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HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES-Wednesday, July 30, 1.986 
The House met at 10 a.m. 
The Chaplain, Rev. James David 

Ford, D.D., offered the following 
prayer: 

Gracious God, we place before You 
our needs. We recognize that we do 
not always say to others what are the 
anxieties of our hearts, and we thank 
You, 0 God, that You hear our pray
ers and minister to our personal peti
tions. Whatever our concerns or fears, 
we give thanks that Your love is suffi
cient for us, and no problem is too 
great for Your grace. Bless us, each 
one, we pray. Amen. 

THE JOURNAL 
The SPEAKER. The Chair has ex

amined the Journal of the last day's 
proceedings and announces to the 
House his approval thereof. 

Pursuant to clause 1, rule I, the 
Journal stands approved. 

Mr. FIELDS. Mr. Speaker, pursuant 
to clause 1, rule I, I demand a vote on 
agreeing to the Speaker's approval of 
the Journal. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on 
the Chair's approval of the Journal. 

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

Mr. FIELDS. Mr. Speaker, I object 
to the vote on the ground that a 
quorum is not present and make the 
point of order that a quorum is not 
present. 

The SPEAKER. Evidently a quorum 
is not present. 

The Sergeant at Arms will notify 
absent Members. 

The vote was taken by electronic 
device, and there were-yeas 269, nays 
129, answered "present" 1, not voting 
32, as follows: 

Ackerman 
Akaka 
Alexander 
Anderson 
Andrews 
Annunzio 
Anthony 
Applegate 
Archer 
Asp in 
Atkins 
Aucoin 
Barnard 
Bateman 
Bates 
Bedell 
Beilenson 
Bennett 
Berman 
Bevill 
Biaggi 
Boggs 
Boland 

[Roll No. 261] 

YEAS-269 
Boner <TN> 
Bonior <MI> 
Bonker 
Borski 
Bosco 
Boucher 
Boxer 
Broomfield 
Brown <CA> 
Bruce 
Bryant 
Burton <CA> 
Bustamante 
Byron 
Callahan 
Carper 
Carr 
Chapman 
Chappell 
Coelho 
Coleman <TX> 
Collins 
Combest 

Conyers 
Coyne 
Daniel 
Darden 
Daschle 
Davis 
de la Garza 
Dellums 
Derrick 
Dicks 
DioGuardi 
Dixon 
Donnelly 
Dorgan <ND> 
Dornan <CA> 
Dowdy 
Downey 
Duncan 
Durbin 
Dwyer 
Dymally 
Dyson 
Early 

Eckart COH> Leland 
Edgar Levin <MI> 
Edwards <CA> Levine <CA> 
Edwards <OK> Lipinski 
English Long 
Erdreich Lowry <WA> 
Evans <IL> Lujan 
Fase;ell Luken 
Fazio Lundine 
Fish MacKay 
Flippo Manton 
Florio Markey 
Foglietta Martin <NY> 
Foley Martinez 
Ford <MI> Matsui 
Ford <TN> Mavroules 
Frank Mazzoli 
Franklin McCain 
Fuqua McCloskey 
Garcia McColl um 
Gaydos Mccurdy 
Gejdenson McDade 
Gephardt McEwen 
Gilman McHugh 
Glickman Mica 
Gonzalez Miller <CA> 
Gordon Miller CWA> 
Gradison Mineta 
Gray <IL> Montgomery 
Gray <PA> Moody 
Green Morrison <CT> 
Guarini Mrazek 
Hall <OH ) Murphy 
Hall, Ralph Murtha 
Hamilton Myers 
Hammerschmidt Natcher 
Hatcher Neal 
Hefner Nelson 
Hertel Nichols 
Hillis Nowak 
Horton Oberstar 
Howard Obey 
Hoyer Olin 
Hubbard Ortiz 
Huckaby Owens 
Hughes Panetta 
Hutto Pease 
Hyde Pepper 
Jeffords Perkins 
Jenkins Petri 
Johnson Pickle 
Jones <TN> Price 
Kanjorski Pursell 
Kaptur Rahall 
Kasich Rangel 
Kastenmeier Ray 
Kennelly Regula 
Kil dee Reid 
Kleczka Richardson 
Kolter Rinaldo 
Kostmayer Robinson 
LaFalce Rodino 
Lantos Roe 
Latta Rose 
Leath <TX> Rostenkowski 
Lehman <CA> Rowland <GA> 
Lehman <FL> Roybal 

Armey 
Badham 
Bartlett 
Barton 
Bentley 
Bereuter 
Bilirakis 
Bliley 
Boehlert 
Boulter 
Brown <CO> 
Burton <IN> 
Chandler 
Chappie 
Cheney 
Clay 

NAYS-129 
Clinger 
Coats 
Cobey 
Coble 
Coleman <MO> 
Conte 
Coughlin 
Courter 
Craig 
Crane 
Dannemeyer 
Daub 
De Lay 
De Wine 
Dickinson 
Dreier 

Rudd 
Russo 
Sabo 
Savage 
Scheuer 
Schneider 
Schulze 
Schumer 
Seiberling 
Sharp 
Shumway 
Siljander 
Sisisky 
Skelton 
Slattery 
Smith <FL> 
Smith <IA> 
Smith <NE) 
Smith <NJ> 
Snyder 
Solarz 
Spence 
Spratt 
St Germain 
Staggers 
Stallings 
Stark 
Stokes 
Stratton 
Studds 
Sweeney 
Swift 
Synar 
Tallon 
Tauzin 
Taylor 
Thomas <GA> 
Torres 
Torricelli 
Traficant 
Traxler 
Udall 
Valentine 
Vento 
Visclosky 
Volkmer 
Waldon 
Walgren 
Watkins 
Waxman 
\Veaver 
Weiss 
Wheat 
Whitley 
Whitten 
Williams 
Wilson 
Wise 
Wolpe 
Wortley 
Wright 
Wyden 
Wylie 
Yates 
Yatron 
Young<MO> 

Emerson 
Evans <IA> 
Fawell 
Fiedler 
Fields 
Frenzel 
Gallo 
Gekas 
Gingrich 
Goodling 
Gregg 
Hansen 
Hawkins 
Henry 
Hiler 
Holt 

Hopkins Michel Skeen 
Hunter Miller<OH> Slaughter 
Ireland Molinari Smith, Denny 
Jacobs Monson <OR> 
Jones <OK> Moorhead Smith, Robert 
Kindness Nielson <NH> 
Kolbe Oxley Smith, Robert 
Kramer Packard <OR> 
Lagomarsino Parris Snowe 
Leach <IA> Pashayan Solomon 
Lent Penny Stangeland 
Lewis <CA> Porter Stenholm 
Lewis CFL) Quillen Strang 
Lightfoot Ridge Stump 
Livingston Roberts Sundquist 
Lloyd Roemer Swindall 
Loeffler Rogers Tauke 
Lott Roth Thomas <CA> 
Lowery <CA> Roukema Vander Jagt 
Lungren Rowland <CT> Vucanovich 
Mack Saxton Walker 
Madigan Schaefer Weber 
Martin <IL> Schroeder Whitehurst 
McCandless Schuette Whittaker 
McGrath· Sensenbrenner Wolf 
McKernan Shaw Young<AK> 
McMillan Shuster Young<FL> 
Meyers Sikorski Zschau 

ANSWERED "PRESENT"-1 
Gibbons 

NOT VOTlNG-32 
Barnes Frost Mitchell 
Breaux Grotberg Moakley 
Brooks Gunderson Mollohan 
Campbell Hartnett Moore 
Carney Hayes Morrison <WA> 
Cooper Hendon Oakar 
Crockett Jones <NC> Ritter 
Dingell Kemp Shelby 
Eckert <NY> Marlenee Towns 
Feighan McKinney Wirth 
Fowler Mikulski 

D 1015 
Mr. MYERS of Indiana changed his 

vote from "nay" to "yea." 
So the Journal was approved. 
The result of the vote was an

nounced as above recorded. 

D 1025 

PROVIDING CONDITIONS FOR 
ADJOURNMENT OR ADJOURN
MENT SINE DIE 
Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, I offer a 

concurrent resolution <H. Con. Res. 
374) and ask unanimous consent for its 
immediate consideration. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore <Mr. 
McCLOSKEY). Is there objection to the 
request of the gentleman from Mary
land? 

There was no objection. 
The Clerk read the concurrent reso

lution, as follows: 
H. CON. RES. 374 

Resolved by the House of Representatives 
fthe Senate concurring), That notwithstand
ing the provisions of section 132(a) of the 
Legislative Reorganizat ion Act of 1946 (2 
U.S.C. 198), as amended by section 461 of 
the Legislative Reorganization Act ~f 1~70 
<Public Law 91-510; 84 Stat. 1193), the 

0 This symbol represents the time of day during the House proceedings, e.g., 0 1407 is 2:07 p.m. 

Matter set in this typeface indicates words inserted or appended, rather than spoken, by a Member of the House on the floor. 
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House of Representatives and t.he Senate 
shall not adjourn for a period in excess of 
three days, or adjourn sine die, until both 
Houses of Congress have adopted a concur
rent resolution providing either for an ad
journment <in excess of three days) to a day 
certain, or for adjournment sine die. 

The concurrent resolution was 
agreed to. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

PERMISSION FOR SUBCOMMIT
TEE ON AVIATION OF COMMIT
TEE ON PUBLIC WORKS AND 
TRANSPORTATION TO SIT ON 
TOMORROW DURING THE 5-
MINUTE RULE 
Mr. MINETA. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that the Subcom
mittee on Aviation of the Committee 
on Public Works and Transportation 
be permitted to sit on Thursday, July 
31, 1986, while the House is reading 
bills under the 5-minute rule. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore <Mr. 
MCCLOSKEY). Is there objection to the 
request of the gentleman from Califor
nia? 

There was no objection. 

REMOVAL OF NAME OF MEMBER 
AS COSPONSOR OF H.R. 3921 

Mr. MINETA. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that my name be 
removed as a cosponsor of H.R. 3921. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is 
there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from California? 

There was no objection. 

MORE SERVICE SECTOR JOBS 
RESULT IN LOWER LIVING 
STANDARDS 
<Mrs. SCHROEDER asked and was 

given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
her remarks.) 

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Speaker, ac
cording to a study released today by 
the National Organization for Women, 
the U.S. economy is rapidly creating 
service sector jobs which are low 
paying and occupied by women. 

I find this very distressing. Such a 
finding has consequences for men, 
women and most importantly the 
American family. Just recently, the 
Joint Economic Committee issued a 
report underscoring the importance of 
working mothers' contributions to the 
economic stability of their families. 

Even in the telecommunications in
dustry, one industry where women 
have managed to achieve wages equal 
to those of the average man in the 
labor force, women's wages face a seri
ous threat. The Bell System collective 
bargaining demands are currently 
trying to cut clerical workers' pay by 
20 to 40 percent. 

Service sector jobs account for 86 
percent of all new private industry 

jobs. Yet the pay for these jobs don't 
support a middle income living stand
ard. 

The bigger policy question is one 
that concerns all American workers: 
How can America preserve and expand 
the middle class standard of living if 
the jobs and wages it is creating are 
low paid? 

A VARIABLE INTEREST RATE 
FOR NATIONAL SERVICE LIFE 
INSURANCE POLICY LOANS 
<Mr. HILLIS asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his 
remarks.) 

Mr. HILLIS. Mr. Speaker, our veter
ans and men and women in uniform 
are receiving unfair treatment. An in
equity exists in the way interest rates 
are set for loans secured by national 
service life insurance policies. These 
rates are held by law at an artificially 
high level. They are much higher than 
the prevailing rates of the private in
surancE; industry, which are tradition
ally lower than the prime. As a result, 
qualified men and women are unable 
to benefit from the current decline in 
rates. 

The bill I introduced yesterday, H.R. 
5275, will solve this problem by estab
lishing a variable interest rate for 
these loans. The procedure follows 
standard practice in the insurance in
dustry. Loan rates would be tied to the 
annual return on investments held by 
the financing trust fund. This would 
ensure an adequate return to the fund, 
while affording borrowers a fair inter
est rate. 

Lower interest rates often present 
the opportunities, among others, to 
buy a family home or to finance a 
child's education. Certainly those who 
have so ably served in the country's 
defense are entitled to the potential 
advantages of variable interest rates. I 
urge my colleagues to give this bill 
their timely consideration and invite 
each of you to join me in cosponsoring 
H.R. 5275. 

HEALTH INSURANCE COVERAGE 
DENIED TO LTV CORP. RETIR
EES IN INDIANA 
<Mr. McCLOSKEY asked and was 

given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. McCLOSKEY. Madam Speaker, 
the callous, cruel, and arbitrary deci
sion by the LTV Corp. to cancel health 
insurance coverage without notice for 
78,000 LTV retirees is a situation that 
cries out for redress. 

The 300 affected retirees of the Ev
ansville, IN, area, many on fixed in
comes, are finding as are the thou
sands of similary situated reitrees na
tionally that obtaining continuing and 

additional health insurance coverage 
is exorbitantly, costly, or impossible. 

I want to commend my distinguished 
colleague from Ohio, Mr. STOKES, for 
introducing legislation to resume pro
viding health and life insurance cover
age unless and until a court of jurisdic
tion tells t em to cease. Unless we do 
this, no deserving, working person who 
has justly earned such benefits can be 
reasonably certain their future hopes 
will not be obliterat ed. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore <Mrs. 
SCHROEDER). The time of the gentle
man from Indiana [Mr. MCCLOSKEY] 
has expired. 

CONTINUED TRADE DEFICITS 
THREATEN RECESSION 

<Mr. ROTH asked and was given per
mission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his 
remarks.) 

Mr. ROTH. Mr. Speaker, here on 
Capitol Hill we can talk to 10 different 
economists and we get 10 different an
swers on the economy. But on one 
issue they are all united, and that is 
that the high fiscal deficits lead to 
high trade deficits. 

We must have more exports if our 
economy is to remain strong. Yester
day Mr. Volcker, the Federal Reserve 
Board Chairman, told our Banking 
Committee this, and I quote: "If the 
Nation does not begin to sell more 
products overseas within a year, the 
economy could well sink into a · reces
sion." 

A word to the wise, I think, is suffi
cient. For every $1 billion we have in 
exports we create some 25 million jobs. 
This year we have a trade deficit of 
more than $148 billion. Because of 
that we are losing over 4 million jobs 
in America. 

We cannot continue in this direc
tion. Now is the time for action. We 
must make the tough decisions and 
work for a balanced budget if we are 
to avoid a recession. 

Mr. Speaker, we have it right here in 
our power in this House to avoid a re
cession, but the question is, Does the 
Congress have the will? 

MORE EVIDENCE FOR 
COMMUNITY RIGHT TO KNOW 
<Mr. WISE asked and was given per

mission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. WISE. Mr.· Speaker, as many of 
my colleagues here know, late Monday 
night in Iowa, 16 freight cars blew off 
a bridge in a bad storm, plunging into 
the Des Moines River valley. The train 
was carrying-you guessed it-toxic 
pesticides. 

The problem . is that the authorities 
involved did not know for at least a 
day what "that green stuff leaking 
into the river" was. 
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Six persons were hospit alized after 

exposure to the fumes including a 
State trooper who had rushed to the 
scene. Officials evacuated everyone 
within 1 mile of the accident. The 
Governor had to send crews from the 
University of Iowa to the scene to test 
the water to see just what had spilled. 
The railroad did not know what it was, 
but thought that it might be the 200 
bags of highly toxic agricultural insec
ticide, endosulfan. 

A year since Bhopal, this country 
still does not have a basic Federal 
community right-to-know law on the 
books. If we had, that policeman I 
mentioned could have avoided rushing 
into a dangerous area. The Governor 
could haye sent the properly equipped 
personnel instead of being forced to 
test first because of the railroad's ig
norance. 

Happily, Mr. Speaker, there is 
strong community right-to-know lan
guage and emergency response lan
guage being deliberated by the Super
fund conference committee. Passage 
this year could end such dangerous in
cidents next year. 

BROOKLYN CHURCH HOSTS 
DANIEL ORTEGA 

<Mr. WORTLEY asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. WORTLEY. Mr. Speaker, it is 
interesting to note that over this past 
weekend, Daniel Ortega, the President 
of Nicaragua and the head of the San
dinista Party, was accorded the privi
lege of speaking from the pulpit of a 
church in Brooklyn, NY. 

This is the same Daniel Ortega who 
refuses to permit religion to be taught 
in the parochial school classrooms of 
his own country. This is the same 
Daniel Ortega who shut down the 
Catholic radio station in that country. 
This is the same Daniel Ortega who 
refuses to have religious services 
broadcast over the radio in his own 
nation when he does not like the 
homily or the Gospel that is being 
preached on that particular Sunday. 
This is the same Daniel Ortega who 
has expelled one bishop from his coun
try and who has refused to permit the 
assistant to Cardinal Obando y Bra.vo 
of that country, to reenter the country 
from a trip abroad. 

Mr. Speaker, I would hope that 
Daniel Ortega would accord religion in 
his own country, Nicaragua, the same 
privileges that we accord visiting poli
ticians in the United States of Amer
ica. 

PINOCHET CONTINUES TO 
BLOCK DEMOCRACY IN CHILE 
<Mr. RICHARDSON asked and was 

given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute.) 

Mr. RICHARDSON. Mr. Speaker, 
the President of Chile, Augusto Pino
chet, is thumbing his nose at the 
United States and the rest of the free 
world. He continues his repression and 
his human rights abuses, and he has 
hinted that he will off er himself as a 
Presidential candidate in the 1989 
elections, thus killing any hopes for 
democracy in Chile. 

The American Ambassador, Harry 
Barnes, has been rebuffed and ostra
cized by Pinochet. 

The United States can exert leverage 
on Chile by denying all multilateral 
loans. Let us consider this policy 
option to assist the Chilean people to 
achieve their dream of democracy. Let 
us prevent Chile from becoming an
other Philippines or another Haiti. 

0 1035 

THE TRADE DEFICIT-MORE 
BAD NEWS 

<Mrs. BENTLEY asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
her remarks.) 

Mrs. BENTLEY. Mr. Speaker, 
today's announcement that our na
tional trade deficit is now running at 
an annual rate of $168 billion should 
not surprise anyone. Our trade policies 
over the last two decades have all but 
guaranteed such a result. 

The Federal Reserve can tinker with 
the value of the dollar. The Commerce 
Department can make agreements for 
voluntary restraints with foreign ex
porters. But all the money handling 
and all the agreements in the world 
will not solve our trade deficit prob
lem. 

We now hear so ardent a free trade 
advocate as Paul Volcker saying that 
the soaring trade deficit put the 
United States in a difficult and dan
gerous situation and could, if not cor
rected, topple the country into a reces
sion. 

With many other Members of this 
House, I have been arguing, pleading, 
and reasoning that the real problem 
lies in our trade policy. It is fine to 
talk about free trade, but there is no 
free trade when our trading partners 
load the deck with cheap labor, export 
subsidies, tax abatements of all kinds 
while we burden our domestic produc
ers with ever-increasing tax burdens. 

If we don't change our course, and 
soon, our domestic industries will be 
crippled beyond any hope of repair. 
When they go, so does our claim, not 
just to being a great trading nation, 
but to being a great nation in any 
sense. Pray God our trade policies will 
catch up with reality while there is 
still time to turn it around. 

SERIOUS DEFICIT OF PENSION 
BENEFIT GUARANTY CORPO
RATION 
<Mr. KOLTER asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his 
remarks.) 

Mr. KOLTER. Mr. Speaker, will the 
Government turn its back on the retir
ees who once toiled in the steel mills 
waiting for the day when they could 
retire and relax? Should we tell these 
hardworking Americans that they 
won't receive their pensions at the 
level they bargained for? 

