorhead
Murtha
Myers
Myrick
Nethercutt
Neumann
Ney
Norwood
Nussle
Ortiz

Oxley
Packard
Parker
Paxon
Petri
Pickett
Pombo
Porter
Portman
Pryce
Quillen
Quinn
Radanovich
Ramstad
Regula
Richardson
Riggs
Roberts
Rogers
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Roth
Roukema
Royce
Salmon
Sanford
Saxton
Scarborough
Schaefer
Schiff
Scott
Seastrand
Sensenbrenner
Shadegg
Shaw
Shays
Shuster
Sisisky
Skeen
Skelton
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Smith (WA)
Solomon
Souder
Spence
Stearns
Stenholm
Stockman
Stump
Talent
Tanner
Tate
Tauzin
Taylor (MS)
Taylor (NC)
Tejeda
Thomas
Thornberry
Tiahrt
Torkildsen
Upton
Vucanovich
Waldholtz
Walker
Walsh
Wamp
Watts (OK)
Weldon (FL)
Weldon (PA)
Weller
White
Whitfield
Wicker
Wilson
Wolf
Young (AK)
Young (FL)
Zeliff
Zimmer

NOT VOTING—7

Browder
Ehlers
Fattah

Gonzalez
Meek
Rush

Tucker
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Messrs. ALLARD, SCOTT, and
DOOLEY changed their vote from
‘‘aye’’ to ‘‘no.’’

So the amendment in the nature of a
substitute was rejected.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment in the nature of a sub-

stitute, as modified made in order as
original text.

The amendment in the nature of a
substitute, as modified, made in order
as original text was agreed to.

The CHAIRMAN. Under the rule, the
Committee rises.

Accordingly, the Committee rose;
and the Speaker pro tempore (Mr. EM-
ERSON) having assumed the chair, Mr.
THOMAS, Chairman of the Committee of
the Whole House on the State of the
Union, reported that that Committee,
having had under consideration the
bill, (H.R. 889) making emergency sup-
plemental appropriations and rescis-
sions to preserve and enhance the mili-
tary readiness of the Department of
Defense for the fiscal year ending Sep-
tember 30, 1995, and for other purposes
pursuant to House Resolution 92, he re-
ported the bill back to the House with
an amendment adopted by the Commit-
tee of the Whole.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the rule, the previous question is or-
dered.

The question is on the amendment.
The amendment was agreed to.
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The

question is on the engrossment and
third reading of the bill.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, and was read the
third time.

MOTION TO RECOMMIT OFFERED BY MR. OBEY

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, I offer a mo-
tion to recommit.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is the
gentleman opposed to the bill?

Mr. OBEY. I certainly am, Mr.
Speaker.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Clerk will report the motion to recom-
mit.

The Clerk read as follows:
Mr. OBEY moves to recommit the bill H.R.

889 to the Committee on Appropriations with
instructions to report the same back to the
House with amendments so as to ensure that
discretionary outlays for fiscal year 1995
that are made pursuant to new budget au-
thority in the bill do not cause discretionary
outlays for fiscal year 1995 (computed with-
out regard to any emergency designations in
the bill) to exceed the amount currently al-
located to the Committee on Appropriations
pursuant to section 602(a) of the Congres-
sional Budget Act of 1974.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Wisconsin [Mr. OBEY] is
recognized for 5 minutes in support of
his motion to recommit.

Mr. OBEY. I thank the Chair.
Mr. Speaker, the House has just re-

fused to make this bill deficit-neutral.
It has, in effect, voted to add $282 mil-
lion to the deficit in this fiscal year
and $644 million to the deficit over the
next 5 years.

Having failed at the effort to bring
this bill into neutrality on the deficit,
I am trying to do the second best
thing.‘

What I am trying to do in the motion
to recommit is at least say that this
bill will not be allowed to breach the
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budget ceilings which almost all of you
said in the campaign last year were too
high.

So what the bill would simply do is
send the bill back to the committee to
scale back the 1995 outlays so that it
does not exceed the total discretionary
outlay cap set in the 1995 budget reso-
lution under which we are supposed to
be living.

According to CBO, the total of 1995
appropriations enacted to date is only
$135 million under the 1995 outlay cap
in the 1995 budget resolution. After
subtracting all of the cuts, this bill
still adds $282 million to outlay spend-
ing for 1995. That means it breaks the
budget resolution cap by $147 million.