The Reagan trade deficit and low 
foreign steel prices have caused many 
of our steel mills to close. The latest 
such incident was the LTV Co.'s bank
ruptcy filing which has been a source 
of great concern for that conglomer
ate's employees and pensioners. When 
a company files for bankruptcy under 
chapter 11, it may turn over its pen
sion obligations to the Pension Benefit 
Guaranty Corporation. The Pension 
Benefit Guaranty Corporation then 
assumes responsibility for providing 
the company's retirees with a prede
termined, guaranteed level of pension 
benefits. 

Currently, the Pension Benefit 
Guaranty Corporat ion has a $1.7 bil
lion deficit. Its liabilities are twice the 
size of its assets. Should the Pension 
Benefit Guaranty Corporation be 
called upon to take over the LTV pen
sion responsibilities, its deficit will be 
doubled. Can we rely on the Pension 
Benefit Guaranty Corporation to meet 
this requirement? 

This serious problem is complicated 
by the termination of the health and 
life insurance benefits of LTV pension
ers. Many of the healthier pensioners 
will be able to obtain replacement poli
cies, while the insurance carriers who 
now hold these policies will be left 
with the less healthy policy holders; 
the resulting cost of those policies as a 
group will drastically increase. 

In an effort to protect the retirees, I 
became an original cosponsor of a bill 
introduced by Mr. STOKES of Ohio 
which would require LTV specifically 
to continue to pay all medical and life 
insurance benefits to retirees after 
LTV filed under chapter 11. 

I would like to see these problems 
solved, and I would like to see that the 
Pension Benefit Guaranty Corpora
tion is being put on a more solid finan
cial foundation. I call on my col
leagues to join me in a search for a 
system which will unequivocally guar
antee these retirees the pensions and 
benefits they have earned and deserve. 

BLOCK UNILATERAL DISARMA-
MENT OF U.S. CHEMICAL 
WEAPONS FROM EUROPE . 
<Mrs. ROUKEMA asked and was 

given permission to address the House 
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for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
her remarks. 

Mrs. ROUKEMA. Mr. Speaker, last 
year, Congress fenced all funding for 
new chemical weapons until two main 
conditions were met: First, that the 
weapons proposed actually work; and 
second, that our NATO allies approve 
of their production, I am here today to 
alert my colleague to the facts that 
these conditions have not been met. 

The administration would have us 
believe that the Bigeye binary bomb is 
an effective, combat-ready weapon. It 
is not. If you have any doubts read the 
GAO report from last month which 
concluded that "Bigeye bomb is not 
ready for production" and that certain 
problems with the Bigeye remain in
tractable. 

The administration would also have 
us believe that the North Atlantic 
Council of NATO has formally adopt
ed the U.S. chemical weapons force 
goal. But they have not. Clearly the 
specific conditions mandated by Con
gress have not been met, 

And to make matters worse, in what 
is generally considered a serious mis
calculation, in order to gain the De
fense Planning Committee's approval, 
the administration has agreed to with
draw our entire chemical deterrent 
force from Western Europe once pro
duction of the binaries begins. The 
White House also gave Bonn the right 
to refuse to accept, even in times of 
crisis, the binary chemical weapons 
that would replace the existing stock
pile. As a consequence, the United 
States will withdraw our chemical 
weapons 5,000 miles from Europe 
while the Soviet Union will maintain 
its stockpile of deadly chemical weap
ons only miles from our NATO troops. 

Action now to block production of 
binary chemical weapons in the DOD 
authorization bill next week is crucial 
to our chemical deterrence and essen
tial if we are to avoid another Ser
geant York [DivadJ debacle. The 
Bigeye does not work-it must be de
funded. 

PAST TIME FOR TOUGH TRADE 
POLICY 

<Mr. ERDREICH asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. ERDREICH. Mr. Speaker, I sup
pose we should be cheered by the news 
that we are renewing negotiations 
with Japan on trade. We are going to 
talk and talk and talk some more, and 
while we are talking about trade, Mr. 
Speaker, LTV has gone into chapter 
11. The steel industry across this coun
try has been severely damaged and 
other industries across our Nation 
have been tremendously hurt by the 
unfair trade practices of our adversar
ies around the world. 

Mr. Speaker, it is past time for talk. 
It is time for action. This House has 
passed a comprehensive, tough trade 
bill to the Senate. I would urge the 
other body to take action. 

I would hope, Mr. Speaker, that we 
could have the help and support of 
the President of the United States and 
this administration. 

It is past time for a tough trade 
policy for America. 

CONGRESSWOMAN VUCANOVICH 
RECOGNIZES TOUR DE 
FRANCE WINNERS 
<Mrs. VUCANOVICH asked and was 

given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
her remarks.) 

Mrs. VUCANOVICH. Mr. Speaker, I 
would like to take a moment today to 
recognize two outstanding Nevadans 
from my district who have distin
guished this country in the interna
tional cycling marathon, the Tour de 
France. 

Greg Lemond, a resident of Reno, 
has become the first American ever to 
win the grueling Tour de France Cycle 
Marathon, which is known throughout 
the world as the most difficult cycle 
competition ever devised. 

Inge Thompson, another Reno resi
dent, placed third in the women's divi
sion of the Tour de France and was 
the fastest American woman to com
pete. 

Mr. Speaker, the hard work and out
standing accomplishments of Greg 
Lemond and Inge Thompson deserve 
special recognition by the Members of 
this House. 

Greg Lemond's championship ride, 
which involved over 100 hours of in
tense competition, will be an inspira
tion to all young American athletes. 

Inge Thompson, who won third 
place after more than 27 hours, has 
moved women's cycle racing a giant 
step forward in this country, and, like 
Greg, · she is an inspiration to our 
young people to achieve excellence in 
ahtletics. 

I commend these two outstanding 
young American athletes from my dis
trict, and I wish them every success in 
future competitions and in everything 
they undertake. 

They truly represent the best about 
America, the drive to explore new ho
rizons, to try hard, to surpass their 
own expectations of themselves, to 
achieve, and to go on to victory. 

OVERRIDE REAGAN VETO ON 
H.R. 1562, TEXTILE APPAREL 
TRADE ENFORCEMENT ACT 
<Mr. HA YES asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his 
remarks.) 

Mr. HAYES. Mr. Speaker, the ad
ministration's policies are becoming 

more and more alien to the guiding 
principals of our Nation every day. In 
a bizarre combination of constructive 
engagement and free trade, the De
partment of Commerce has agreed to 
increase the amount of textile imports 
from South Africa. What this agree
ment does is to make certain that 
more American textile workers will 
lose their jobs. It is an outrageous 
agreement that must be overturned. 

Acceptance of this trade agreement 
also makes certain that our Nation is 
even more closely aUgned with the 
racist apartheid regime in South 
Africa. We in the Congress must over
turn this misguided action by voting to 
override the President's veto of H.R. 
1562, the Textile Apparel Trade En
forcement Act. 

This will force the administration to 
reduce textile imports, even from 
South Africa, which is not a member 
of the multifiber agreement. This 
body has already expressed its feelings 
about South Africa by passing puni
tive economic sanctions against the 
government there. The administration 
has ignored that statement and con
tinued in its attempts to engage with 
racists in South Africa and to trade 
away American jobs and industry. Let 
us stand up once and for all for Ameri
can workers and industry. In doing so 
we can also reaffirm our opposition to 
apartheid by overriding the Reagan 
veto on H.R. 1562. 

A TRIBUTE TO THREE NEW 
MEMBERS OF THE BASEBALL 
HALL OF FAME 
<Mr. BOEHLERT asked and was 

given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. BOEHLERT. Mr. Speaker, as 
the Congressman who is fortunate 
enough to represent the village of 
Cooperstown, NY, I would like to take 
this opportunity to pay tribute to 
three men whose talents made them 
legends and whose memories will be 
enshrined this weekend-the newest 
members of the Baseball Hall of 
Fame: Willie McCovey, Bobby Doerr, 
and the late Ernie Lombardi. 

Willie McCovey is only the 16th 
person ever to be inducted into the 
Hall of Fame in his first year of eligi
bility. In his 22-year National League 
career, McCovey hit 521 home runs, 
tying him for ninth place on the all
time list with another Hall of Farner, 
the Splendid Splinter, Ted Williams. 
And some say his 1969 season was one 
of the best ever by any player: a .320 
average, with 45 homers and 126 RBI 
in just 491 official at bats-1986 has 
been good for the Red Sox: this year's 
team is leading the American League 
East Division, and Bobby Doerr has fi
nally received the recognition he de
serves. Doerr was an iron man at 
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second base for the Sox, playing there 
for nearly 2,000 games in his 14-year 
career. The center of the diamond was 
his; he was also an excellent hitter, 
with 223 career home runs and a life
time .288 batting average. 

It may be an understatement to say 
that the late Ernie Lombardi was slow 
of foot. It also took a long time-39 
years-for him to reach the Hall uf 
Fame. But through the 1930's and 
1940's, the beloved "Schnozz" was one 
of the best behind the plate. A career 
.306 hitter with 190 home runs, it is 
sad that Ernie will not be in Coopers
town to receive his honor. He died in 
1977 at the age of 69. 

Mr. Speaker, it has been said that to 
understand America, one must under
stand the game of baseball. And part 
of that understanding is the recogni
tion of those people who have made a 
lasting impact on America's pastime. 
And so, with fondest memories, I 
would like to extend my heartiest con
gratulations to the three newest mem
bers of baseball's elite: Willie McCo
vey, Bobby Doerr, and Ernie Lom
bardi. 

LTV CORP. IN VIOLATION OF 
LAW 

<Mr. TRAFICANT asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Speaker, the 
recent actions of LTV to me are an act 
of violation of the law. LTV did not 
make their decision to file chapter 11 
on some fishing trip. They have attor
neys that they pay $400 an hour and 
they know what the law says. 

They are attempting to find a 
friendly judge in a friendly court of 
this country that will rule on their 
behalf and set a precedent which will 
change the law and further injure the 
American retirees of those corpora
tions. 

My position is very clear. The Presi
dent of this country has now appoint
ed 50 percent of the Federal judges. 
The Justice Department of this coun
try has turned its back on the Ameri
can people that it is supposed to repre
sent and now represents the major 
corporations of our land. This is the 
crime of the LTV action. 

My position in stating this on the 
floor today is this: Chapter 11 and the 
law is very clear. Section 1113, subsec
tion (f), clearly states that LTV could 
not have taken this action and if they 
did, they would break the law. 

The U.S. Justice Department should 
enforce the law and hold them to the 
law just like any other American. 

I close by saying that the President 
has an attorney. LTV has attorneys. 
The current steelworkers have attor
neys, but who is the attorney repre
senting these retirees? 

The Justice Department represents ment, not only of our own citizens, but 
us and not these corporations and of the citizens of the world. The Presi
should do its job. dent of the United States should stop 

kowtowing to racists. 
SOUND THE ALARM: WHERE IS 

THE TRIDENT? 
<Mrs. JOHNSON asked and was 

given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
her remarks.) 

Mrs. JOHNSON. Mr. Speaker, I 
want to sound the alarm, that next 
year's Trident submarine has heaved
ho from the 1987 defense authoriza
tion bill, despite its high priority in 
the current modernization plan and 
the fact that it is the only invulnera
ble leg of our triad of deterrence. 

The Navy says that an interruption 
in the Trident Program would swell 
the cost of that program by $500 mil
lion and would erode our shipbuilding 
industrial base at a time when we 
cannot allow that to happen. 

A 1-year delay would also compro
mise our ability to offset the Soviet's 
accurate ICBM with our D-5 missile 
program. 

Both Chambers, as well as the re
spective Armed Service Committees, 
have logged in time and again to reaf
firm the one-per-year schedule for Tri
dent building. 

The President himself signed a na
tional security directive which calls for 
the same and he reiterated the impor
tance of maintaining this schedule in 
his June 1986 strategic modernization 
report to Congress. 

Our entire force structure is based 
on the assurance that the firepower of 
those launching platforms will be 
available for deterrence of nuclear 
conflict by dates certain. 

I urge my colleagues to help salvage 
the Trident Program and prevent its 
running aground in 1987. 

PRESIDENT SHOULD STOP 
KOWTOWING TO RACISTS 

(Mr. WILLIAMS asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. Speaker, the 
President of the United States must 
stop kowtowing to racists. P.W. Botha 
and his terrible racist regime in South 
Africa should not run America's 
human rights policy. They are being 
allowed to dictate it. They are being 
allowed to do so by Ronald Reagan. 

0 1050 
This Nation has been known 

throughout the world not only for the 
glitter of our wealth, but also for the 
splendor of our ideals. In the best of 
our days we have had a grand tradi
tion of promoting human rights 
around the globe. 

Now the world is questioning Ameri
ca's long commitment to fair treat-

WITHDRAWAL OF NAME OF 
MEMBER AS COSPONSOR OF 
H.R. 4096 
Mr. MONSON. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent t hat my name be 
withdrawn as a cosponsor of H.R. 
4096. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore <Mr. 
MCCLOSKEY). Is there objection to the 
request of the gentleman from Utah? 

There was no objection. 

TAX REFORM MAY HURT 
AVERAGE CITIZEN 

<Mr. MONSON asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. MONSON. Mr. Speaker, accord
ing to the Senate Finance Committee, 
under the current tax reform measure 
now in the conference committee, on 
the average, individuals will receive a 
tax cut of over 6 percent. After com
puting the actual savings to taxpayers, 
however, we may not be in for much of 
a savings at all. 

For example, when computing the 6-
percent average, the following per
centages were averaged: Earners with 
incomes of zero to $10,000 would save 
$43, resulting in a 76.8-percent tax cut. 
Earners with incomes of $10,000 to 
$20,000 would save $181, resulting in a 
22. 7-percent tax cut. In computing the 
overall percent of tax savings using 
the average tax savings in nine differ
ent earnings groups, five of the groups 
realized a tax savings below 6 percent. 

Unfortunately, the tax savings for 
each group are based on the taxpayer 
using the standard deduction. Howev
er, if taxpayers itemize deductions, in 
most instances their taxes will in
crease because of the loss of several 
deductions allowable under the 
present Tax Code. For example, 
nearly every homeowner with a mort
gage will itemize deductions. And, 
unless the increase in the exemption 
allowance exceeds the loss of itemized 
deductions, they will be required to 
pay more taxes. Nearly every two
wage-earner couple, whether they use 
the standard deduction or itemize de
ductions, will have an increase in their 
tax bill. 

So, it seems that the averages being 
cited can be very misleading. Tax 
reform should not result in higher 
taxes for the average citizen. Again, I 
ask my colleagues to examine the sub
stance of the tax reform proposal now 
in the conference committee. Granted, 
the bill may be historic, but it may not 
make the kind of ta.x reform history 
we want and need. 
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ELIMINATE MANDATORY 
RETIREMENT AT AGE 70 

<Mr. BIAGGI asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. BIAGGI. Mr. Speaker, last 
week, the House Education and Labor 
Committee reported out an important 
bill-to eliminate the most visible and 
remaining form of age-based discrimi
nation-mandatory retirement at 70. 

I am a proud original cosponsor of 
the measure, authored by our beloved 
colleague, 85-year-young, CLAUDE 
PEPPER. 

In 1978 in what was considered a 
landmark law, Congress eliminated 
mandatory retirement at age 65 for 
most Americans. 

The age was raised to 70 for most 
private sector work. 

The problem is more than 8 years 
has elapsed and the same people we 
protected in 1978 are again victims in 
1986 because they are 70 and over and 
once again face mandatory retirement. 

It is high time for Congress to com
plete our commitment to end age
based discrimination. It is imperative 
that the leadership put this bill on a 
fast track for final action this year. 

It is vital that we make as a national 
policy, that ability not age, competen
cy not chronology, are the only crite
ria used to keep a person on the job. 

We have worked to outlaw racism 
and sexism by statute, So, too, must 
we with ageism. 

TRADE WITH ROMANIA IS 
HUMAN-RIGHTS ISSUE 

<Mr. WOLF asked and was given per
mission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his 
remarks.) 

Mr. WOLF. Mr. Speaker, yesterday 
we came very close in this body-we 
had 190 Members-to sending a mes
sage to the Romanian Government 
that we will not allow the persecution 
and the continuation of MFN. 

Let me tell you, that debate generat
ed and was based on human rights. 
Frankly, this issue is a human-rights 
issue. But for those who are interested 
in trade and other issues, let me give 
an example. Our trade deficit with Ro
mania rose from nothing in 1980 to 
$743 million in 1985, because of Roma
nia's dumping of rolled steel prod
ucts-rolled steel products from the 
Midwest; shoes, from Maine and places 
like that; textiles made out of practi
cally slave labor wages. It cost jobs to 
American steelworkers and textile 
workers and in the shoe industry. 

Second, Romania's often quoted 
record of voting in favor of us in the 
U.N. General Assembly no longer 
exists. While in 1981 Romania voted 
over 16 percent of the time with us 
while the U.S.S.R. did so only 13.3 per
cent of the time, in 1985 the Soviet 
percentage remained fairly constant, 

and the Romanian percentage fell to 
12.5. Thus Romania, to whom we give 
most-favored-nation status, cast less 
favorable votes in the United Nations 
for the West than the Soviet Union 
itself. 

I want to tell the Romanian Govern
ment that we are coming, we are going 
to stick with this issue, and I think 
that we are going to sensitize this Con
gress and this country whereby this 
Congress will resolve to knock out 
most-favored-nation status unless the 
Romanian Government loosens up and 
provides and allows for human rights. 

LONG-TERM-CARE INSURANCE 
FOR THE ELDERLY ACT OF 1986 

<Mr. ROWLAND of Georgia asked 
and was given permission to address 
the House for 1 minute and to revise 
and extend his remarks.) 

Mr. ROWLAND of Georgia. Mr. 
Speaker, last week I introduced legis
lation which I hope will encourage 
many Americans to better plan for 
their future. With our elderly popula
tion rapidly increasing, it is time for us 
to be considering means by which the 
costs of nursing home care and home 
health care can be borne without 
undue reliance on the Federal Govern
ment. At at time of reduced revenues, 
we should address alternative methods 
for achieving social goals, rather than 
depending so much on Government 
programs. This legislation would help 
achieve that end by allowing individ
uals over age 59112 to purchase long
term health care insurance using IRA 
funds without being taxed on those 
dollars expended on the premium. 
This tax incentive would decrease on a 
graduated scale for those with higher 
incomes. There are very few individ
uals purchasing long-term-care insur
ance today and there are few compa
nies offering such coverage. I hope 
that this bill will create a better envi
ronment for the growth of these poli
cies, so that in the future our elderly 
citizens will have help with the high 
cost of nursing home care and home 
health care. In addition, the purchas
ers of long-term-care insurance will be 
able to avoid the tragic circumstances 
which many of our current senior citi
zens face: Spending down their finan
cial resources until they qualify for 
Medicaid. I hope, Mr. Speaker, that 
this bill will help to begin the process 
by which we can assure our elderly 
better access to nursing home care by 
permitting them to plan for their 
future health needs. 

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTA
TION AND RELATED AGENCIES 
APPROPRIATIONS ACT, 1987 
Mr. LEHMAN of Florida. Mr. Speak

er, I move that the House resolve itself 
into the Committee of the Whole 
House on the State of the Union for 

the further consideration of the bill 
<H.R. 5205) making appropriations for 
the Department of Transportation 
and related agencies for the fiscal year 
ending September 30, 1987, and for 
other purposes. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore <Mr. 
McCLOSKEY). The question is on the 
motion offered by the gentleman from 
Florida [Mr. LEHMAN]. 

The motion was agreed to. 

D 1057 

IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE 

Accordingly the House resolved 
itself into the Committee of the 
Whole House on the State of the 
Union for the further consideration of 
the bill, H.R. 5205, with Mr. GRAY of 
Illinois, Chairman pro tempore, in the 
chair. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The CHAIRMAN <Mr. PANETTA). 

When the Committee of the Whole 
rose on Tuesday, July 29, 1986, all 
time for general debate had expired. 

Pursuant to House Resolution 507, 
an amendment striking the colon and 
all that follows on page 23, line 19, 
through line 25 and inserting a period 
in lieu thereof is considered as having 
been agreed to. 

An amendment printed in section 2 
of said resolution is in order if offered 
by Representative MOLINARI. 

The Clerk will read. 
The Clerk read as follows: 

H.R. 5205 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 
Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That the 
following sums are appropriated, out of any 
money in the Treasury not otherwise appro
priated, for the Department of Transporta
tion and related agencies for the fiscal year 
ending September 30, 1987, and for other 
purposes, namely: 

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

D 1100 

(By unanimous consent, Mr. CONTE 
was allowed to proceed for 1 additional 
minute.) 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Massachusetts [Mr. CONTE] is 
recognized for 6 minutes. 

Mr. CONTE. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
support of this bill making appropria
tions for the Department of Transpor
tation and related agencies for fiscal 
year 1987. 

The bill is a model of fiscal restraint, 
while addressing our most critical na
tional transportation issues. 

The fact that it has been possible to 
respond to our national transportation 
needs, while staying below our budget 
resolution targets, is a real tribute to 
the leadership of our chairman, the 
gentleman from Florida [Mr. LEHMAN], 
and our subcommittee's ranking mi-
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nority member, the distinguished gen
tleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
COUGHLIN]. The members of the sub
committee, on which I myself have 
served since its creation in the late 
1960's, have spent a great deal of 
effort in crafting this bill and I hope 
that it will receive the overwhelming 
support of my colleagues. 

The chairman has already outlined 
the major provisions of this bill, and 
so I would simply like to highlight a 
few items that may be of particular in
terest to my colleagues. First of all, I 
want to emphasize that the bill meets 
our budget resolution 302(b) allocation 
for budget authority. Now, I know 
that there may be claims later on that 
we are over the resolution in outlays. 

But I think that when one recog
nizes how inexact the process of calcu
lating those outlays is, my colleagues 
will have to agree that the alleged cov
erage in discretionary outlays-$13 
million on a bill containing over $26 
billion in total outlays-it is clear that 
any excess is simply a technical matter 
at best. Furthermore, I should point 
out that on total outlays contemplated 
by the bill-the combination of man
datory and discretionary spending-we 
are actually $495 million below our 
302(b) assumption. So I hope that my 
colleagues will resist any temptation 
to make reductions in this bill. 

I would like to take a moment to 
point out that while we have provided 
for a significant increase in- Coast 
Guard operating expenses in this bill, 
approximately $222 million above last 
year, that amount is somewhat over
stated because last year the Coast 
Guard received almost $100 million by 
transfer from the Navy for defense-re
lated operations. So although there is 
an increase in this biD, it is not as 
large as it looks-and also not as large 
as could be fully justified by the in
creasing number and scope of missions 
that the Coast Guard is called on to 
perform. 

For the Coast Guard's procurement, 
or AC&I account, we have provided 
$101.8 million, nearly $127 million less 
than was provided last year. Although 
some of this shortfall will be made up 
from last year's coastal defense aug
mentation funds in the Defense Ap
propriations Act, not all of it will be. It 
is my hope that a more appropriate 
level of funding, commensurate with 
the Coast Guard's need for additional 
aircraft, vessels, and shore facilities, 
can be provided when the other body 
considers this bill. 

For Amtrak, the committee has pro
vided $613 million-$602 million in 
new appropriations and $11 million by 
transfer from previously appropriated 
funds. This amount is $34 million 
below Amtrak's request, and in my 
op1mon, represents a truly "bare 
bones" approach for Amtrak's funding 
needs. At this level, capital spending 
can be used only for the most critical 

safety-related items. Any cuts below 
this amount will cause the serious de
terioration of the national Amtrak 
route system. 

If, as expected, there is an amend
ment later today to reduce funding for 
Amtrak, I hope that my colleagues will 
oppose any further cuts. 

Finally, let me note that for urban 
mass transportation, we have provided 
funding at a level of $2 billion for the 
section 9 and section 18 formula grant 
programs, and have maintained oper
ating assistance at the authorized level 
of $879 million. I believe that these 
transit programs serve an important 
need for the mobility of our citizens in 
both urban and rural areas, and are es
pecially important for those transit
dependent populations-the elderly 
and the underprivileged-who would 
otherwise have no transportation al
ternatives. 

Mr. Chairman, this is a carefully 
crafted bill, a fiscally responsible bill, 
and a bill that provides for our critical 
tr:msportation needs. I urge its adop
tion. 

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

Mr. Chairman, I rise in strong sup
port of this legislation, ~.nd as chair
man of the Subcommittee on Coast 
Guard and Navigation, I want to ex
press particular support for the recom
mended funding level of $1.85 billion 
for operating expenses for the Coast 
Guard. If this legislation is approved, 
and if the Senate passes a similar bill, 
and if the appropriation is not slashed 
by reductions carried out under the 
Gramm-Rudman law, the Coast Guard 
should be back-almost-at full oper
ating strength. 

Due to a lack of funds, the Coast 
Guard has had to operate throughout 
this fiscal year at a reduced level of ef
ficiency and effectiveness. Routine pa
trols have been curtailed, needed 
training has been postponed, mainte
nance projects have been delayed, and 
senior Coast Guard officers and enlist
ed men have been urged to retire 
early. 

These cutbacks have had predictable 
results. Maintenance problems-e::;pe
cially on older Coast Guard cutters
have increased; morale has suffered; 
and those with the skills to look else
where for a job, such as Coast Guard 
pilots, have resigned. More than three 
times as many Coast Guard aviators 
resigned from the service during 1985 
and the first 8 months of fiscal 1986 
than did so during the previous 2-year 
period. 

Mr. Chairman, in the near future, 
the House will consider-and ap
prove-an omnibus drug law enforce
ment bill. In developing that legisla
tion, I urge Members tempted to in
crease the drug law enforcement role 
of the Department of Defense to re
member that law enforcement is pre-
cisely the role that the Coast Guard 

has been trained effectively and rela
tively inexpensively to perform. 

Since 1981, while the other Armed 
Forces have been blessed with a $1 
trillion military buildup, the Coast 
Guard has been cut by 2,000 military 
and civilian personnel. The Coast 
Guard has been plagued by mainte
nance problems with its older cutters, 
and startup problems with new 
medium endurance cutters, jets, and 
short-range helicopters. Despite this. 
and despite the reduction in its level 
of personnel, the Coast Guard more 
than doubled the number of cutter 
and aircraft hours devoted to general 
law enforcement between 1981 and 
1985. But this practice of doing more 
with less cannot go on forever. A 
breaking point is sure to ~ome. 

So, if we are looking to increase the 
role of the military in law enforce
ment, let us look no further than the 
only Federal institution that is both a 
law enforcement agency and a military 
service. The Coast Guard is trained to 
do the job in law enforcement, just as 
it is trained to perform its even more 
important task of search and rescue, 
and its many other jobs in behalf of 
the American people. The time has 
come for us to let the Coast Guard be 
the Coast Guard. This bill today is an 
important step in that direction. 

Mr. Chairman, I want to congratu
late the gentleman from Florida [Mr. 
LEHMAN], the gentleman from Penn
sylvania [Mr. COUGHLIN], the gentle
man from Massachusetts [Mr. CONTE], 
an old friend of the Coast Guard who 
preceded me, for this bill and for the 
work that has gone into it. 

Given the constraints under which 
he is required by t he budget process to 
work, the gentleman from Florida 
[Mr. LEHMAN] has produced a bill that 
is as fair to the Coast Guard as it pos
sibly could be. He and the bill deserve 
the support of this House. 

I hope Members resist any effort to 
restrict further this very modest allo
cation of funds to the Coast Guard. 

Finally, Mr. Chairman, let me 
remind Members who may be tempted 
by across-the-board cuts which might 
materialize later today on the floor, 
that a few months ago, on March 1 of 
this year, when the 4.3-percent 
Gramm-Rudman sequestration oc
curred, the Coast Guard lost $106 mil
lion overnight, most of which was 
from its operating budget. 

The bottom line, as the gentleman 
from Massachusetts [Mr. CONTE], has 
just pointed out, is that the moneys in 
this bill, when a.ll is said and done, 
result in essentially the same level of 
funding for the Coast Guard in fiscal 
year 1987 as was the case in fiscal 
1986. 

I would trust that all Members, par
ticularly those who are tempted to 
give speeches from time to time about 
the importance of the interdiction of 
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illicit narcotics, will ardently def end 
the numbers of this bill and will see to 
it that no cuts, across the board or 
otherwise, are tolerated for the Coast 
Guard. 

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

Mr. STUDDS. I yield to the gentle
man from Michigan. 

Mr. PURSELL. Mr. Chairman, I ap
preciate the leadership of the gentle
man from Massachusetts [Mr. 
STunnsJ, particularly in the Coast 
Guard program. Some of us have been 
studying the Coast Guard program 
historically overall throughout all of 
the world. A lot of their missions his
torically have been in Europe. 

We had a little colloquy on that last 
year. In looking at further statistics, 
we find that the Coast Guard has 331 
personnel stationed in Europe. I know 
I was a former military officer and it is 
nice to have those kinds of assign
ments, but I think with the drug war 
and with the epidemic facing this 
Nation in some of our islands around 
Florida and the Bahamas, Colombia, 
and Bolivia, I really think we ought to 
take a close look, both on the jurisdic
tional committee and our Appropria
tions Committee, about possible later
al transfer of those personnel in 
Europe to our continental United 
States to fight the drug war. The 
Coast Guard is short resources to 
assist in drug interdiction. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr. 
STUDDS] has expired. 

<By unanimous consent, Mr. STunns 
was allowed to proceed for 2 additional 
minutes.) 

Mr. PURSELL. It is possible that 
the Coast Guard does not need to ful
fill all of those historical missions that 
they have had, the loran program, and 
others, in Europe when we have such 
an acute drug war in the continental 
United States. 

Mr. STUDDS. Mr. Chairman, let me 
say to the gentleman, I appreciate his 
concern, and I certainly cannot say to 
him with certainty that all 331 posi
tions overseas of the Coast Guard are 
essential; but I would suggest to the 
gentleman that there are other agen
cies, most particularly the Department 
of Defense, with orders of magnitude 
greater than 331 people in Europe and 
overseas, and no one suggests that 
simply because the location physically 
is Europe that it is some kind of a 
plum. 

The Coast Guard, as the gentleman 
knows, has worldwide responsibilities 
for long-range aids to navigation, 
which are essential among other 
things to the U.S. military for naviga
tion. 

Let me remark to the gentleman, as 
he also knows, that almost everything 
the Coast Guard does is what is called 
multimission. Its vessels, its aircraft, 
its helicopters, and so forth, engage in 

law enforcement, fisheries law en
forcement, drug law enforcement, 
search and rescue, marine environ
mental responsibility, and a host of 
other responsibilities imposed upon 
the Agency by this Congress. 

That is a rather small number to be 
posted around the world for an agency 
with the principal responsibility for 
assisting long-range aids to navigation. 

So I would · ask the gentleman to 
bear that in mind. 

Mr. PURSELL. Mr. Chairman, if the 
gentleman will yield further, I appreci
ate that and I would have no objection 
to maybe additional transfers from 
the Department 3f Defense to look at 
this drug problem also. 

I think this is a national epidemic 
that we face in this Nation, and to 
look at the missions that have been 
appropriate in the past and look at our 
current historical battle here, with 
drug wars, I think there is no question 
that we are going to have to make 
some lateral transfers in many agen
cies to make this an all-out attack on a 
war that is spreading fast in all facets 
of our society. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will 
read. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
TITLE I-DEPARTMENT OF 

TRANSPORTATION 

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY 

SALARIES AND EXPENSES 
For necessary expenses of the Office of 

the Secretary of Transportation, including 
not to exceed $30,000 for allocation within 
the Department of official reception and 
representation expenses as the Secretary 
may determine; $938,000 for the immediate 
Office of the Secretary, $469,000 for the im
mediate Office of the Deputy Secretary, 
$5,300,000 for the Office of the General 
Counsel, $7,465,000 for the Office of the As
sistant Secretary for Policy and Internation
al Affairs, $2,096,000 for the Office of the 
Assistant Secretary for Budget and Pro
grams, $2,475,000 for the Office of the As
sistant Secretary for Governmental Affairs, 
$20,030,000 for the Office of the Assistant 
Secretary for Administration, $1,400,000 for 
the Office of the Assistant Secretary for 
Public Affairs, $746,000 for the Executive 
Secretariat, $390,000 for the Contract Ap
peals Board, $1,260,000 for the Office of 
Civil Rights, $478,000 for the Office of Com
mercial Space Transportation, $1,750,000 
for the Office of Essential Air Service, 
$565,000 for Regional Representatives, and 
$3,732,000 for the Office of Small and Dis
advantaged Business Utilization, of which 
$3,000,000 shall remain available until ex
pended and shall be available for the pur
poses of the Minority Business Resource 
Center as authorized by 49 U.S.C. 332: Pro
vided, That, notwithstanding any other pro
vision of law, funds available for the pur
poses of the Minority Business Resource 
Center in this or any other Act may be used 
for business opportunities related to any 
mode of transportation. 

AMENDMENTS OFFERED BY MR. WALKER 
Mr. WALKER. Mr. Chairman, I 

off er an amendment. 
The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. WALKER: In 
title I, on page 2, line 11, strike "$7,465,000" 
and insert in lieu thereof "$7,150,000". 

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Chairman, I 
have amendments at the desk num
bered 1 through 4 that all go to the 
same subject area, and I ask unani
mous consent that those amendments 
be considered en bloc. 

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

Mr. LEHMAN of Florida. Mr. Chair
man, I reserve the right to object to 
the en bloc consideration. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gentle
man from Pennylvania [Mr. WALKER] 
to explain the nature of his amend
ments. 

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Chairman, I 
have four amendments, essentially, at 
the desk, that all go to title I. 

One takes money out of the Office 
of the Secretary and then puts that 
money back into the Coast Guard. 

Another takes the money out of the 
$20 million in the Federal Highway 
Program and puts that into the Coast 
Guard. What I am trying to do is to 
save the House some time by consider
ing them altogether rather than 
having this discussion four different 
times. 

Mr. LEHMAN of Florida. Mr. Chair
man, I withdraw my reservation of ob
jection to the en bloc consideration. 

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

There was no objection. 
Mr. LEHMAN of Florida. Mr. Chair

man, I reserve a point of order against 
the amendments. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Florida [Mr. LEHMAN] reserves a 
point of order on the amendments. 

The Clerk will report the amend
ments. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendments offered by Mr. WALKER: In 

title I, on page 4, line 9, strike 
"$1,849,800,000" and insert in lieu thereof 
"$1,850,115,000". 

And on line 11, strike "$372,983,000" and 
insert in lieu thereof "$373,298,000". 

The CHAIRMAN. Prior to proceed
ing with the amendments, is the gen
tleman's request to be amended? 

Mr. WALKER. Yes, Mr. Chairman, 
it would be 1, 3, and 5. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair under
stands that the gentleman is amend
ing the request for consideration en 
bloc. 

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Chairman, be
cause of the fact that the two amend
ments that were meant to coordinate 
these would amend the same place 
twice, there is an amendment at the 
desk that would go to numbers 1, 3, 
and 5, which would in fact then over
come that problem. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will 
report amendments 1, 3, and 5. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
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Amendments offered by Mr. WALKER: In 

title I, on page 2, line 11, strike " $7,465,000" 
and insert in lieu thereof .. $7,150,000". 

In title I, on page 24, line 8, strike 
" $122,000,000" and insert in lieu thereof 
" $102,000,000". 

And on page 24, line 11, strike 
"$121,060,000" and insert in lieu thereof 
" $101,060,000". 

In title I, on page 4, line 9, strike 
"$1,849,800,000" and insert in lieu ther~of 
"$1,870,115,000". 

And on line 11, strike " $372,983,000" and 
insert in lieu thereof "$393,298,000". 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will 
now put the question on the unani
mous-consent request, as modified. 

The request is to consider these 
amendments en bloc. Is there objec
tion to that request? 

There was no objection. 
POINT OF ORDER 

Mr. LEHMAN of Florida. Mr. Chair
man, I insist on my point of order. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
will state his point of order. 

Mr. LEHMAN of Florida. Mr. Chair
man, I make a point of order against 
the amendment because it is in viola
tion of section 302<0 of the Congres
sional Budget Act, as amended by 
Public Law 99-177. The Committee on 
Appropriations filed its subcommittee 
allocation for fiscal year 1987 pursu
ant to section 302 of the Congressional 
Budget Act on July 15, 1986. This is 
House Report 99-673. 

These amendments would provide 
new budget authority in excess of the 
subcommittee allocation and is not 
permitted under section 302<0 of this 
act. 

I ask that the amendments be ruled 
out of order, and Mr. Chairman, under 
the gentleman's amendment, $20 mil
lion in new budget authority is being 
added to the Coast Guard; however, 
all but $350,000 of the amounts in
tended to offset come from contract 
authority obligation limitations. These 
do not count as the budget authority 
and cannot be used to keep this bill 
within our budget allocation. Contract 
authority is separate from the rest of 
these kinds of moneys. 

Mr. CHAIRMAN. Does the gentle
man from Pennsylvania wish to re
spond? 

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Chairman, the 
302 authority being brought to the 
Congress under its own report speci
fies the amounts that are included in 
the committee's report as a total sum. 

I have reduced figures in one portion 
of the bill in order to add figures in 
the other portion of the bill; and so 
therefore bring it in with the same 302 
numbers that the committee has 
brought to us. 

So I am, in fact, under the legisla
tion, bringing the cuts that are n~ces
sary in order to keep the committee 
from exceeding its 302 allocations. 

Mr. CHAIRMAN. The Chair would 
ask the gentleman from Pennsylvania 
[Mr. WALKER] if he counts as toward 

his reduction the elimination of the 
contract authorization on page 24 of 
the Highway Safety Act? 

Mr. WALKER. Under the amend
ment that is before the House, includ
ed in the cuts, on page 24, 1ine 8, is the 
cut specified. 

Let me say to the Chair, however, 
that that is money which is given in 
grant authority to the States. That is, 
both the Congressional Research Serv
ice and the Department of Transpor
tation, have told this gentleman that 
that is money which goes to the States 
in grants and so therefore is money 
that should be allocated under 302. 

0 1120 
The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentle

man from Florida wish to speak to the 
point? 

Mr. LEHMAN of Florida. Mr. Chair
man, just for a point of clarification, 
the sums that the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania is talking about are not 
considered budget authority. I think 
that is the problem that we are deal
ing with now. 

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentle
man from Pennsylvania [Mr. WALKER] 
have any further arguments to make? 

Mr. WALKER. No, Mr. Chairman. 
The CHAIRMAN <Mr. PANETTA). 

The Chair is prepared to rule. 
The Chair is to be guided by the re

quirements of 302<0 in that any 
amendment to H.R. 5205 which would 
increase new discretionary authority 
in the bill or would increase direct 
loan new credit authority in the bill by 
more than $24 million would violate 
section 302(f) of the Congressional 
Budget and Impoundment Control Act 
of 1974. 

Section 302(0 provides that it shall 
not be in order to consider any bill, 
resolution or amendment which, if ei'l
acted, would exceed the appropriate 
allocation made pursuant to section 
302(b) for the fiscal year of new discre
tionary budget authority or new credit 
authority. 

The question then comes down to 
whether the provision on page 24 re
lates to discretionary budget authority 
or not. It is the Chair's view that this 
deals not with such budget authority 
but with grant money and therefore 
the amendment would indeed violate 
section 302<0 by causing a net increase 
in discretionary budget authority and 
therefore sustains the point of order. 