All this motion does is to tell the
committee to go back and scrub the
bill to find that extra $147 million so
that you do not break the budget cap
that all of you told your constituents
in the last election was already too
high.

If you want to balance the budget, if
you have any commitment at all to
balancing the budget, you have no
choice but to vote for this recommittal
motion. Otherwise you will not be bal-
ancing the budget, you will be busting
the budget.

Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentleman
from Minnesota, the former chairman
of the Committee on the Budget, the
gentleman from Minnesota [Mr. SABO].

Mr. SABO. I thank the gentleman
from Wisconsin for yielding.

Mr. Speaker, is the gentleman from
Wisconsin telling me that the bill in its
current form would spend $147 million
more than the discretionary spending
caps we set in 1995?

Mr. OBEY. The gentleman is correct.
It breaks the budget to the tune of $147
million.

Mr. SABO. So, the first spending bill
which this new Congress is considering
will exceed the discretionary spending
caps in the budget resolution of 1995?

Mr. OBEY. The gentleman has got it.
Mr. SABO. I am surprised.
Mr. OBEY. I am not.
Let me simply say: What this means

is that in the very first financial bill
that you are voting on, after you told
the country you were going to balance
the budget by voting for a constitu-
tional amendment to balance the budg-
et, you are going to vote to bust the
budget and add $147 million to our
spending for this fiscal year.

If this is what you are going to do in
the first bill that you vote on after you
have voted for that constitutional
amendment, I am very interested to
see what the deficit is going to look
like after you vote on the rest of the
items in the contract.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Louisiana [Mr. LIVING-
STON] is recognized for 5 minutes in op-
position to the motion to recommit.

(Mr. LIVINGSTON asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. LIVINGSTON. Mr. Speaker, the
practical effect of the Obey motion to
recommit is to kill this bill. The fact
is, never before in recent memory have
we paid for an emergency supple-
mental. This is an emergency supple-
mental. The caps do not even apply. So
the gentleman’s argument is invalid on
that score.
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But of we agreed with him, if his mo-
tion to recommit passed the House,
this would effectively send this bill
back to committee to find an addi-
tional $282 million in cuts. Never mind
that we have come up with $1.46 billion
in defense cuts, never mind that we
have come up with $1.4 billion in for-
eign aid and domestic cuts, all in budg-
et authority. Mr. OBEY says that he is
not satisfied. He is not satisfied even
though most of the people that are vot-
ing for his motion to recommit, most
of the people that voted for his sub-
stitute, voted to put our troops into
Haiti, and most of us on this side voted
against it. Now they do not want to re-
store the money that was expended in
Haiti and all of those other places
where this President detailed our
troops, and this now has cut short our
ability to train and maintain the forces
of the United States.

Mr. Obey’s own substitute——
Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, will the gen-

tleman yield for a correction on one
number?

Mr. LIVINGSTON. Mr. Speaker, I
want to complete my statement.

The fact is we have come up with a
bill that has $14 million more in cuts
compared to the amount of money we
want to spend. We are rescinding in
budget authority an amount equal, and
then some, compared to the amount we
are spending. Mr. OBEY’s motion to re-
commit, does not do this.

Now look at the calendar. The fact is
that within a couple of weeks we are
going to be asking for some monu-
mental rescissions, and we will hope
that all of the people who have sounded
so interested in balancing the budget
will join with us and vote for all of the
cuts that are coming out of the sub-
committees today, tomorrow, and Fri-
days. Some $10 billion, perhaps $15 bil-
lion, in rescissions are coming out of
those subcommittees, and I hope that
all of my colleagues will vote for every
one of those cuts.

I say to my colleagues, ‘‘Whether you
do that or not, sending this bill back to
the committee puts it off the table for
now. It denies the Defense Department
the needed funds for operations, and
I’m sorry that it gives Mr. OBEY an-
other bite at the apple because we
would have to revisit this bill in the
context of a larger rescission bill.’’

This is an emergency, and the motion
to recommit is a bad idea. It is bad for
the national security of the Nation. It
undercuts the responsible cuts the
committee has made to pay for this
bill, it ties the needed supplemental
funds up unnecessarily, and I urge ev-

eryone to vote against the motion to
recommit.

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance
of my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. (Mr. EM-
ERSON). Without objection, the pre-
vious question is ordered on the motion
to recommit.

There was no objection.
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The

question is on the motion to recommit.
The question was taken; and the

Speaker pro tempore announced that
the noes appeared to have it.