AMENDMENTS OFFERED BY MR. WALKER 

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Chairman, I 
offer amendments Nos. 1 and 2, and I 
ask unanimous consent that they be 
considered en bloc. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will 
report the amendments. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendments offered by Mr. WALKER: In 

title I, on page 2, line 11, strike "$7,465,000" 
and insert in lieu thereof "$7,150,000". 

In title I, on page 4, line 9, strike 
"$1,849,800,000" and insert in lieu thereof 
$1,850,115,000". 

And on line 11, strike "$372,983,000" and 
insert in lieu thereof "8373,298,000". 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania that the amendments be 
considered en bloc? 

Mr. LEHMAN of Florida. Mr. Chair
man, reserving the right to object, I 
would just like the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania to explain these two 
amendments. 

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Chairman, if the 
gentleman will yield, what this essen
tially does is, it takes money out of the 
Office of the Secretary and puts it 
over into the Coast Guard. It is a 
fairly modest sum of money, $315,000, 
but it is money that is presently in the 
Office of the Secretary, which is used 
as an enforcement mechanism, out of 
the Office of the Secretary, for the 55-
mile-per-hour speed limit. 

If that gets away, we will have to 
come back and look at some of the 
other things. I am sorry we are going 
to have to put the House through a 
couple of debates here because we will 
have to go back and look at that $20 
million, under NHTSA. There is an
other way of doing it which is a little 
more difficult, but nevertheless can be 
done. 

So we will have to come back to that 
later on if we cannot go through this 
exercise. But for the time being, this 
particular amendment simply takes 
money out of one place and puts it 
into the other relative to the enforce
ment of this 55-mile-per-hour speed 
limit and allocating the money instead 
to the Coast Guard. 

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

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
will withhold. 

The gentleman from Florida has re
served the right to object. 

Does the gentleman continue his res
ervation? 

Mr. LEHMAN of Plorida. Mr. Chair
man, I do object to the en bloc consid
eration. I would ask the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania to offer his amend
ments separately. 

The CHAIRMAN. Objection is 
heard. 

There is one amendment pending. 
The text of the pending amendment 

is as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. WALKER: In 

title I, on page 2, line 11, strike "$7,465,000" 
and insert in lieu thereof "$7,150,000". 

Mr. WALKER. Amendment No. 1 is 
pending? Very well. 

Well, I am sorry we are going to 
have to put the House through this. 
You know, what often happens is that 
those of us who off er amendments are 
then accused of delaying and gumming 
up the works of the House. I would 
suggest to the House that here is a 
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good example that the committee just 
does not want us to proceed on it and 
get to the substance of the issues. 

But I will go ahead, and we will go 
through the whole process. We will 
offer them one by one by one, and in
stead of having one vote that could 
have covered the whole issue, we will 
end up with four or five votes here 
today on the issues involved. And I 
think the House should understand 
that they have been put to four or five 
votes by the committee because the 
committee is more concerned about 
procedures than they are in address
ing the issues. 

But let us begin then with the 
amendment that is before us. 

The amendment before us essential
ly cuts $315,000 out of the Office of 
Secretary. 

Why that amount of money? When 
we asked the Congressional Research 
Service and the Department of Trans
portation, "Where does the money 
come from that is used to monitor the 
States' compliance with the 55-mile
per-hour speed limit?" we were told it 
was in the Office of the Secretary and 
amounts to $315,000. That is the 
reason for this money. 

If you want to find it, if you want to 
decide that you are going to allocate 
additional priority to the Coast Guard, 
then you have to find some money to 
give that priority to the Coast Guard. 

This gentleman has come to the de
termination that we ought to have a 
debate about the priorities here be
cause both of them are law enforce
ment. We have the Office of the Sec
retary spending $315,000 for law en
forcement activities non drug related. 
These law enforcement activities are 
strictly on 55-mile-per-hour speed 
limit. 

This gentleman's contention is that 
this is $315,000 that could be better 
used to fight drugs in this country. 

Ultimately what we hope to do is get 
to the whole $20 million question that 
is in this bill. This Federal Govern
ment spends $20 million per year to 
enforce a law which the States are 
perfectly capable of enforcing. The 
States, for generations, enforced the 
speed limits themselves. Now the Fed
eral Government is spending $20 mil
lion a year for that particular enforce
ment. This gentleman simply believes, 
and I think a number of other col
leagues would probably agree, that $20 
million spent on law enforcement 
today would be better spent trying to 
interdict drug traffic into this country 
and save some of the thousands of 
lives that are being lost every year in 
this country to drug deaths from 
taking place. 

You know, it seems to me that you 
want to look at these two laws. I have 
been conducting a little bit of an ex
periment of my own here recently, 
watching Members of Congress driving 
their cars around the Washington, 
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DC, area. You know, and I include 
myself in this, we are not very good at 
obeying the 55-mile-per-hour speed 
law. Those cars are driving around 
with our plates on them, we do not 
seem to think we have very much asso
ciation with that. The fact is that the 
American people do not either. Driv
ing down here from my district this 
week, I just experimented to find out 
how many people were driving at 55. If 
you had driven at 55 on the interstates 
I was on, you were a danger to every
body around you because the traffic in 
all the lanes was moving at a speed 
faster than that. You were· a danger 
on the road at 55. And Members of 
Congress, like everybody else, are 
going with the flow of the traffic. The 
traffic is going faster than 55 virtually 
everywhere in the country today. 

What we are saying is we have a na
tional law that suggests it is more im
portant to prosecute people for going 
56 miles an hour than it is to find kilos 
of drugs and prosecute for them. 

Now, it seems to me that that is not 
a rational policy choice. It is not a ra
tional choice of priorities in this day 
and age. Yet, that is exactly what we 
are doing. 

Let me put it the other way-or an
other way: it seems to me the drug 
laws are probably pretty faithfully 
obeyed around here. I do not know too 
many druggies we have in the Con
gress. There may be some; I may not 
know them. 

But I think that we pay a good deal 
of attention to that because we think 
we have an example to set there, and 
we also feel as though that is some
place where we ought to have stiff en
forcement. We would be worried about 
the enforcement there, and that is as 
it should be. 

But it gives a sense of priorities 
around here that it seems to me then 
ought to be reflected in the laws of 
the land. 

So this is a modest attempt, that is 
where the first money comes, to try to 
shift that priority away from the idea 
that a 55-mile-per-hour speed limit 
means anything. In fact, it is a frustra
tion right now for law enforcement. 
Law enforcement in this country is 
spending a lot of time trying to en
force an unenforceable law and really 
having a great deal of manpower and 
time that is wasted on that kind of en
forcement. 

Would that not be better used in 
drugs? Would we not be better off 
giving $20 million to the police of this 
country to enforce the drug laws? I 
think we would be. 

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

Mr. WALKER. I would be glad to 
yield to the gentleman from Calif or
nia. 

Mr. HUNTER. I thank the gentle
man for yielding. 

Mr. Chairman, I commend the gen
tleman on his efforts to make this 
transfer, and I think that the whole 
House recognizes it, and the Republi
can and Democratic leadership and 
the White House recognize the new 
prioritization that we are going to 
have to go through if we are going to 
win the war against narcotics. 

I have a proposal that has been put 
together by Members on the Demo
cratic side that is going to call for, in 
the U.S. Customs Service, Drug Inter
diction Enhancement Act, some $384.8 
million in new expenditures. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
WALKER] has expired. 

<By unanimous consent, Mr. WALKER 
was allowed to proceed for 2 additional 
minutes.) 

Mr. HUNTER. Will the gentleman 
continue to yield? 

Mr. WALKER. I yield to the gentle
man from California. 

Mr. HUNTER. I thank the gentle
man. 

Mr. Chairman, this is a good pack
age. I have looked at it, and I think it 
has a lot of merit. Yet here is $384 mil
lion that we are going to have to come 
up with in a DOD package that is a 
combination of Ed Meese's board and 
the work of Members of Congress of 
the House and Senate such as Senator 
DECONCINI and Congressman ENGLISH. 
We have a total of $440 million that 
are going to have to be found to suc
cessfully start or initi3;.te a success in 
the battlefield of narcotics. 

Here we have an opportunity to 
make a $20 million switch or change in 
priorities, and I think it is appropriate. 
I think it has merit. 

I would ask the gentleman to do one 
thing for the Members who did not 
follow completely the analysis that 
was given by the Chair and by the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania. Precise
ly, what is the problem with moving 
$20 million from the 55-mile enforce
ment act to the narcotics interdiction 
section or to the Coast Guard? 

Mr. WALKER. The ruling of the 
Chair was that that was contract au
thority and so therefore was not in
cluded in the 302 allocations. So there
fore that the amendments en bloc 
would add spending at a level above 
what is permitted in the bill. I will say 
to the gentleman that we can come ~ 
back and correct that. We will simply 
take it out of the NHTSA accounts, 
the National Highway Traffic Safety 
Administration; we will take it out of 
accounts there that are available to us 
and allow them to switch the money 

· in, as they do all the time, out of the 
highway trust fund into their own ac
counts. 

So we will figure out a way to do 
that and go through that whole proc
ess. It is ridiculous, it is ridiculous; but 
it is exactly the way that we have pri-
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orities determined around here, by ri
diculous mechanisms. But we will go 
through that in order to find the $20 
million that I think the American 
people want to fight the drugs more. 

Mr. HUNTER. Will that $20 million 
still come from the 55-mile-per-hour 
enforcement? 

Mr. WALKER. I would say to the 
gentleman that is exactly what we 
intend to do, we will take the money 
out of that unit that is in the process 
of spending $20 million for the 55-
mile-per-hour speed limit and transfer
ring that. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
WALKER] has again expired. 

<On request of Mr. HUNTER and by 
unanimous consent, Mr. WALKER was 
allowed to proceed for 2 additional 
minutes.) 

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman continue to yield? 

Mr. WALKER. I yield to the gentle
man from California. 

Mr. HUNTER. I thank the gentle
man. 

Mr. Chairman, I think if we are 
going to be bringing it out of the same 
pot, then I think it has merit. I think 
it is something that this Congress 
should do. Our real ultimate priorities 
are manifested on this floor in our 
passing these appropriations bills. I 
think we are going to see-the House 
leadership, the Speaker has said we 
are going to have a major narcotics 
effort in the next 30 to 45 days, we are 
going to try · to have a package 
through here before we get out Sep
tember 10. This $20 million would go a 
long way toward satisfying the enor
mous funding requirements that this 
package is going to entail, and any
thing we can do with the $20 million 
we will not have to do later. 

Mr. WALKER. If the gentleman 
would allow me to reclaim my time, I 
think we ought to tell the Members 
very honestly that the first amend
ment here that we have is a very 
modest amendment of $315,000 that 
speaks only to the Office of the Secre
tary, and then we will have to offer 
another amendment then to switch 
that into the Coast Guard. 

It is a fairly modest amount. It is 
$315,000 that it seems to me the Coast 
Guard can use. 
• The chairman of the Subcommittee 
on Coast Guard was right here a few 
minutes ago in the well, they are still 
under restraints. This is $315,000 that 
certainly they can use. But it is a 
fairly modest sum. We are going to 
have to find the $20 million a little bit 
later, and I hope that the Members 
will support this first effort, and then 
we will move on from there in order to 
try to get the $20 million. 

The gentleman makes reference to 
the bipartisan drug package that we 
are coming up with. That has $90 mil
lion additional in it for the Coast 

Guard. Ninety million dollars more is 
going to be needed, and yet we will :pot 
have any budget authority, and we 
will not have any appropriations to 
cover that $90 million unless we begin 
to do something right here on the 
floor. Twenty million dollars is not $90 
million, but it is a longer step than we 
would take otherwise. 

D 1135 
Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Chairman, I 

thank the gentleman. 
I would just say that the $300,000 

and some that the gentleman is re
questing in this amendment could be 
the money that supports that addi
tional staff position or that additional 
agent position. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
WALKER] has again expired. 

<On request of Mr. HUNTER, and by 
unanimous consent, Mr. WALKER was 
allowed to proceed for 30 additional 
seconds.) 

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

Mr. WALKER. I yield to the gentle
man from California. 

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Chairman, that 
money, I would say to the gentleman, 
could support that additional agent or 
that additional Coast Guard personnel 
who would make the multimillion-or 
multibillion-dollar drug bust. In some 
cases out here, we have an opportuni
ty to make some enormous headway 
with only a few additional people. 

I think this is a very meritorious 
amendment. 

Mr. LEHMAN of Florida. Mr. Chair
man, I move to strike the requisite 
number of words, and I rise in opposi
tion to the amendment. 

The gentleman from Pennsylvania 
made reference to trying to expedite 
the movement of these amendments. I 
just think that each of these amend
ments deserve full consideration on 
the floor and, as far as I am concerned 
and as chairman of the subcommittee, 
I would like to see that happen. 

Second, with regard to the money 
needed to fight the problem of drugs, 
we have put a floor this year, a mini
mum requirement, in the Coast Guard 
operating expenses appropriation for 
not less than $373 million to be spent 
for drug interdiction. That is about 
$60 million more than we spent last 
year for the same battle. We will con
tinue to amply fund the Coast Guard 
to the maximum amount needed to 
fight this plague of drugs in this coun
try. 

As far as the 55-mile-an-hour speed 
limit is concerned, I strongly support 
that. It has saved thousands of lives. I 
think that the Office of the Secretary 
should have the kinds of funds avail
able in order to continue its enforce
ment of the 55-mile-an-hour speed 
limit to eliminate the horror on our 

highways that high speeds in past 
years have caused. 

I do not think anyone here has 
taken a tougher line against the Office 
of the Secretary of Transportation 
than I have. We have cut the Office of 
the Secretary by nearly $2.5 million 
from the budget request. I do not 
think that my motivations in this case 
are any different. But I think if we cut 
this Office for Policy with regard to 
the enforcement of the 55-mile-an
hour speed limit, it will do severe 
damage not only to the Office of the 
Secretary, but to her ability to carry 
out her job. 

I realize that $315,000 is not a very 
large amount and that some Members 
may feel that it is an easy amendment 
to vote for. But that would be unwise. 

I wou- ~ like to caution that we are 
not voting right now on the 55-mile
an-hour speed limit. We are not voting 
on more money at this time for drug 
interdiction. We are simply voting on 
the $315,000 reduction in the Office of 
the Secretary. 

Therefore, any amendment to 
reduce funds results in a reduction of 
personnel. The Department advises 
me that a reduction of $315,000 for 
this Office would result in a loss of 
about 14 personnel and that this 
would have a serious adverse affect on 
the Office's ability to meet its interna
tional aviation, essential air service 
and other policy responsibilities. 

While I have not always agreed with 
the Secretary's policies, I do believe 
that the Secretary of Transportation 
should be the focal point for initiating 
transportation policy recommenda
tions and the Assistant Secretary for 
Policy should play a major role in as
sisting the Secretary in this endeavor. 
I do not believe it would be wise to 
curtail the Secretary's efforts to <ievel
op rational and coordinated transpor
tation policies. 

Mr. Chairman, once again I want to 
reiterate, we are not voting on the 
elimination of the 55-mile-an-hour 
speed limit, we are not voting on in
creasing money for drug interdiction, 
we are simply voting on an amend
ment that would cut the Office of the 
Secretary's Office for Policy. 

I strongly urge my colleagues to vote 
against this amendment. 

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

Mr. LEHMAN of Florida. I yield to 
the gentleman from California. 

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the distinguished chairman for 
yielding, and I appreciate the gentle
man's leadership on this bill. 

I know we have put a lot of money 
into the Coast Guard in this particular 
bill, but I think it is important for 
Members to know that one of the bills 
introduced yesterday on a narcotics 
package calls for an additional, I be-
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lieve, $90 million for the Coast Guard 
for narcotics interdiction. 

So, understanding that you have 
done a lot more than you did last year, 
I think that is going to be a part of the 
package that the leadership of the 
House is going to endorse on a biparti
san basis in the next several days or 
several weeks, is an additional $90 mil
lion. 

Mr. LEHMAN of Florida. Mr. Chair
man, I say to the gentleman from Cali
fornia we are not precluding this $90 
million. We only put a minimum in 
our bill of $373 million. Anything 
more than that can be added to ·our 
minimum. 

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

Mr. Chairman, I must reluctantly 
rise to oppose my good friend and col
league from Pennsylvania. 

We should realize that this is the 
first of a series of amendments to 
eliminate the effective enforcement of 
the 55-mile-an-hour speed limit. 

Now I must confess that when this 
legislation originally passed the 
House, I was against the 55-mile-an
hour speed limit. Mr. Chairman, I 
must also confess that I was wrong. 

I was wrong because the evidence is 
overwhelming that the 55-mile-an
hour speed limit is saving lives. For ex
ample, the Transportation Research 
Board indicates that between 2,000 to 
4,000 lives a year are saved due to the 
reduced speed limit. 

Let me emphasize that, as everybody 
knows, many people exceed the 55-
mile-an-hour speed limit. But that is 
not the issue. The issue is that if we 
have a 55-mile-an-hour speed limit, 
then some people do exceed it and we 
get average speeds out on the inter
state of about 65. 

However, the key point is if we in
crease the speed limit to 65, then we 
would be back at average speed limits 
of 75. So by having a 55-mile-an-hour 
speed limit, we clearly have reduced 
the average speeds on the interstate 
and, according to all the evidence, this 
has saved thousands of lives each year. 

Now there are those who argue that 
yes, when we first passed that, the 
reason we had that big drop of 10,000 
lives saved in the first year, some of 
which attributable to 55, the reason 
that happened was because back then 
during the Arab oil embargo we had a 
reduction in miles driven. And that is 
true. 

Let me give you the precise statis
tics. On that first year after we passed 
it, instead of having the normal 8 or 9 
percent increase in average miles 
driven, which we experience as a grow
ing society every year, we had a !-per
cent decrease in miles driven. But, 
ladies and gentlemen, we also had an 

18-percent decrease in highway fatali
ties. The evidence is overwhelming. 
The 55-mile-an-hour speed limit and 
enforcement thereof is saving thou
sands of lives. 

We should also recognize that one of 
the amendments that the gentleman 
says he is going to propose, which is to 
transfer $20 million to wipe out the 
enforcement of 55, according to the 
gentleman will come out of the high
way trust fund. Now we should under
stand that this is a very fundamental 
policy decision that we would be 
making here today, a decision to take 
user fees from the highway trust fund 
and transfer them to another pro
gram, a program which I might add is 
a very meritorious program. There is 
nobody in this House who more 
strongly supports drug enforcement 
than this Member, but I say those de
cisions should be made on their own 
merits and we should not attempt to 
raid the highway trust fund to take 
funds to eliminate the enforcement of 
a lifesaving safety measure. 

For all those reasons, I say we 
should vote down this amendment, the 
first of several which will attempt to 
eliminate enforcement of the 55-mile
an-hour speed limit. 

I would say to my dear friend and 
colleague, the gentleman from Penn
sylvania, my neighbor, my philosophi
cal soulmate on so many issues, that if 
indeed one wants to eliminate the 55-
mile-an-hour speed limit, then we 
should not use this back-door method 
to do it. We should address the issue 
head-on and try to eliminate the law, 
not to eliminate the enforcement of a 
law which is saving thousands of lives. 

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

Mr. SHUSTER. I yield to the gentle
man from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding to 
me. 

Mr. Chairman, first of all, on the 
gentleman's last point, it is my under
standing that in the committee of ju
risdiction on the 55-mile-an-hour 
speed limit law, the matter could not 
even be brought up, that the chairman 
did not even want the matter brought 
up in the course of the deliberations of 
that committee. 

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Chairman, I 
would say to the gentleman we bring 
our legislation to the floor under open 
rules, and the gentleman would cer
tainly have a right to offer an amend
ment to do whatever the gentleman 
wants to do. 

Mr. WALKER. I am sure we will get 
those kinds of amendments. 

But it also seems to me that the 
question of the lives lost is a question 
which is open to some question. First 
of all, we have had considerable 
change in automobile technology in 
the past few years. One of the major 

lifesaving things they have done on 
automobiles is radial tires. 

Mr. SHUSTER. I will reclaim my 
time. 

Mr. WALKER. May I make my 
point? 

D 1145 
Mr. SHUSTER. The gentleman has 

already made his point, I understand 
it, and I accept it. He is saying that 
there are many, many different rea
sons why we have brought about a re
duction in fatalities, and the gentle
man is absolutely correct. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
SHUSTER] has expired. 

<On request of Mr. WALKER, and by 
unanimous consent, Mr. SHUSTER was 
allowed to proceed for 2 additional 
minutes.) 

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Chairman, that 
is precisely why, instead of claiming 
that the 10,000 lives we are saving 
each year from the 56,000 fatalities, 
down to 46,000, instead of claiming 
that all 10,000 lives are attributable to 
the speed limit, the experts in the 
field such as the highly respected 
Transport Research Board only at
tributes 2,000 to 4,000 of those 10,000 
lives to the speed limit. 

I will take the lower limit. Let us 
concede that it is only 2,000 lives. 
Indeed we are talking mostly about 
young lives, and that is one other 
reason why we should defeat this 
amendment. 

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

Mr. SHUSTER. I am happy to yield 
to the gentleman from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Chairman, just 
to make the point, 3,500 people lost 
their lives to drugs last year. But in 
the most recent international study 
completed, looking at interstate high
ways around the world, we find that 
the United States has one of the high
est death rates per million of popula
tion. Despite the fact that many other 
countries have higher speed limits on 
their highways, the United States has 
one of the highest death rates per mil
lion population of all nations in the 
world. So indeed if speed were the 
precedent--

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Chairman, I will 
reclaim my time and respond to the 
gentleman. 

Of course, it is true that we have one 
of the highest fatality rates per mil
lion population. The reason for this is 
because the American people drive on 
an average 10,000 miles per year in a 
car whereas in other countries they 
either do not have automobilies or 
they drive only 2,000 or 3,000 miles per 
year. 

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

Mr. SHUSTER. I am glad to yield to 
the gentleman from Pennsylvania. 
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Mr. WALKER. In that same study, 

if you look at the death rate per mil
lion miles or per 100 million vehicle 
miles, we also have one of the highest 
death rates in the world. There are na
tions considerably lower than us who 
have higher speed limits. 

So once again if we use that criteria, 
we also fail on it and the question be
comes whether or not we are fooling 
ourselves with this when we have de
signed highways designed for very, 
very high speed use and then are in 
fact legislating lower speeds that 
people are disobeying. It is the differ
ence in speed that is important. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Pennyslvania [Mr. 
SHUSTER] has again expired. 

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentle
man from Pennsylvania [Mr. SHUSTER] 
be allowed to proceed for 1 additional 
minute. 

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

Mr. COLEMAN of Texas. Mr. Chair
man, reserving the right to object, in 
terms of extensions of time, I am not 
going to object at this juncture. I 
think it is appropriate, however, that I 
advise the Members of this. As the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania said ear
lier, he is concerned about the length 
of time we are going to need to use be
cause of the procedure. I think it is ap
propriate that we try to stay within 
the 5-minute time limit on this issue 
and all other issues. I would appreci
ate the Members trying to adhere to 
that in the interest of time. 

Mr. Chairman, I will not object at 
this time, and I withdraw my reserva
tion of objection. 

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

There was no objection. 
Mr. WALKER. Mr. Chairman, will 

the gentleman yield now? 
Mr. SHUSTER. I am happy to yield 

to the gentleman from Pennsylvania. 
Mr. WALKER. Mr. Chairman, what 

the study shows is that it is the differ
ence in speeds, some people going slow 
and some people going fast, that is the 
greatest cause of most accidents. 

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Chairman, I 
would respond to my friend by saying 
that it is enormously more complicat
ed than that, and the place to deal 
with this kind of an issue is the au
thorizing transportation legislation. 
When that legislation comes to the 
floor, we can deal with this issue, but 
not as a backdoor approach on an ap
propriation bill. 

Mr. Chairman, I thank the gentle
man for his contribution, and I yield 
back the balance of my time. 

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

Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to 
the amendment offered by the gentle
man from Pennsylvania [Mr. WALKER]. 

You know, there has been increased 
discussion in recent months about the 
merits of the 55-mile-per-hour speed 
limit. While surveys show that a ma
jority of Americans support the limit, 
there are those who think it ought to 
be repealed. And there are others who 
feel that on certain highway segments, 
and after extensive review, the limit 
should be increased. 

But let me point this out. Even if 
the limit is increased in general, or if 
it is increased on certain highway seg
ments, the law, whatever it is, will still 
need to be enforced. Whatever the 
limit is, it has to be enforced. The 
amendment before us simply fails to 
recognize this fact. Should we not pro
tect the public by citing violators who 
travel at speeds of 75, 85, or 95 miles 
per hour? 

And let me pont out another prob
lem I have with this amendment. We 
are a people of laws in this Nation. 
Right now, whether your like, defend 
it, abide by it or not; 55 is the law. And 
we have in this Nation also, an execu
tive branch of the Government which 
is charged with enforcing the laws of 
the land. Now, if you don't like those 
laws, you ought to try and change 
them. But we shouldn't handcuff Fed
eral or State agencies whose job it is to 
enforce them. That is simply not the 
way this issue should be addressed. If 
we have laws, like them or not, they 
need to be enforced. 

Again Mr. Chairman, we are a 
people and a nation of laws. This Con
gress should not make a mockery of 
that notion by inhibiting a law's en
forcement. 

Mr. HOW ARD. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike the requisite number of 
words, and I rise in opposition to the 
amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, this amendment is 
not really an attempt to increase our 
efforts with the Drug Enforcement 
Administration. There is $370 million 
in this legislation for the Coast Guard 
in that effort, and I am sure that at 
the proper time and in the proper way, 
should amendments come up to in
crease that amount, the Members of 
this body will vote to increase it. 

This is an attack on the 55-mile-per
hour speed limit, which we have had 
now for 12 years, and which probably 
has directly saved more lives in this 
country than anything else the Con
gress has ever done in its history. Not 
only are we saving several thousand 
lives each year with 55, but we see, as 
a result of the 55-mile-per-hour speed 
limit, that we have a decrease of tens 
of thousands of paralyzing back inju
ries in the Nation and we have a 70-
percent decline in traumatic head in
juries. This is the result of 55. 

But people may say, "But people 
don't go 55. The average has gone 
down from 68 or 69 to 61 or 62." 

That is true. But let us say we have 
a 20-mile-an-hour speed limit. Do the 
people average 20 miles? Or 30 miles? 
No, they do not. There is always acer
tain leeway. So with the 55, we have 
an average of maybe 61 miles an hour. 

If we were to raise it, as some people 
want, to 65, we would have 71 miles an 
hour as an average. If you are in an ac
cident at 55 miles an hour, your 
chances of being killed are only 1 in 
30. At 70 miles an hour, your chances 
are 1 in 2; it is even money that you 
die. 

The problem that we have with 55 
and the fact that it is not down there, 
according to the law enforcement offi
cials all over this country, is that we 
do not have enough enforcement 
money. They would like to have more. 
So let us not abandon this effort now. 

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

Mr. HOWARD. I am sorry, but I 
need my time. The gentleman has had 
quite a bit of time. 

Mr. WALKER. The gentleman will 
not yield? 

Mr. HOW ARD. Some people say 
that what we have to do is cut down 
the range. That is very important. 
When you have very slow drivers and 
very fast drivers on the highway, then 
there is a lot of passing, a lot of lane 
changing, and a lot of accidents. If we 
were to do something to increase the 
speed limit or just let it go up due to 
lack of enforcement, we would be in
creasing the range, and that would 
cause even more deaths. 

People say, "But after all, the high
ways are built for 70 miles an hour. 
The automobiles are built for 70 miles 
an hour." But we are not built for 70 
miles an hour. It is at this high speed 
that we lose control of the vehicle. 

One can even talk about the rural 
areas and say that there are not very 
many automobiles there and, there
fore, we ought to be able to go faster 
there. Most of the causes of death by 
auto accidents in this country are 
from single vehicles running off the 
road and hitting something, not crash
es between vehicles. So that really 
does not carry any weight. 

So, Mr. Chairman, I would suggest 
that what we do here is show our sup
port. Even though it is not at 55 now, 
the benefits are so monumental that 
we should not abandon this effort that 
has been so success! ul. 

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

Mr. HOW ARD. I am happy to yield 
to the gentleman from Michigan. 

Mr. PURSELL. Mr. Chairman, I 
agree with the gentleman in the well 
and associate my comments with his 
remarks. 
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I think this does not make much 
sense, because this is drug related, too. 
We have law enforcement for that. We 
have high speeds and drunken drivers. 
There is danger from that, and we 
have the safety element. It does not 
make any sense to transfer money out 
of here from something which is alco
hol related or drug related to another 
drug related project. 

So, Mr. Chairman, I associate myself 
with the gentleman's remarks. I think 
they are excellent. I support the 55-
mile-per-hour speed limit. 

0 1155 
Mr. COUGHLIN. Mr. Chairman, will 

the gentleman yield? 
Mr. HOW ARD. I yield to the gentle

man from Pennsylvania. 
Mr. COUGHLIN. Mr. Chairman. I 

want to thank the gentleman for 
bringing his expertise on this issue to 
the attention of the Members. I think 
it is very important that they have 
this expertise because this transfer 
would be deleterious indeed. 

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

Mr. HOW ARD. I yield to the gentle
man from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Chairman, the 
gentleman is very eloquent on the 
point. Has the gentleman been driving 
a car in the time that this bill has 
been in effect driven above 55 miles an 
hour? 

Mr. HOWARD. When I go home, I 
set the cruise control at 55. 

Mr. WALKER. Has the gentleman in 
the time that the bill has been in 
effect driven above 55 miles an hour? 

Mr. HOW ARD. I will admit that ve
hicles do pass me, but I would state 
that if you are going on an interstate 
highway and you are traveling 61 or 
62, you will pass as many vehicles as 
pass you. 

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

Mr. HOW ARD. I yield to the gentle
man from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Chairman, my 
question for the gentleman was, we 
have put in effect a law; has the gen
tleman faithfully obeyed that law 
during the time that he has driven on 
the highways? 

Mr. HOWARD. Well, I above all 
people never want to be the one ar
rested for going over that limit. It is 
boring at times. I will admit. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from New Jersey has ex
pired. 

<By unanimous consent, Mr. HOWARD 
was allowed to proceed for 1 additional 
minute.) 

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

Mr. HOW ARD. I yield to the gentle
man from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank my friend for yielding. 

I think we should emphasize, the 
point has been made that in some 
other countries, although they have 
higher speed limits, the fatality rates 
are no worse than ours. The enormous 
difference, however, is that most of 
those other countries have had man
datory seat belt laws for the past 10 
years, which is another debate entire
ly; so I do not think we can compare 
the apples and oranges of America's 
highways to other highways without 
realizing that this fundamental differ
ence exists. 

Mr. HOWARD. The gentleman 
brings up a very important point. 

Let us vote for more money for the 
drug war at the proper time, but let us 
not kill this tremendously beneficial 
program that has been in existence for 
over a decade. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentle
man from Pennsylvania CMr. WALKER]. 

The question was taken; and the 
Chairman announced that the noes 
appeared to have it. 

RECORDED VOTE 

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

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

device, and there were-ayes 115, noes 
299, not voting 17, as follows: 

Applegate 
Archer 
Armey 
Bartlett 
Barton 
Bentley 
Bilirakis 
Bliley 
Bculter 
Breaux 
Brown <CO> 
Burton <IN> 
Callahan 
Chappie 
Cheney 
Cobey 
Coble 
Combest 
Craig 
Crane 
Dannemeyer 
Darden 
Daschle 
Daub 
Dornan <CA> 
Dreier 
Dyson 
Edwards <OK> 
English 
Erdreich 
Evans <IA> 
Fiedler 
Fields 
Frank 
Franklin 
Gekas 
Gingrich 
Glickman 
Hall, Ralph 
Hamilton 

Ackerman 
Akaka 
Alexander 
Anderson 
Andrews 
Annunzio 

[Roll No. 262) 

AYES-115 
Hansen 
Hartnett 
Hendon 
Huckaby 
Hunter 
Jones <OK> 
Kasich 
Kemp 
Kindness 
Kolbe 
Kramer 
Lagomarsino 
Leath <TX) 
Livingston 
Lloyd 
Loeffler 
Lujan 
Lungren 
Mack 
Madigan 
Marlenee 
McCain 
McCandless 
McColl um 
McKernan 
McMillan 
Michel 
Miller(OH> 
Monson 
Moorhead 
Morrison <WA> 
Murphy 
Nielson 
Oxley 
Pas hay an 
Petri 
Reid 
Richardson 
Roberts 
Roemer 

NOES-299 
Asp in 
Atkins 
Aucoin 
Badham 
Barnard 
Barnes 

Rose 
Roth 
Rudd 
Schaefer 
Schroeder 
Sensenbrenner 
Shaw 
Shelby 
Shumway 
Slattery 
Slaughter 
Smith <NE> 
Smith, Denny 

<OR> 
Smith, Robert 

<NH> 
Smith, Rotert 

<OR> 
Solomon 
St Germain 
Stenholm 
Strang 
Stump 
Sundquist 
Sweeney 
Swindall 
Tallon 
Tauzin 
Thomas <CA> 
Traxler 
Vucanovich 
Walker 
Weber 
Whittaker 
Williams 
Wi:-th 
Young <FL> 
Zschau 

Bateman 
Bates 
Beilenson 
Bennett 
Bereuter 
Berman 

Bevill 
Biaggi 
Boehlert 
Boggs 
Boland 
Boner CTN> 
Bonior <MI> 
Borski 
Bosco 
Boucher 
Boxer 
Brooks 
Broomfield 
Brown <CA> 
Bruce 
Bryant 
Burton <CA> 
Bustamante 
Byron 
Carper 
Carr 
Chandler 
Chapman 
Chappell 
Clay 
Clinger 
Coats 
Coelho 
Coleman <MO> 
Coleman <TX> 
Collins 
Conte 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Coughlin 
Courter 
Coyne 
Crockett 
Daniel 
Davis 
de la Garza 
DeLay 
Dellums 
Derrick 
De Wine 
Dickinson 
Dicks 
Dingell 
DioGuardi 
Dixon 
Donnelly 
Dorgan <ND> 
Dowdy 
Downey 
Duncan 
Durbin 
Dwyer 
Dymally 
Early 
Eckart <OH> 
Eckert <NY> 
Edgar 
Edwards <CA> 
Emerson 
Evans <IL> 
Fascell 
Fawell 
Fazio 
Feighan 
Fish 
Flippo 
Florio 
Foglietta 
Foley 
Ford <MI> 
Ford CTN> 
Frost 
Fuqua 
Gallo 
Garcia 
Gaydos 
Gejdenson 
Gephardt 
Gibbons 
Gilman 
Gonzalez 
Goodling 
Gordon 
Gradison 
Gray UL> 
Gray CPA> 
Green 
Gregg 
Guarini 
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Hall <OH> Parris 
Hammerschmidt Pease 
Hatcher 
Hawkins 
Hayes 
Hefner 
Henry 
Hertel 
Hiler 
Hillis 
Holt 
Hopkins 
Horton 
Howard 
Hoyer 
Hubbard 
Hughes 
Hutto 
Hyde 
Ireland 
Jacobs 
Jeffords 
Jenkins 
Johnson 
Jones <NC> 
Jones <TN> 
Kaptur 
Kastenmeier 
Kennelly 
Kil dee 
Kleczka 
Kolter 
Kostmayer 
LaFalce 
Lantos 
Latta 
Leach <IA> 
Lehman<CA> 
Lehman<FL> 
Leland 
Lent 
Levin <MI> 
Levine <CA> 
Lewis <CA> 
Lewis <FL> 
Lightfoot 
Lipinski 
Long 
Lott 
Lowery <CA) 
Lowry <WA> 
Luken 
MacKay 
Manton 
Markey 
Martin <IL> 
Martin <NY> 
Martinez 
Matsui 
Mavrouies 
Mazzoli 
McCloskey 
Mccurdy 
McDade 
McEwen 
McGrath 
McHugh 
Meyers 
Mica 
Miller <CA> 
Miller<WA> 
Mineta 
Mitchell 
Moakley 
Molinari 
Mollohan 
Montgomery 
Moody 
Morrison <CT) 
Mrazek 
Murtha 
Myers 
Natcher 
Neal 
Nelson 
Nichols 
Nowak 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olin 
Ortiz 
Owens 
Packard 
Panetta 

Penny 
Pepper 
Perkins 
Pickle 
Porter 
Price 
Pursell 
Quillen 
Rahall 
Rangel 
Ray 
Regula 
Ridge 
Rinaldo 
Ritter 
Robinson 
Rodino 
Roe 
Rogers 
Rostenkowski 
Roukema 
Rowland <CT> 
Rowland <GA> 
Roybal 
Russo 
Sabo 
Savage 
Saxton 
Scheuer 
Schneider 
Schuette 
Schulze 
Schumer 
Seiberling 
Shuster 
Sikorski 
Siljander 
Sisisky 
Skeen 
Skelton 
Smith <FL> 
Smith <IA> 
Smith (NJ> 
Snowe 
Snyder 
Solarz 
Spence 
Spratt 
Staggers 
Stallings 
Stangeland 
Stark 
Stokes 
Stratton 
Studds 
Swift 
Synar 
Tauke 
Taylor 
Thomas<GA> 
Torres 
Torricelli 
Towns 
Traficant 
Udall 
Valentine 
Vander Jagt 
Vento 
Visclosky 
Volkmer 
Waldon 
Walgren 
Watkins 
Weaver 
Weiss 
Wheat 
Whitehurst 
Whitley 
Whitten 
Wilson 
Wise 
Wolf 
Wolpe 
Wortley 
Wright 
Wyden 
Wylie 
Yates 
Yatron 
Young<AK> 
Young<MO> 
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Anthony 
Bedell 
Bonker 
Campbell 
Carney 
Fowler 

NOT VOTING-17 
Frenzel 
Grotberg 
Gunderson 
Kanjorski 
Lundine 
McKinney 

0 1210 

Mikulski 
Moore 
Oakar 
Sharp 
Waxman 

Mr. EMERSON changed his vote 
from "aye" to "no." 

Mr. DASCHLE changed his vote 
from "no" to "aye." 

So the amendment was rejected. 
The result of the vote was an

nounced as above recorded. 
Mr. NOWAK. Mr. Chairman, I move 

to strike the last word. 
Mr. Chairman, I would like to dis

cuss a particular reference in the com
mittee report which directs the St. 
Lawrence Seaway Development Corpo
ration to adhere strictly to the guide
lines and definitions contained in the 
DOT Order 2770.lC governing the use 
and accounting of official reception 
and representation funds. Represent
ing a State which borders on one of 
the Great Lakes, I have been actively 
involved in efforts on enhance traffic 
levels on the Great Lakes/St. Law
rence Seaway system. During the past 
2 years, the seaway has undertaken a 
number of innovative marketing pro
grams. I am concerned that this lan
guage will have detrimental impacts 
on such seaway marketing/trade ini
tiatives. I would appreciate the gentle
man's comments on this issue as to the 
committee's intention. 

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

Mr. NOW AK. I yield to the gentle
man from Florida. 

Mr. LEHMAN of Florida. Mr. Chair
man, the committee recognizes the 
need for the Corporation to sponsor 
trade missions, seminars, and similar 
outreach activities and clearly finds 
such activities to be an appropriate 
part of the Corporation's trade and 
traffic development program. 

The committee wishes to clarify 
what it considers to be the proper 
future use of Corporation funds in 
this area. Official entertainment funds 
are to be used in accordance with De
partment of Transportation Order 
2770.lC and the limitation on the ex
penditure of such funds set forth in 
the appropriations bill is not to be em
ployed as a limitation on Corporation 
programs, such as the trade and traf
fic program. 