RECORDED VOTE

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, I demand a
recorded vote.

A recorded vote was ordered.
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—ayes 163, noes 264,
not voting 7, as follows:

[Roll No. 153]

AYES—163

Abercrombie
Ackerman
Andrews
Baesler
Barcia
Barrett (WI)
Becerra
Beilenson
Bentsen
Berman
Bishop
Bonior
Borski
Boucher
Brown (CA)
Brown (FL)
Brown (OH)
Bryant (TX)
Cardin
Chapman
Clay
Clayton
Clement
Clyburn
Coleman
Collins (IL)
Collins (MI)
Conyers
Costello
Coyne
Danner
Deal
DeFazio
DeLauro
Dellums
Deutsch
Dingell
Dixon
Doggett
Doyle
Durbin
Engel
Eshoo
Evans
Fazio
Fields (LA)
Filner
Flake
Ford
Frank (MA)
Frost
Furse
Gejdenson
Gephardt
Gibbons

Gordon
Green
Gutierrez
Hall (OH)
Hamilton
Hastings (FL)
Hilliard
Hinchey
Holden
Jackson-Lee
Jacobs
Jefferson
Johnson (SD)
Johnson, E. B.
Johnston
Kaptur
Kennedy (MA)
Kennedy (RI)
Kildee
Kleczka
LaFalce
Lantos
Levin
Lewis (GA)
Lincoln
Lipinski
Lofgren
Lowey
Luther
Maloney
Manton
Markey
Martinez
Matsui
McCarthy
McDermott
McKinney
McNulty
Meehan
Menendez
Mfume
Miller (CA)
Mineta
Minge
Mink
Moakley
Moran
Nadler
Neal
Oberstar
Obey
Olver
Orton
Owens
Pallone

Pastor
Payne (NJ)
Payne (VA)
Pelosi
Peterson (FL)
Peterson (MN)
Pomeroy
Poshard
Rahall
Rangel
Reed
Reynolds
Richardson
Rivers
Roemer
Rose
Roybal-Allard
Sabo
Sanders
Sawyer
Schroeder
Schumer
Serrano
Skaggs
Slaughter
Spratt
Stark
Stenholm
Stokes
Studds
Stupak
Thompson
Thornton
Thurman
Torres
Torricelli
Towns
Traficant
Tucker
Velazquez
Vento
Visclosky
Volkmer
Ward
Waters
Watt (NC)
Waxman
Williams
Wise
Woolsey
Wyden
Wynn
Yates

NOES—264

Allard
Archer
Armey
Bachus
Baker (CA)
Baker (LA)
Baldacci
Ballenger
Barr
Barrett (NE)
Bartlett
Barton

Bass
Bateman
Bereuter
Bevill
Bilbray
Bilirakis
Bliley
Blute
Boehlert
Boehner
Bonilla
Bono

Brewster
Brownback
Bryant (TN)
Bunn
Bunning
Burr
Burton
Buyer
Callahan
Calvert
Camp
Canady
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Castle
Chabot
Chambliss
Chenoweth
Christensen
Chrysler
Clinger
Coble
Coburn
Collins (GA)
Combest
Condit
Cooley
Cox
Cramer
Crane
Crapo
Cremeans
Cubin
Cunningham
Davis
de la Garza
DeLay
Diaz-Balart
Dickey
Dicks
Dooley
Doolittle
Dornan
Dreier
Duncan
Dunn
Edwards
Ehrlich
Emerson
English
Ensign
Everett
Ewing
Fawell
Fields (TX)
Flanagan
Foglietta
Foley
Forbes
Fowler
Fox
Franks (CT)
Franks (NJ)
Frelinghuysen
Frisa
Funderburk
Gallegly
Ganske
Gekas
Geren
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gilman
Goodlatte
Goodling
Goss
Graham
Greenwood
Gunderson
Gutknecht
Hall (TX)
Hancock
Hansen
Harman
Hastert
Hastings (WA)
Hayes
Hayworth
Hefley
Hefner

Heineman
Herger
Hilleary
Hobson
Hoekstra
Hoke
Horn
Hostettler
Houghton
Hoyer
Hunter
Hutchinson
Hyde
Inglis
Istook
Johnson (CT)
Johnson, Sam
Jones
Kanjorski
Kasich
Kelly
Kennelly
Kim
King
Kingston
Klink
Klug
Knollenberg
Kolbe
LaHood
Largent
Latham
LaTourette
Laughlin
Lazio
Leach
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (KY)
Lightfoot
Linder
Livingston
LoBiondo
Longley
Lucas
Manzullo
Martini
Mascara
McCollum
McCrery
McDade
McHale
McHugh
McInnis
McIntosh
McKeon
Metcalf
Meyers
Mica
Miller (FL)
Molinari
Mollohan
Montgomery
Moorhead
Morella
Murtha
Myers
Myrick
Nethercutt
Neumann
Ney
Norwood
Nussle
Ortiz
Oxley
Packard
Parker

Paxon
Petri
Pickett
Pombo
Porter
Portman
Pryce
Quillen
Quinn
Radanovich
Ramstad
Regula
Riggs
Roberts
Rogers
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Roth
Roukema
Royce
Salmon
Sanford
Saxton
Scarborough
Schaefer
Schiff
Scott
Seastrand
Sensenbrenner
Shadegg
Shaw
Shays
Shuster
Sisisky
Skeen
Skelton
Smith (MI)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Smith (WA)
Solomon
Souder
Spence
Stearns
Stockman
Stump
Talent
Tanner
Tate
Tauzin
Taylor (MS)
Taylor (NC)
Tejeda
Thomas
Thornberry
Tiahrt
Torkildsen
Upton
Vucanovich
Waldholtz
Walker
Walsh
Wamp
Watts (OK)
Weldon (FL)
Weldon (PA)
Weller
White
Whitfield
Wicker
Wilson
Wolf
Young (AK)
Young (FL)
Zeliff
Zimmer

NOT VOTING—7
Browder
Ehlers
Farr

Fattah
Gonzalez
Meek

Rush

b 1600

Mr. HOKE changed his vote from
‘‘aye’’ to ‘‘no.’’

Mr. PAYNE of Virginia changed his
vote from ‘‘no’’ to ‘‘aye.’’

So the motion to recommit was re-
jected.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. EM-
ERSON). The question is on the passage
of the bill.

Pursuant to clause 7 of rule XV, the
yeas and nays are ordered.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 262, nays
165, not voting 7, as follows:

[Roll No. 154]

YEAS—262

Allard
Andrews
Archer
Armey
Bachus
Baker (CA)
Baker (LA)
Ballenger
Barcia
Barr
Barrett (NE)
Bartlett
Barton
Bass
Bateman
Bentsen
Bereuter
Bevill
Bilbray
Bilirakis
Bishop
Bliley
Boehlert
Boehner
Bonilla
Bono
Brewster
Brownback
Bryant (TN)
Bunn
Bunning
Burr
Burton
Buyer
Callahan
Calvert
Camp
Canady
Castle
Chambliss
Chenoweth
Christensen
Chrysler
Clement
Clinger
Clyburn
Collins (GA)
Combest
Cooley
Cox
Cramer
Crane
Crapo
Cremeans
Cubin
Cunningham
Davis
de la Garza
DeLay
Diaz-Balart
Dickey
Dicks
Dooley
Doolittle
Dornan
Dreier
Dunn
Edwards
Ehrlich
Emerson
English
Ensign
Everett
Ewing
Fawell
Fields (TX)
Flanagan
Foglietta
Foley
Forbes
Fowler
Fox
Franks (CT)
Frelinghuysen
Frisa
Frost
Funderburk
Gallegly

Ganske
Gejdenson
Gekas
Geren
Gibbons
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gilman
Goodlatte
Goodling
Gordon
Goss
Greenwood
Gunderson
Hall (TX)
Hancock
Hansen
Harman
Hastert
Hastings (WA)
Hayes
Hayworth
Hefley
Hefner
Heineman
Herger
Hilleary
Hobson
Hoke
Horn
Hostettler
Houghton
Hoyer
Hunter
Hutchinson
Hyde
Inglis
Istook
Jefferson
Johnson (CT)
Johnson, E. B.
Johnson, Sam
Jones
Kanjorski
Kasich
Kelly
Kennedy (RI)
Kennelly
Kildee
Kim
King
Kingston
Klink
Knollenberg
Kolbe
LaHood
Latham
LaTourette
Laughlin
Lazio
Leach
Levin
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (KY)
Lightfoot
Linder
Livingston
LoBiondo
Longley
Lucas
Manton
Manzullo
Martini
Mascara
McCollum
McCrery
McDade
McHale
McHugh
McInnis
McIntosh
McKeon
McNulty
Meehan
Metcalf
Meyers
Mica
Miller (FL)