Mr. NOW AK. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman for clarifying 
this issue. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will 
read. 

The Clerk rea.d as follows: 
TRANSPORTATION PLANNING, RESEARCH, AND 

DEVELOPMENT 

For necessary expenses for conducting 
transportation planning, research, and de
velopment activities, including the collec
tion of national transportation statistics, 

and university research and internships, to 
remain available until expended, $3,349,000. 

WORKING CAPITAL FuND 

Necessary expenses for operating costs 
and capital outlays of the Department of 
Transportation Working Capital Fund not 
to exceed $64,500,000 shall be paid, in ac
cordance with law, from appropriations 
made available by this Act and prior appro
priation Acts to the Department of Trans
portation, together with advances and reim
bursements received by the Department of 
Transportation. 

PAYMENTS TO AIR CARRIERS 

For payments to air carriers of so much of 
the compensation fixed and determined 
under section 419 of the Federal Aviation 
Act of 1958, as amended <49 U.S.C. 1389), as 
is payable by the Department of Transpor
tation, $21,000,000, to remain available until 
expended. 

COASTGUARD 
OPERATING EXPENSES 

For necessary expenses for the operation 
and maintenance of the Coast Guard, not 
otherwise provided for; purchase of not to 
exceed eight passenger motor vehicles for 
replacement only; and recreation and wel
fare, $1,849,800,000, of which $15,000,000 
shall be expended from the Boat Safety Ac
count: Provided, That, of the funds avail
able under this head, not less than 
$372,983,000 shall be available for drug en
forcement activities: Provided further, That 
the number of aircraft on hand at any one 
time shall not exceed two hundred and ten, 
exclusive of planes and parts stored to meet 
future attrition; Provided further, That 
none of the funds appropriated in this or 
any other Act shall be available for pay or 
administrative expenses in connection with 
shipping commissioners in the United 
States: Provided further, That none of the 
funds provided in this Act shall be available 
for expenses incurred for yacht documenta
tion under 46 U.S.C. 12109 except to the 
extent fees are collected from yacht owners 
and credited to this appropriation. 
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Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Chairman, I move 

to strike the last word. 
Mr. Chairman, I rise in strong sup

port of H.R. 5205, the Department of 
Transportation and related agencies 
appropriation bill for fiscal year 1987. 
Specifically, I refer to that portion of 
the bill providing $2.4 billion for the 
operations of the U.S. Coast Guard for 
the coming fiscal year. The bill before 
us today provides a total level of $2.4 
billion for the Coast Guard, and con
tains language requiring that 
$372,983,000 of operating expense 
funds be used for drug interdiction ac
tivities. While I believe this is a bare 
minimum for the Coast Guard to per
form its interdiction function, I am 
also cognizant of the extremely strin
gent budgetary constraints confront
ing us. 

But we must also bear in mind that 
drug abuse in this Nation has reached 
epidemic proportions. More illicit 
drugs are expected to enter the United 
States this year than ever before. As a 
result, purity levels are rising and 
prices are falling. 

One of the key components in the 
fight against narcotics is the interdic
tion of drugs as traffickers seek to 
smuggle them into the country. The 
U.S. Coast Guard is our first line of 
defense against these efforts. As the 
ranking minority member of the 
House Select Committee on Narcotics 
Abuse and Control, I am alarmed at 
the magnitude of the problem con
fronting us, and fully recognize the 
need for increased efforts to reduce 
the demand for drugs in this country 
and the need to work with foreign gov
ernments to eliminate drug production 
at the source, as the Appropriations 
Committee so clearly pointed out. 

During the past year we have seen 
the availability and abuse of cocaine 
grow at an unprecedented rate. In 
1982, the Coast Guard seized only 9 
pounds of cocaine. In 1984 that figure 
reached 2,000 pounds and in 1985, 
reached a new peak of 6,500 pounds. 
The Appropriations Committee has 
justifiably underscored our concern 
that despite increased seizures of co
caine and the continuing efforts to 
interdict marijuana and other illicit 
substances, there has been little if any 
impact on the reduction in availability 
of illicit drugs in the United States. 
There is little doubt that we have not 
done enough to reduce the demand for 
drugs among our citizens. 

In that regard I am pleased to note 
that the leadership on both sides of 
the aisle are currently involved in de
veloping a bipartisan omnibus anti
drug bill which is expected to be con
sidered by the House early in Septem
ber. This legislation will be a compre
hensive, coordinated approach to our 
drug problems on both the supply and 
demand side, and will provide suffi
cient financial resources to see that 
the job is done. The Coast Guard will 
play an important role in any ap
proach that is developed, but in the in
terim, we dare not cripple their efforts 
as they seek to perform their vital 
interdiction function in the war 
against narcotics trafficking and 
abuse. 

Accordingly, I urge my colleagues to 
support this important legislation. 

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

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

Mr. Chairman, this is where we 
could have put in a little money for 
the Coast Guard. This is where we 
could have added over $20 million for 
the Coast Guard if, in fact, the com
mittee had allowed us to look at this 
issue and if the House had decided 
that that was their sense of priorities. 
But instead, the House has decided 
otherwise. 

The House decided that they are not 
even willing to give up $315,000 in 
order to put a little bit more money 
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into the Coast Guard for drug inter
diction. 

It seems to me that if this were one 
isolated incident, it might mean some
thing. But let us understand that the 
House, over the last few weeks, has de
cided on a number of things. 

First of an, we decided that it was 
not important to cut out pork-barrel 
programs in the Economic Develop
ment Administration in order to get 
more money for drugs. Then we decid
ed it was not all right to cut even a 
little bit of money out of the arts and 
humanities to get more money for the 
drug war. Now we have decided that 
our law enforcement priorities are 
such that keeping people not driving 
more than 55 miles an hour, in other 
words, arresting people at 56 miles an 
hour is more important than fighting 
drugs. 

I think the American people can be 
very suspicious about a House of Rep
resentatives that is telling them they 
are going to pursue a war on drugs 
when that is the record of just the last 
few days. 

There is no money to fight the war 
on drugs unless we provide the money 
to fight the war on drugs, and time 
and time again, we have said that we 
are not willing to provide that money. 
There is no amount of money that we 
are willing to find someplace else to 
fight the war on drugs. 

I am saying that it becomes a total 
phoney for this House of Representa
tives to suggest, then, that they are 
really interested in fighting that war. 
Take the vote of just a moment ago. If 
you take a look at the chart in the 
committee's own report about fatality 
rates dropping on highway deaths, you 
will find a steady downward trend in 
highway fatality rates. Most of those 
highway fatality rate drops were in 
years when we did not have a 55-mile
an-hour speed limit. 

In other words, we have been doing 
some things that have lowered fatality 
rates. They have continued to come 
down most of the time during the time 
that we have had 55-mile-an-hour 
speed limits. In a couple of places, it 
went back up. But most of the time it 
has come down. It has been a steady 
downward trend. 

If you look at the statistics for 
drugs, however, if we were to put 
drugs on this chart, you would find 
that the death rate from drugs is 
going straight up. 

We are losing lives by the thousands 
to drugs in this country right now. 
This House, as a matter of priority, is 
saying time after time after time, well, 
we talk a good game, but we are not 
willing to do anything about it. 

Let me suggest that maybe it is time 
that the House of Representatives get 
serious about the war on drugs and 
provide some of the money. 

We had a chance here a few minutes 
ago. We did not do what was necessary 
of us. 

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

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will 
read. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
ACQUISITION, CONSTRUCTION, AND 

IMPROVEMENTS 

For necessary expenses of acquisition, 
construction, rebuilding, and improvement 
of aids to navigation, shore facilities, ves
sels, and aircraft, including equipment relat
ed thereto; to remain available until Sep
tember 30, 1991, $101,850,000: Provided, 
That the Secretary of Transportation shall 
issue regulations requiring that written war
ranties shall be included in all contracts 
with prime contractors for major systems 
acquisitions of the Coast Guard: Provided 
further, That any such written warranty 
shall not apply in the case of any system or 
component thereof that has been furnished 
by the Government to a contractor: Provid
ed further, That the Secretary of Transpor
tation may provide for a waiver of the re
quirements for a warranty where: < 1) the 
waiver is necessary in the interest of the na
tional defense or the warranty would not be 
cost effective; and (2) the Committees on 
Appropriations of the Senate and the House 
of Representatives are notified in writing of 
the Secretary's intention to waive and rea
sons for waiving such requirements: Provid
ed further, That the requirements for such 
written warranties shall not cover combat 
damage. 

RETIRED PAY 

For retired pay, including the payment of 
obligations therefor otherwise chargeable to 
lapsed appropriations for this purpose, and 
payments under the Retired Serviceman's 
Family Protection and Survivor Benefits 
Plans, and for payments for medical care of 
retired personnel and their dependents 
under the Dependents Medical Care Act < 10 
U.S.C., ch. 55), $364,000,000. 

RESERVE TRAINING 

(INCLUDING TRANSFERS OF FUNDS) 

For all necessary expenses for the Coast 
Guard Reserve, as authorized by law; main
tenance and operation of facilities; and sup
plies, equipment, and services, $63,857 ,000, 
of which $3,000,000 shall be derived from 
unobligated balances of "Alteration of 
bridges" and $2,000,000 shall be derived 
from unobligated balances of "Pollution 
fund". 

RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST, AND 
EVALUATION 

For necessary expenses, not otherwise 
provided for, for basic and applied scientific 
research, development, test, and evaluation; 
maintenance, rehabilitation, lease, and oper
ation of facilities and equipment, as author
ized by law, $20,100,000, to remain available 
until expended: Provided, That there may 
be credited to this appropriation funds re
ceived from state and local governments, 
other public authorities, private sources and 
foreign countries, for expenses incurred for 
research, development, testing, and evalua
tion. 

OFFSHORE OIL POLLUTION COMPENSATION 
FUND 

For necessary expenses to carry out the 
provisions of title III of the Outer Conti
nental Shelf Lands Act Amendments of 
1978 <Public Law 95-372), $1,000,000, to be 
derived from the Offshore Oil Pollution 

Compensation Fund and to remain available 
until expended. In addition, to the extent 
that available appropriations are not ade
quate to meet the obligations of the Fund, 
the Secretary of Transportation is author
ized to issue to the Secretary of the Treas
ury notes or other obligations in such 
amounts and at such times as may be neces
sary: Provided That none of the funds in 
this Act shall be available for the implemen
tation or execution of programs the obliga
tions for which are in excess of $60,000,000 
in fiscal year 1987 for the "Offshore Oil Pol
lution Compensation Fund". 

DEEPWATER PORT LIABILITY FuND 

For necessary expenses to carry out the 
provisions of section 18 of the Deepwater 
Port Act of 1974 <Public Law 93-627), 
$1,000,000, to be derived from the Deepwa
ter Port Liability Fund and to remain avail
able until expended. In addition, to the 
extent that available appropriations are not 
adequate to meet the obligations of the 
Fund, the Secretary of Transportation is au
thorized to issue, and the Secretary of the 
Treasury is authorized to purchase, without 
fiscal year limitation, notes or other obliga
tions in such amounts and at such times as 
may be necessary: Provided That none of 
the funds in this Act shall be available for 
the implementation or execution of pro
grams the obligations for which are in 
excess of $50,000,000 in fiscal year 1987 for 
the "Deepwater Port Liability Fund". 

BOAT SAFETY 

(LIQUIDATION OF CONTRACT AUTHORIZATION) 

For payment of obligations incurred for 
recreational boating safety assistance under 
Public Law 92-75, as amended, $15,000,000, 
to be derived from the Boat Safety Account 
and to remain available until expended: Pro
vided, That none of the funds in this Act 
shall be available for the planning or execu
tion of programs the obligations for which 
are in excess of $15,000,000 in fiscal year 
1987 for recreational boating safety assist
ance: Provided further, That no obligations 
may be incurred for the improvement of 
recreational boating facilities. 

FEDERAL AVIATION 
ADMINISTRATION 

HEADQUARTERS ADMINISTRATION 

For necessary expenses, not otherwise 
provided for, of providing administrative 
services at the headquarters location of the 
Federal A via ti on Administration, including 
but not limited to accounting, budgeting, 
legal, public affairs, and executive direction 
services for the Federal Aviation Adminis
tration, $34,500,000. 

OPERATIONS 

For necessary expenses of the Federal 
Aviation Administration, not otherwise pro
vided for, including administrative expenses 
for research and development, and for es
tablishment of air navigation facilities, and 
carrying out the provisions of the Airport 
and Airway Development Act, as amended, 
or other provisions of law authorizing obli
gation of funds for similar programs of air
port and airway development or improve
ment, purchase of four passenger motor ve
hicles for replacement only, $2,797,447,000, 
of which not to exceed $691,048,000 shall be 
derived from the Airport and Airway Trust 
Fund: Provided, That there may be credited 
to this appropriation funds received from 
states, counties, municipalities, other public 
authorities, and private sources, for ex
penses incurred in the maintenance and op
eration of air navigation facilities. Provided 
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further, That none of these funds shall be 
available for new applicants for the second 
career training program or for a pilot test of 
contractor maintenance. 

FACILITIES AND EQUIPMENT (AIRPORT AND 
AIRWAY TRUST FuND) 

<INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS) 
For necessary expenses, not otherwise 

provided for, for acquisition, establishment, 
and improvement by contract or purchase, 
and hire of air navigation and experimental 
facilities, including initial acquisition of nec
essary sites by lease or grant; engineering 
and service testing including construction of 
test facilities and acquisition of necessary 
sites by lease or grant; and construction and 
furnishing of quarters and related accom
modations of officers and employees of the 
Federal Aviation Administration stationed 
at remote localities where such accommoda
tions are not available; to be derived from 
the Airport and Airway Trust Fund and to 
remain available until September 30, 1991, 
$828,000,000 together with $1,914,000 to be 
derived from unobligated balances of "Re
search, engineering and development <Air
port and Airway Trust Fund), Center for 
Research and Training in Information
based Aviation and Transportation Manage
ment": Provided, That there may be cred
ited to this appropriation funds received 
from states, counties, municipalities, other 
public authorities, and private sources, for 
expenses incurred in the establishment and 
modernization of air navigation facilities: 
Provided further, That of the funds avail
able under this head, $5,000,000 shall be 
available for the Secretary of Transporta
tion to enter into grant agreements with 
universities or colleges to conduct demon
stration projects in the development, ad
vancement, or expansion of airway science 
curriculum programs, and such funds , 
which shall remain available until expend
ed, shall be made available under such 
terms and conditions as the Secretary of 
Transportation may prescribe, to such uni
versities or colleges for the purchase or 
lease of buildings and associated facilities, 
instructional materials, or equipment to be 
used in conjunction with airway science cur
riculum programs; and $3,914,000 shall be 
available to construct an experimental com
puter-based airway and aviation manage
ment facility at the Center for Research 
and Training in Information-based Aviation 
and Transportation Management at Barry 
University. 

RESEARCH, ENGINEERING, AND DEVELOPMENT 
(AIRPORT AND AIRWAY TRUST FuND) 

For necessary expenses, not otherwise 
provided for, for research, engineering, and 
development, in accordance with the provi
sions of the Federal Aviation Act <49 U.S.C. 
1301-1542), including construction of experi
mental facilities and acquisition of neces
sary sites by lease or grant, $141,700,000, to 
be derived from the Airport and Airway 
Trust Fund and to remain available until 
expended: Provided, That there may be 
credited to this appropriation funds re
ceived from states, counties, municipalities, 
other public authorities, and private 
sources, for expenses incurred for research, 
engineering, and development. 

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

Mr. Chairman, I would like to call 
my colleagues' attention to an impor
tant redevelopment project near Los 
Angeles International Airport, and call 
upon the Federal Aviation Administra-

tion [FAA] to place a high priority on 
the pending airport improvement 
grant to finance this project. 

The city of Inglewood, CA, has ap
plied for a grant to recycle land im
pacted by noise from LAX. The FAA 
has approved the LAX land use study 
which calls for this residential land to 
be recycled to light industrial use. Last 
year, the city received a $1 million 
grant, and has applied for a grant 
again this year. 

This project will eventually encom
pass 73 acres. Inglewood hopes to re
ceive sufficient funding through the 
existing Federal grant program to re
develop at least 7 acres. The remain
der, over 90 percent of the project, 
would be redeveloped from State and 
local funding sources. Federal involve
ment will be minimal, but it is crucial 
to begin this project. 
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The remaining 90 percent of the 

project would be redeveloped from 
State and local funding sources. Feder
al involvement will be minimal, but it 
is crucial to begin this project. 

I understand also that the gentle
man from California [Mr. LEVINE], 
whose district this also impacts, joins 
in asking the FAA to approve this 
grant. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield to the distin
guished chairman of the subcommit
tee. 

Mr. LEHMAN of Florida. Mr. Chair
man, I thank the gentleman from Cali
fornia [Mr. DIXON]. I want the gentle
man from California [Mr. LEVINE] and 
yourself to know that I endorse your 
efforts to obtain the AIP grant from 
the FAA. 

As the chairman of the subcommit
tee that reviews the AIP Grant Pro
gram, I am well aware of how much 
this grant will benefit the residents 
and protect the public safety of the 
people living near the Los Angeles Air
port. 

I urge the FAA to review the 
Inglewood application and I expect 
that they will give it the prompt and 
complete attention that it certainly 
deserves. 

Mr. DIXON. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman for his remarks. 

The Chairman. The Clerk will read. 
The Clerk read as follows: 

GRANTS-IN-AID FOR AIRPORTS (LIQUIDATION 
OF CONTRACT AUTHORIZATION) (AIRPORT 
AND AIRWAY TRUST FUND) 

(INCLUDING RESCISSION) 
For liquidation of obligations incurred for 

airport planning and development under 
section 14 of Public Law 91-258, as amend
ed, and under other law authorizing such 
obligations, and obligations for noise com
patibility planning and programs, 
$800,000,000, to be derived from the Airport 
and Airway Trust Fund and to remain avail
able until expended: Provided, That none of 
the funds in this Act shall be available for 
the planning or execution of programs the 
commitments for which are in excess of 

$1,017,200,000 in fiscal year 1987 for grants
in-aid for airport planning and development, 
and noise compatibility planning and pro
grams, notwithstanding section 506(e)(4) of 
the Airport and Airway Improvement Act of 
1982: Provided further, That $50,000,000 of 
unobligated contract authority available for 
airport development and planning pursuant 
to section 505(a) of the Airport and Airway 
Improvement Act of 1982 is hereby rescind
ed. 

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, METROPOLITAN 
\VASHINGTONAIRPORTS 

For expenses incident to the care, oper
ation, maintenance, improvement, and pro
tection of the federally-owned civil airports 
in the vicinity of the District of Columbia, 
including purchase of six passenger motor 
vehicles for police use, for replacement only; 
purchase, cleaning, and repair of uniforms; 
and arms and ammunition, $35,000,000: Pro
vided, That there may be credited to this 
appropriation funds received from air carri
ers, concessionaires, and non-federal tenants 
sufficient to cover utility and fuel costs that 
are in excess of $6,682,000: Provided further, 
That there may be credited to this appro
priation funds received from states, coun
ties, municipalities, other public authorities, 
or private sources, for expenses incurred in 
the maintenance and operation of the feder
ally-owned civil airports. 

CONSTRUCTION, METROPOLITAN \V ASHINGTON 
AIRPORTS 

For necessary expenses for construction at 
the federally-owned civil airports in the vi
cinity of the District of Columbia, 
$50,000,000, to be derived from the Airport 
and Airway Trust Fund and to remain avail
able until September 30, 1989: Provided, 
That the Federal Aviation Administration 
shall submit to Congress by March 31, 1987, 
fully coordinated five-year master plans for 
capital development at \Vashington Nation
al and \Vashington Dulles International Air
ports. 