Molinari
Montgomery
Moorhead
Moran
Morella
Murtha
Myers
Myrick
Nethercutt
Ney
Norwood
Nussle
Ortiz
Oxley
Packard
Parker
Paxon
Peterson (FL)
Petri
Pickett
Pombo
Porter
Portman
Pryce
Quillen
Quinn
Radanovich
Regula
Riggs
Roberts
Roemer
Rogers
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Rose
Royce
Salmon
Sanford
Saxton
Scarborough
Schaefer
Schiff
Scott
Seastrand
Shaw
Shuster
Sisisky
Skeen
Skelton
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Smith (WA)
Solomon
Spence
Stearns
Stockman
Stump
Stupak
Talent
Tanner
Tate
Tauzin
Taylor (MS)
Taylor (NC)
Tejeda
Thomas
Thornberry
Tiahrt
Torkildsen
Vucanovich
Waldholtz
Walker
Walsh
Wamp
Watts (OK)
Weldon (FL)
Weldon (PA)
Weller
White
Whitfield
Wicker
Wilson
Wolf
Young (AK)
Young (FL)
Zeliff

NAYS—165

Abercrombie
Ackerman

Baesler
Baldacci

Barrett (WI)
Becerra

Beilenson
Berman
Bonior
Borski
Boucher
Brown (CA)
Brown (FL)
Brown (OH)
Bryant (TX)
Cardin
Chabot
Chapman
Clay
Clayton
Coble
Coburn
Coleman
Collins (IL)
Collins (MI)
Condit
Conyers
Costello
Coyne
Danner
Deal
DeFazio
DeLauro
Dellums
Deutsch
Dingell
Dixon
Doggett
Doyle
Duncan
Durbin
Engel
Eshoo
Evans
Farr
Fazio
Fields (LA)
Filner
Flake
Ford
Frank (MA)
Franks (NJ)
Furse
Gephardt
Graham
Green
Gutierrez
Gutknecht
Hall (OH)

Hamilton
Hastings (FL)
Hilliard
Hinchey
Hoekstra
Holden
Jackson-Lee
Jacobs
Johnson (SD)
Johnston
Kaptur
Kennedy (MA)
Kleczka
Klug
LaFalce
Lantos
Largent
Lewis (GA)
Lincoln
Lipinski
Lofgren
Lowey
Luther
Maloney
Markey
Martinez
Matsui
McCarthy
McDermott
McKinney
Menendez
Mfume
Miller (CA)
Mineta
Minge
Mink
Moakley
Mollohan
Nadler
Neal
Neumann
Oberstar
Obey
Olver
Orton
Owens
Pallone
Pastor
Payne (NJ)
Payne (VA)
Pelosi
Peterson (MN)
Pomeroy

Poshard
Rahall
Ramstad
Rangel
Reed
Reynolds
Richardson
Rivers
Roth
Roukema
Roybal-Allard
Sabo
Sanders
Sawyer
Schroeder
Schumer
Sensenbrenner
Serrano
Shadegg
Shays
Skaggs
Slaughter
Smith (MI)
Souder
Spratt
Stark
Stenholm
Stokes
Studds
Thompson
Thornton
Thurman
Torres
Torricelli
Towns
Traficant
Tucker
Upton
Velazquez
Vento
Visclosky
Volkmer
Ward
Waters
Watt (NC)
Waxman
Williams
Wise
Woolsey
Wyden
Wynn
Yates
Zimmer

NOT VOTING—7

Blute
Browder
Ehlers

Fattah
Gonzalez
Meek

Rush

b 1618

So the bill was passed.
The result of the vote was announced

as above recorded.
A motion to reconsider was laid on

the table.

f

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Mr. BLUTE. Mr. Speaker, I was unavoidably
detained during the vote on final passage of
H.R. 889, making emergency supplemental
appropriations and rescissions. Had I been
present I would have voted ‘‘aye.’’

f

MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT

A message in writing from the Presi-
dent of the United States was commu-
nicated to the House by Mr. Edwin
Thomas, one of his secretaries.

f

b 1620

PAPERWORK REDUCTION ACT OF
1995

Mr. LINDER. Mr. Speaker, by direc-
tion of the Committee on Rules, I call
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