AMENDMENTS OFFERED BY MR. ARMEY 
Mr. ARMEY. Mr. Chairman, I offer 

three amendments, and I ask unani
mous consent that they be considered 
en bloc. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will 
report the amendments. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendments offered by Mr. ARMEY: Page 

13, line 9, strike "$50,000,000" and insert in 
lieu thereof "$7,000,000". 

Page 28, line 1, strike "$613,000,000" and 
insert in lieu therof "$551,700,000". 

Page 33, line 7, strike "$217,239,000" and 
insert in lieu thereof "$195,515,100". 

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

There was no objection. 
Mr. ARMEY. Mr. Chairman, in light 

of the fact that I have to discuss three 
amendments here, I ask unanimous 
consent that I be recognized for 10 
minutes. 

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

There was no objection. 
Mr. ARMEY. Mr. Chairman, I ap

preciate the gentleman from Florida 
[Mr. LEHMAN] and the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania [Mr. COUGHLIN] allowing 
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me to offer these amendments togeth
er. 

I'd like to shed some light on what 
we are doing today. The budget au
thority required by the fiscal year 
1987 budget resolution calls for 
$1,093,350 million in spending. That 
amount is so large that we can't fully 
comprehend what it means. But for 
the 109 million working Americans, it 
means a Government burden of 
$10,030 each. 

This spending bill today is just one 
step in the process of creating that 
$10,000-plus burden per working 
American. As reported from the Ap
propriations Committee, this bill will 
cost those 109 million working Ameri
can about $94 each. Of that amount 
$81 will come from taxes and $13 will 
come in new debt. 

The package of amendments I'm of
fering today would reduce this bill by 
$126 million ($126,023,900). 

My amendment would: 
Reduce the $50 million in capital 

construction funds for the Washing
ton Metropolitan Airports <National 
and Dulles) to $7 million. 

Reduce Amtrak funding by $61.3 
million or 10 percent. 

Reduce funds for Washington 
Metro's rail construction program by 
$21.7 million or 10 percent. 

These amendments represent a tar
geted approach to cutting spending 
contained in this bill, and approach 
which is far preferable to the across
the-board cuts we'll have to take if we 
don't act responsibly. 

CONSTRUCTION AT NATIONAL AND DULLES 
AIRPORTS, PAGE 13, LINE 9 

Mr. Chairman, Washington National 
and Dulles airports are the only f eder
ally owned civil airports in the coun
try. As we know, the administration 
has proposed, and the Congress is con
sidering, legislation to transfer owner
ship of these airports. The simple fact 
is that the Federal Government 
should not be in the business of man
aging and operating civil airports. 

In addition to providing $35 million 
for operating expenses, this bill pro
poses $50 million for construction im
provements at National and Dulles. 
Now I'm fully aware that these air
ports are in need of capital improve
ments, but this $50 million is only the 
tip of the iceberg. It is estimated that 
more than $700 million worth of re
pairs are necessary to bring these fa
cilities up to par with other airports 
across the United States. 

This one-time infusion of funds is 
not accompanied by a long range, co
ordinated plan for financing the rest 
of the needed improvements. There is 
no guarantee of additional funding in 
the outyears to complete what might 
be started with this funding. 

There is no reason why the Federal 
Government should undertake this 
type of capital improvement project, 
especially when we are nearing the 

day when these airports will be trans
ferred. At that time, the airports will 
be able to float bonds to pay for these 
improvements. They will also be eligi
ble, like the rest of the Nation's air
ports, for FAA airport improvement 
grants. 

Finally, I should point out that this 
$50 million is funded from the airport 
and airways trust fund. This fund is 
supported by a 8 percent airline ticket 
tax. These funds were intended to be 
used for construction of airport and 
airway facilities not owned by the Fed
eral Government. It is unfair to raid 
the trust fund to pay for improve
ments at National and Dulles. 

My amendment does leave $7 million 
for what I understand are immediate 
necessary improvements. Given our 
budget situation, and what I hope will 
be a timely transfer of these facilities, 
I think this is the most we can afford. 
R.R. 5205, WASHINGTON METRO ($ 217,239,000 ), 

PAGE 33, LINE 7 

We have, basically, a three-tier 
system when it comes to mass transit 
funding in this country. At the bottom 
of this system are the formula grants, 
funded through general revenues, 
which are available for mass transpor
tation capital and operating needs in 
urban and nonurban areas. At the 
next level there are discretionary 
grants for which various cities and 
projects compete. These are funded 
out of gas tax revenues. Alone at the 
top, not forced to compete with 
anyone and funded out of general rev
enues, is the Washington Metro. 

And that's what my amendment at
tempts to address. My amendment is 
simple and to the point; it cuts the 
fiscal year 1987 appropriation of 
$217 ,239,000 recommended for the 
Washington Metro's rail construction 
program by 10 percent or $21.7 mil
lion. 

Taxpayers at large have already con
tributed $4. 7 billion to build Metro 
and are obligated for another $2.1 bil
lion. Still it is estimated that another 
$2.2 Federal infusion would be neces
sary to complete the 103-mile system, 
bringing the total cost to taxpayers to 
$9 billion out of a total cost of $12.5 
billion. The fact is that the Washing
ton Metro system received more Fed
eral construction funds than all other 
new rail projects combined through 
fiscal year 1985. 

The fact is that the Washington 
metropolitan area is well able to sup
port its fair share of costs associated 
with building Metro. Arlington, Mont
gomery, Alexandria, and Fairfax 
Counties rank 5th, 7th, 8th, and 11th 
in the Nation in per capita income. 
But these communities won't act to 
provide more local funding for Metro 
until we give them a message. And 
that message is that the Federal Gov
ernment is not always going to be 
around to pick up three quarters of 
the costs associated with building, ex-

panding, or improving the Metro 
system. 

Is construction going to come to a 
screeching halt if we cut 10 percent 
from this account? I hardly think so. 
Metro currently has available over 
$700 million for rail construciton. 
Even if we eliminated funding alto
gether, current funding is enough to 
complete a 85.3-mile system, including 
the Green Line to Anacostia. 

The Washington Metro system is 
only one system amongst dozens un
derway or under planning across the 
Nation. Ideally, these programs should 
be subsidized through a block grant 
approach where each State receives 
back the money its citizens pay in gas 
taxes. The discretionary program will 
have to do until we can get a more eq
uitable disbursement of gas tax reve
nues dedicated to mass transit. But 
the current scheme which place the 
Washington Metro above all others 
can certainly stand a 10-percent cut. 

AMTRAK, PAGE 28, LINE 1 

My amendment will cut Amtrak sub
sidies by 10 percent or $61.3. Even 
with this amendment, taxpayers at 
large will be subsidizing Amtrak to the 
tune of $551. 7 million. 

I think everyone is pretty familiar 
with the arguments for cutting back 
on Amtrak. This program, which was 
supposed to receive Federal subsidies 
on a 2-year trial basis has already cost 
taxpayers $12 billion, with costs for 
the next decade estimated at more 
than $7 billion. Amtrak subsidies 
range from $10 to $170 per trip, with 
an average subsidy per passenger of 
$33. Almost 90 percent of Amtrak 
routes cover just over half-56 per
cent-of the cost to run the route and 
none of its routes fully cover its fully 
allocated costs. To run this system, 
American taxpayers must cover about 
40 percent of the total systemwide 
costs. 

Let's address the argument that 
Amtrak is vital to intercity travel. 
Amtrak represents only one-fourth of 
1 percent of total intercity mileage na
tionally. Does this subsidy help the 
working poor get to jobs or conduct 
business? Half of Amtrak passengers 
earn $30,000 or more. 

Now no one is going to argue that is 
unreasonable to require a $4 to $5 sub
sidy from each working American for 
a transportation system that serves 
the working poor, most of the popula
tion or to which there is not alterna
tive, but that is not the case with 
Amtrak. I hope we can support this 
small but significant savings here. 
This is a Government spending subsi
dy that just can't be justified in the 
context of other required deficit re
duction options. 

In closing let me say it is becoming 
apparent that the intention of this 
body is to either resort to Gramm
Rudman squestration for any deficit 
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reduction or just give up on the deficit 
once and for all. But for those con
cerned with an adequate defense, un
derstand that under Gramm-Rudman 
sequestration half the cuts will come 
out of the national defense. For those 
concerned for the Federal civilian and 
military retirees, understand they will 
have no COLA. For those concerned 
about the impact of sequestering on 
all other Government functions under
stand our decided unwillingness to 
come up with intelligent but hard al
ternative choices to Gramm-Rudman 
spells real devastation for those impor
tant· functions. 

Finally for those who will oppose my 
amendment because we are within our 
302(b) allocations, I would like you to 
tell me and the American people that 
means we will be within our deficit 
targets and there will be no sequester
ing. If being within our 302(b) alloca
tions does not mean that, then I sug
gest it is a meaningless misleading pla
cebo. 

Chairman GRAY said last week that 
if we adopt every iota of the budget 
resolution, we will still be facing a se
questration of approximately $25 bil
lion. Obviously, we must go father and 
that is what my amendment attempts 
to do. Deficit reduction is a bitter pill 
to swallow but waiting does not make 
the task any easier, it only makes the 
patient sicker. 

0 1240 
Mr. LEHMAN of Florida. Mr. Chair

man, I move to strike the last word, 
and I rise in opposition to the amend
ments. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore <Mr. 
WEISS). The Chair recognizes the gen
tleman from Florida for 5 minutes. 

Mr. LEHMAN of Florida. Mr. Chair
man, I want to thank my friend from 
Texas for his kind remarks. Neverthe
less, these amendments would reduce 
the new budget authority contained in 
the bill by over $100 million and the 
amendments will cut programs from 
vital transportation programs and 
would adversely affect the people of 
this country. Let us examine these 
programs one at a time. The first is 
the airports in the Washington metro
politan area. 

This amendment would reduce the 
appropriation for construction of the 
Metropolitan airports by $43 million. I 
do not have to explain why these 
funds are required. Any Member who 
uses these airports or any member of 
the public who uses these airports 
knows that major capital improve
ments are needed. There is no good 
reason to wait any longer to begin 
these improvements. They are needed 
today. They were needed yesterday. 
The Secretary of Transportation has 
stated that construction can begin in 
1987, and we are recommending funds 
to do exactly that. 

Now with regard to the Washington 
Metro. 

The amendment would reduce fund
ing for Washington Metro by 10 per
cent from the subcommittee's recom
mended level. 

The amendment would force con
struction on the Washington Metro 
rapid rail system to proceed at a 
slower and a reduced pace. While this 
may save a few dollars in 1987, it will 
add to the Federal deficit in the out
years because construction costs will 
increase as inflation takes its toll. 

As far back as 1955, the Government 
entered into a commitment with the 
National Capital region that envisions 
timely completion of the Metro rail 
system. The local governments have 
consistently met their contractual ob
ligations with the expectation that the 
entire system would be built. Citizens 
in the inner city and beyond have 
waited patiently for the Federal Gov
ernment to meet its commitment and 
to complete portions of the system 
that have not yet been built. 

The Federal Government requires 
that Metro have all the necessary 
funding in hand to complete a rail seg
ment before beginning construction on 
that particular segment. The amend
ment serves no productive purpose. In 
the guise of reducing the deficit, it will 
actually cost the Federal Government 
more money while abrogating a long
standing agreement between the Fed
eral Government and the citizens of 
this region. The Washington Metro 
system is one of the great and pleas
ant surprises for the tourists who visit 
Washington. As they come into your 
office just ask them about whether or 
not they have ridden on the Washing
ton Metro, and then listen for their 
positive remarks. It is one of the pleas
ures I .get in dealing with people from 
my district. 

Lastly, on Amtrak, I would remind 
the Members that Amtrak is not like 
other grant programs. It is a going 
concern. While it might be feasible 
and practical to freeze grant programs 
year after year, it is not at all feasible 
to continue to freeze or further reduce 
funding for such a going concern like 
Amtrak. They have increasing labor 
costs and other operating costs that 
have to be paid, week by week and 
month by month. They have to re
plenish their capital equipment. That 
is behind schedule. All we are doing 
when we make cuts such as the gentle
man has proposed is to def er mainte
nance, def er capital investment, and 
reduce the quality of service, which in 
turn reduces ridership. 

Over the last 4 or 5 years we have 
cut the fat out of Amtrak. In fiscal 
year 1984 Amtrak's appropriation was 
$716 million. It is $613 million in this 
bill. I think we have done all we can do 
in the appropriations process to effect 
cost savings. Any additional savings 

will have to be achieved through 
changes in the authorizing law. 

Mr. Chairman, this body has voted 
time and time again to continue 
Amtrak, and I detect no change in 
that sentiment. We have provided an 
acceptable level to continue Amtrak's 
operations in fiscal year 1987 and have 
done so within our budget resolution 
allocations. It is a responsible level. I 
urge a "no" vote on the amendment. 

Mr. GLICKMAN. Mr. Chairman, 
will my colleague yield? 

Mr. LEHMAN of Florida. I yield to 
my friend from Kansas. 

Mr. GLICKMAN. I thank the gen
tleman for yielding. 

Mr. Chairman, I am extremely con
cerned about one aspect of this 
amendment, which cuts the money at 
Washington National Airport. I have 
to tell you that I am very concerned 
about the safety of this airport. And if 
the airport does not get transferred, 
moneys in this bill will not go to do 
things like the Doppler weather radar 
at Washington National and other 
capital construction items which 
affect the safety of that airport. There 
are millions of Americans who fly into 
that airport every year, including us as 
well as our own constituents. I think 
that airport is marginal. I think the 
safety of Washington National Airport 
is seriously flawed; I have for some 
time. If I were the FAA Administrator, 
I would close the airport, but I am not 
the Administrator. It remains open 
and probably will be for some time. 

What worries me about the amend
ment of the gentleman from Texas is 
that he would foreclose deferred main
tenance on that airport. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 
time of the gentleman from Florida 
[Mr. LEHMAN] has expired. 

<By unanimous consent, Mr. LEHMAN 
of Florida was allowed to proceed for 2 
additional minutes.) 

Mr. GLICKMAN. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman continue to yield? 

Mr. LEHMAN of Florida. I yield to 
the gentleman from Kansas. 

Mr. GLICKMAN. I thank the gen
tleman. 

The gentleman from Texas would 
foreclose def erred maintenance on 
that airport, including installation of a 
terminal Doppler, which I think re
lates very, very dramatically to the 
safety of the airplanes flying into the 
airport, particularly under inclement 
weather conditions and particularly in 
the era of deregulation in which we 
operate; the hub-spoke system, mas
sive amount of new carriers. So for 
that reason I think it would be inad
visable to adopt the amendment of the 
gentleman from Texas in total. There 
may be sub-amendments that are 
going to be offered later on, but I am 
worried about what the gentleman is 
going to do to that airport. 
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Mr. CARR. Mr. Chairman, will the 

gentleman yield? 
Mr. LEHMAN of Florida. I yield to 

the gentleman from Michigan. 
Mr. CARR. I thank the gentleman 

for yielding. 
Mr. Chairman, I would concur in 

what my friend from Kansas has said. 
In addition, I would say that I think 

it is unwise that National and Dulles 
were made ineligible to get airport 
grant-in-aid funding. After all, the 
funding that goes into that trust fund 
is from the ticket tax and from the 
fuel tax on general aviation. When 
you buy a ticket out of National Air
port, you pay the ticket tax; when you 
buy fuel out there, you pay the tax 
that goes into that trust fund. It 
seems to me ill-advised that those two 
airports cannot make use of the trust 
fund the same as any other airport. 
The $50 million that was put in there 
was derived in studying what those 
two airports would have had from the 
trust fund had they been eligible for 
trust funds for the last 5 years. We 
could have gone all the way back to 
1971, when the trust fund was created. 
We did not do that because we think 
there is a certain velocity of money 
that they can use or, in a particular 
way, not use. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 
time of the gentleman from Florida 
[Mr. LEHMAN] has again expired. 

<By unanimous consent, Mr. LEHMAN 
of Florida was allowed to proceed for 2 
additional minutes.) 

Mr. CARR. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman continue to yield? 

Mr. LEHMAN of Florida. I yield to 
the gentleman from Michigan. 

Mr. CARR. I thank the gentleman. 
So I would like to say that the 

amendment of the gentleman from 
Texas insofar as it pertains to metro
politan airports, both National and 
Dulles, I think is ill-advised, and I 
would urge defeat of the amendment. 

Mr. LEHMAN of Florida. Mr. Chair
man, for the balance of my time I 
would like to compliment Mr. CARR, 
who helped this committee and has 
led this committee in crafting this par
ticular part of the legislation in order 
that Washington National and Dulles 
Airports can participate in some of the 
benefits from the airport trust fund. 

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

Mr. LEHMAN of Florida. I yield to 
the gentleman from Texas. 

Mr. ARMEY. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding. 

Mr. Chairman, I did have a question 
addressed to me by the gentleman 
from Kansas. 

I would like to respond. 
Mr. Chairman, I would just like to 

say I appreciate the concerns about 
safety at Washington National, and I 
appreciate the concern about their not 
being able to access. We left $7 million 
in so that we could tend to some of 

these safety needs. We also feel very 
strongly that the best way to make it 
possible for these two airports to 
access the trust fund is for us to trans
fer them. 

I think it will be very difficult to 
transfer them if we first saddle them 
with the $700 million construction 
plan which will be begun with this 
money. 

Mrs. SMITH of Nebraska. Mr. Chair
man, I move to strike the requisite 
number of words, and I rise in support 
of this amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of 
this amendment, which would cut 
funding for the Washington Metro, 
the Washington area airports, and 
Amtrak. 

Although the gentleman is taking 
away a little more from Amtrak than I 
would like, I am willing to support his 
amendment in order to delete funding 
for Metro and to subtract funding for 
the Washington airports. 

I am particularly pleased that the 
gentleman has dropped his plan to at
tempt to eliminate $21 million in fund
ing for the essential air service pro
gram and terminate the program 2 
years ahead of schedule. 

Under this program, payments are 
made to air carriers providing essential 
air service to communities that other
wise could not support air service. 

Perhaps some of my colleagues who 
live in urban or suburban areas do not 
understand the importance of the es
sential air service program. For those 
who live in small communities, par
ticularly in remote areas of the 
Nation, the air service provided by this 
program is quite simply the only link 
to the national transportation system. 

About 150 communities in 40 States 
benefit from this program, and 10 of 
those communities are in the Third 
District of Nebraska. According to 
DOT, 87 percent of those communities 
now receiving subsidy would lose all 
air service if EAS were eliminated. 
And for most of us, that would be a 
disaster. 

When Congress debated airline de
regulation in 1978, many rural mem
bers were concerned that deregulation 
would lead to airline abandonment of 
small communities. As a result, a pro
vision was added to guarantee essen
tial air service to small communities 
for 10 years-until 1988. I will remind 
my colleagues that without this assur
ance to rural communities and the 
support of rural Members, it is quite 
likely that this law never would have 
been enacted. 

Congress made its 10-year commit
ment in 1978, and I see no reason for 
terminating the program ahead of 
schedule. 

First, the EAS Program is working
and it's working well. EAS was de
signed to ensure that small communi
ties were provided with low-cost air 
service sufficient only to assure that 

they would not be cut off from our na
tional air transportation system. 

This is not a self-perpetuating subsi
dy program. No one is getting rich 
living off the taxpayers' money. 

Subsidies have been winding down 
since the peak year funding level of 
$115 million in 1979. In 1985, $52 mil
lion was appropriated, but only $36 
million was spent. And in fiscal 1986, 
we will carry at least $12.5 million in 
unspent subsidy into fiscal 1987. 

Second, the essential air service pro
gram ensures safe, regularly scheduled 
air service at reasonable cost to pas
sengers. If EAS were eliminated, air 
service in many remote locations 
would most likely be taken over by 
some kind of air taxi service, which 
would provide irregular, more expen
sive, and perhaps less safe service. 

If we deprive small communities of 
their air service, we also deprive them 
of a good part of their economic base. 

In my district, for example, small 
manufacturL11g communities are espe
cially dependent on air service. If man
agers cannot get in and out of commu
nities on a regular basis, some plants 
would be forced to relocate. And with 
the agricultural economy the way it is, 
those small manufacturing companies 
are about the only thing keeping us 
going. 

A cutoff in service could delay medi
cal care for residents who need sophis
ticated treatment and make it difficult 
to get spare parts for farm equipment. 
In emergencies, only air taxis or pri
vate planes would be available. 

Airline deregulation is a good idea in 
the long run and as a national policy. 
Most parts of the Nation have benefit
ed from deregulation. 

But I will say again that at this time, 
a completely free market in the airline 
industry would only isolate many 
remote communities. 

This is certain: The EAS subsidy 
program is all that many communities 
have to assure that they will not be 
cut off from the Nation's air transpor
tation system. 

The Congress made a commitment 
to help small communities through 
these initial stages of deregulation, 
and we should stand by that commit
ment. 

We're trying to adjust to deregula
tion, and we have come a long way. 
But do not pull the rug from under us 
now. 

So I am very glad that this is not in
cluded in this amendment, and I rise 
in support of the amendment. 

Mr. ARMEY. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentlewomen yield? 

Mrs. SMITH of Nebraska. I yield to 
the gentleman from Texas. 

Mr. ARMEY. I thank the gentle
woman for her support of this amend
ment. I think the gentlewoman makes 
a good point when she says I dropped 
the amendment that would have hurt 
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the rural air carriers. Again in the in
terest of trying to find cuts which will 
be necessary to avoid across-the-board 
cuts where these rural airports would 
take their cuts, we tried to find those 
areas where the transportation dollars 
had been unevenly and, we think, un
fairly allocated and given special treat
ment, where indeed good facilities are 
already in place and facilities, in the 
case of the airports, ought to be trans
ferred over to a non-Federal entity 
where they can achieve access to the 
trust fund and the efficiency of oper
ation, the safety and amenities that 
we find in our wonderful airports 
across the country that are run by the 
private sector. 

D 1355 
Mrs. SMITH of Nebraska. Mr. Chair

man, I want to thank the gentleman 
again and agree with his statement. I 
do appreciate the fact that the gentle
man recognizes so well that the essen
tial air service is our only link with na
tional transportation out across rural 
America. 

Mr. ARMEY. If the gentlewoman 
will further yield, again my point is we 
are trying here to make selective cuts 
where we can minimize the pain on 
the Americans across the Nation. We 
do not want to take a meat cleaver, 
and sequestering is a meat cleaver that 
cuts everybody without any sense of 
fairness or discretion. That is what we 
are trying to achieve here. We hope 
we are reasonable, and we hope the 
people in this body will support the 
amendment as the gentlewoman does. 

Mr. CONTE. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike the requisite number of 
words, and I rise in opposition to the 
amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I am sorry to see the 
gentlewoman, my dear friend, from 
Nebraska supporting this amendment. 
The administration had zeroed out the 
essential air service program, and I 
know how much that program meant 
to the gentlewoman. The gentlewom
an fought to leave those funds in 
there, all $21 million. I think it was 
last year or the year before that the 
administration prepared to cut out the 
gentlewoman's flight service station 
and her NOAA weather station. Be
cause of the gentlewoman's strong ar
guments to me, even though I was 
trying to save some money then, we 
kept it. We kept it alive. 

I think we are going to have to take 
a good hard look at those things when 
we mark up these bills and see where 
we can save money. 

I rise in opposition to this amend
ment which cuts $126 million from a 
series of transportation programs, 
Amtrak, the Washington airports, and 
the Washington Metro. While my col
leagues may feel more or less strongly 
about some of these items than other 
of the items, I think that as a whole 
this amendment would severely under-

mine our efforts to provide for a bal
anced transportation system. 

I will just mention a couple of these, 
beginning with Amtrak. I think that 
the cut proposed by my good friend, 
the gentleman from Texas, would 
lead, without doubt, to the bankruptcy 
of Amtrak, and to the end of intercity 
rail passenger service in this country. I 
think that this would be a terrible 
waste of the tremendous investment in 
Amtrak facilities and operations that 
have been made by the Federal Gov
ernment over the years. It would also 
leave the Government with at least a 
multibillion-dollar liability under the 
labor protection payments. I do not 
think the gentleman intends to do 
that, but that is what it going to 
happen. 

Mr. Chairman, appropriations for 
Amtrak have decreased steadily over 
the years. Between fiscal years 1981 
and 1987, Amtrak appropriations de
clined from $896.3 million down to 
$613 million in this particular bill. 
That is a reduction of 32 percent. 
During this time, ridership, revenues, 
and the quality of service has steadily 
increased. 

Amtrak's revenue-to-cost ratio, the 
amount of Amtrak's cost coming from 
passenger fares, has improved from 48 
percent in fiscal year 1981 to 61 per
cent in the current year, and 63 per
cent or better in fiscal year 1987. 

There is no question that all public 
transportation is subsidized, the air
lines through the general revenue sup
port of the air traffic control system, 
and the buses and automobiles 
through the construction of roads that 
are only partially financed through 
the Highway Trust Fund. The differ
ence is that the Amtrak subsidy is ex
plicit, while the other modes' subsidies 
are very much hidden. 

I might say, speaking of Amtrak's 
good intercity routes, that the Los An
geles-San Diego route is one of the 
finest in the country. I would hate like 
the dickens to see that get hurt. I 
want to be able use Amtrak to see all 
those naval ships down in San Diego. 

Mr. Chairman, perhaps the most im
portant factor to keep in mind on this 
amendment is that it is really not nec
essary. This bill is not a budget buster. 
We are within our budget resolution 
totals on both budget authority and 
outlays, and we are only slightly above 
our total for last year's bills. So it is a 
pretty responsible bill. And I might 
add that the major increases above 
last year are for air traffic control and 
the Coast Guard Drug Interdiction 
Program, items that nearly all of my 
colleagues would agree are very, very 
essential to the safety and the well
being of this Nation. 

For new budget authority, this bill is 
$137 million above last year. Yet, 
within that amount, we have accomo
dated an increase of over $200 million 
in Coast Guard operating expenses, 

and a $134 million increase in FAA op
erations, offsetting reductions that 
have been made elsewhere in the bill. 

Mr. Chairman, I urge my colleagues 
to support a well-balanced transporta
tion bill and def eat the amendment. 

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

Mr. CONTE. I yield to the gentle
man from California. 

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding to 
me. 

Mr. Chairman, I have a couple of 
points. The first one is-I think it is 
inappropriate when we have members 
of the committee or Members on the 
floor who are rising up and trying to 
do something about sequestration--

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr. 
CONTE] has expired. 

<On request of Mr. HUNTER, and by 
unanimous consent, Mr. CONTE was al
lowed to proceed for 3 additional min
utes.) 

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

Mr. CONTE. I yield to the gentle
man from San Diego. 

Mr. HUNTER. I watched the gentle
woman stand up and support the pro
visions of the gentleman from Texas, 
at least one of the gentleman's amend
ments. And I see the gentleman stand
ing up and saying that the gentleman 
is now going to have to scrutinize some 
things that are in the gentlewoman's 
district or in her area a little more 
closely. I think there is an inherent 
threat there to the gentlewoman's 
projects because of actions the gentle
woman has taken. 

Let me just say to the gentleman we 
have looked at what the reconciliation 
is going to do with respect to Gramm
Rudman and to sequestration. If we 
come up selling Conrail again and 
again and again and if we do things 
with the critical stockpile and we do 
the other things that we think we are 
going to have to do to come up with 
maybe 7 billion dollars' worth of cuts, 
the committees are coming up with 
about $7 billion, we are still going to 
be many billions of dollars short of 
avoiding the sequestration trigger. 

I think the question to every 
Member of this House is: Are we going 
to avoid that sequestration or not? 

I would ask the gentleman, is that 
not the question, and are we not doing 
by going down this road and not being 
able to make those cuts that are neces
sary to avoid sequestration essentially 
doing and conforming to the character 
that the authors of Gramm-Rudman 
described when they came up with 
this mechanism? They said Congress is 
not going to be able to make cuts, and 
we have to put the Government on 
autopilot. 
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I would ask the gentleman if the 

gentleman has alternatives to avoiding 
this sequester? 

Mr. CONTE. Mr. Chairman, if the 
gentleman will give me a chance, I will 
answer the gentleman. 

First of all, I resent the gentleman 
implying that I threatened anyone. I 
just know what a fight the gentlewom
an made for that station, and I went 
along with the gentlewoman. 

I do not really know whether that 
station in Nebraska is really needed. I 
think we have automatic stations 
available out there. 

You cannot say that, "I am for all 
these cuts as long as they do not affect 
my turf." 

Mr. HUNTER. I understand that. 
Mr. CONTE. That is the point I was 

trying to make. Believe me, I will con
tinue to support the gentlewoman's ef
forts no matter what the gentlewoman 
says or how the gentlewoman votes on 
this amendment. It is not only on that 
issue, but on many other issues that I 
work closely with the gentlewoman. 

Mr. HUNTER. How about my second 
question? 

Mr. CONTE. Give me a chance. 
Mr. ARMEY. Mr. Chairman, will the 

gentleman yield for a point of clarifi
cation? 

Mr. CONTE. I yield to the gentle
man from Texas. 

Mr. ARMEY. Mr. Chairman, I do 
not want to misunderstand the ques
tion. I am sure the gentleman did not 
say that, as a member of the Appro
priations Committee, the gentleman 
went along with a spending program 
that the gentleman thought was not 
needed. 

If that was the point the gentleman 
was making, then I would suggest that 
indeed we have even more reason to go 
deep into these appropriations bills 
and make cuts. 

Mr. CONTE. Mr. Chairman, I want 
to take a good hard look at every one 
of these programs, every one of them. 
If somebody comes up and says, "Hey, 
don't cut this project because it is in 
my district," we will give it a good 
hard look and see whether it is worth
while or not. That is all I am saying. Is 
there anything wrong with that? 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr. 
CONTE] has again expired. 

<By unanimous consent, Mr. CONTE 
was allowed to proceed for 2 additional 
minutes.) 

Mr. CONTE. In response to the gen
tleman's other question, I stood in this 
well here last December and I fought 
Gramm-Rudman with everything I 
had. I told the gentleman and others 
what it would do to defense and our 
other programs if we got to sequestra
tion. I do not believe in sequestration. 
I did not believe in it last year and I do 
not believe in it today. I think it is 
wrong. 

What would I do? I have said it. telling me that he does not have the 
Maybe I will be like a skunk at a lawn answers. 
party when I get through with this, Mr. CONTE. Mr. Chairman, let me 
but you are going to need revenue. say, even if this amendment is adopted 

D 1305 
There is no way out of this thing; we 

are going to need some revenue. You 
may say no at this time, but you just 
come back here in September. You 
will see that everybody is going to be 
in that corner. Defense is going to get 
locked in with major cuts across the 
board, along with the other programs. 
Domestic programs are going to be 
cut. Somebody is going to have to have 
the backbone to come up here and say 
they are going to be cut, unless we in
crease revenues. 

I do not think we ought to cut 
Amtrak now. We put a lot of money in 
Amtrak, and we have fought this 
thing time and time again. Goodness 
me, we have fought this. We have had 
rollcall votes on it time and time 
again. 

This Congress, by a majority vote, 
has said that we want Amtrak. We 
have already cut Amtrak down by 32 
percent in about 4 years. I do not see 
many other programs being cut that 
much. I just happen to believe that 
Amtrak is a vital part of our transpor
tation system in this country and de
serves to exist. 

I have ridden that train from Los 
Angeles to San Diego. Does the gentle
man think that is a bad operation? 

Mr. HUNTER. That is a money 
maker. 

Mr. CONTE. All right. Then let us 
cut that one out. Even if it is a money
maker, let us cut it out, because with 
this cut he is putting in you are going 
to have to cut somewhere. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr. 
CONTE] has again expired. 

<On request of Mr. HUNTER and by 
unanimous consent, Mr. CONTE was al
lowed to proceed for 2 additional min
utes.) 

Mr. CONTE. Mr. Chairman, if the 
gentleman is going to tell me that is a 
moneymaker, so is the Washington to 
New York a moneymaker, the Boston 
to New York is a moneymaker, and 
the Boston to Washington is a money
maker. But somebody is going to have 
to take the lumps. 

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Chairman, if the 
gentleman would yield for just a 
second more, the gentleman just made 
his point and I would agree with that. 
Even though I have Amtrak coming 
into my district, my point to the gen
tleman-as another gentleman who 
did not vote for Gramm-Rudman-is 
that we have got Gramm-Rudman and 
we are going to have sequestration, 
and in fact I think there is a lot of 
merit in making decisions now rather 
than having the lawnmower make the 
decisions when we get down to seques
tration. And the gentleman has been 

and several of the other amendments 
are adopted, that I will continue to 
vote against across-the-board cuts. I 
think your way of picking selective 
cuts is the way to go. Whether we 
agree with this amendment or not, 
that is the way to go. 

I think across-the-board cuts are 
wrong because that is the same thing 
as sequestration. You are cutting the 
good programs along with the bad pro
grams, and that is why I do not like se
questration. · 

But I think, even if these cuts are 
made, even if all these percentage cuts 
are made, we have to consider some
thing else. Does the gentleman think 
the other body is going to go along 
with these things? They are going to 
put a lot of these items back in the 
bill. I have seen it time and time again 
in the 28 years I have been on the Ap
propriations Committee. We go 
through these gymnastics now, and 
then the other body puts them back 
in. 

But assuming all these other cuts 
are made, you are still going to fall far 
short of the $144 billion mark under 
Gramm-Rudman-Hollings, and you are 
going to have to raise some revenue. 
Somebody is going to have to stand up 
here. They are in conference now on 
that so-called tax simplification bill, or 
whatever you want to call it. They 
have got a great opportunity to come 
in with some revenue and do some
thing to be able to prevent sequestra
tion. 

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Chairman, if the 
gentleman will yield briefly, I do not 
think the trigger will operate unless it 
is 154, I believe, not 144. 

Mr. CONTE. Yes; you have a $10 bil
lion leeway. The target under Gramm
Rudman is $144 billion, and you have 
a $10 billion leeway. 

Mr. Chairman, I hope the amend
ment is defeated. 

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

Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to 
these amendments. As the previous 
speaker, the distinguished ranking 
member of the Appropriations Com
mittee, has done, limiting himself to a 
discussion about Amtrak, I would 
briefly like to discuss the issue of the 
Washington Metropolitan Area Tran
sit System-the Washington subway 
system. 

The distinguished chairman of the 
Subcommittee on Transportation, the 
gentleman from Florida [Mr. LEHMAN], 
has already addressed this issue, but I 
think it bears repeating. I would hope 
the gentleman from Texas [Mr. 
ARMEY], who has offered this amend
ment, will listen to what I have to say 
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because it deals with his argument 
with respect to sequestration. We un
derstand that argument. 

I have before me the plan for spend
ing for the Washington Metropolitan 
Transit System. Obviously when you 
build any large capital project, you 
project how rapidly you can build that 
project, and how rapidly you build 
that project will impact on the cost of 
that project, because obviously that 
which is built later will be more ex
pensive to build. 

Now, in the plan that was adopted, 
the plan that has been presented by 
the Transit Authority, in 1985 we were 
supposed to spend $250 million. In 
point of fact, this Congress did appro
priate $250 million, and the President 
signed that bill. In 1986 it was again 
projected that we would spend $250 
million. In point of fact, this House 
appropriated $237 million, which was a 
reduction from the committee's recom
mendation of $250 million by an 
across-the-board amendment. In con
ference that was reduced an additional 
$10 million to $227 million. So that in 
1986, realizing the budget crunch we 
were facing, realizing the problems of 
the deficit, the Metro system was re
duced approximately 10 percent in 
1986 below that which was recom
mended by the committee and below 
that projected in order to build this 
capital project. 

Now, in 1986, of course, we had se
questration, and WMA TA was reduced 
an additional $10 million down to $217 
million. Now, that is $33 million below 
what the committee recommended and 
$33 million below what was projected 
for fiscal year 1986 as the necessary 
capital cost. 

Now, for fiscal year 1987, the year 
for which we are now budgeting, the 
plan for the Washington Metropolitan 
Transit System called for the expendi
ture by the Federal Government-not 
in total, but by the Federal Govern
ment-of $275 million. The committee, 
with our support, in light of the con
cern of the gentleman from Texas, the 
concern of the gentleman from Cali
fornia, and the concern of all of us 
who want to address the deficit that 
confronts us, agreed to support the 
$217 figure, which is the post Gramm
Rudman sequestration figure. 

That means that we are over $55 
million, some $58 million, below what 
was projected for spending by 
WMA TA in fiscal year 1987. 

I suggest to the Members that 
WMATA has taken a very deep cut. It 
has taken about a 21-percent cut in its 
efforts to assist in solving the deficit 
problem. 

Now, on top of that the gentleman 
wants to add an additional 10 percent, 
for approximately a 31-percent cut. I 
believe the Congress is committed to 
the completion of the Washington rail 
transit system. It has repeatedly voted 
to continue that commitment. 

If we adopt the amendments before 
us, all we are going to do is cut some 
few dollars in the short run and will 
be faced with a much larger payout in 
the long run because of the stretched
out construction process. 

So, Mr. Chairman, I would suggest 
to the gentleman that the Washington 
Metropolitan Transit System has been 
responsive to an effort to restrain 
spending, and it has taken approxi
mately $58 million in cuts this year. 

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

Mr. HOYER. I am glad to yield to 
the gentleman from Texas. 

Mr. ARMEY. Mr. Chairman, I ap
preciate the point, and this, of course, 
is a difficult point. It happens time 
after time when we bring up amend
ments. Everybody is taking cuts, yet 
the budget is growing, and I do not 
know why that happens. 

Mr. HOYER. Has the gentleman 
looked at the defense budget? 

Mr. ARMEY. I have. I appreciate 
that, and its day will come, too. 

Washington Metro receives more 
money from the Federal Government 
than all other metros across the 
Nation combined. It does not compete 
with other metros for its share of the 
funding. The fact is that we pay 80 
percent of the cost. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Maryland [Mr. 
HOYER] has expired. 

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

Mr. ARMEY. Mr. Chairman, if the 
gentleman will yield further, the Fed
eral Government pays 80 percent of 
the cost, and the counties that are 
served by the Washington Metro are 
all within the top 11 per capita income 
counties in the Nation. We do not 
have to slow it down for that. They 
could increase their share of the cost 
sharing. I am not so sure that I as a 
Member of Congress want to continue 
ha\ .. ing the Federal Government build 
a metro system that serves such a very 
small area in five counties when 
indeed we could complete 60 percent 
of the highway system with that same 
money and serve the whole Nation. 

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Chairman, if I may 
reclaim my time, is it the gentleman's 
understanding that none of his Texas 
constituents, when they come to the 
Nation's Capital, use that system? Do 
they use some other system? 

Mr. ARMEY. Mr. Chairman, if the 
gentleman will yield, I have had many 
Texas constituents who have praised 
the Metro until I told them what it 
was costing them. Then they resent it 
very much. I think that is very true of 
many constituents across the Nation. 

D 1315 

Mr. HOYER. Like this administra
tion, so many people want a free lunch 

,and we all understand that there is no 
free lunch. 

I understand the point the gentle
man was making. Support for 
WMATA has been fully debated on 
this floor, and in point of fact this 
Congress has, year after year, in a 
very bipartisan way, continued its 
commitment to America's subway 
system. 

America ought to know that from 
the projections for the expenditures 
on this program, very, very deep cuts 
have already been made, consistent 
with our desire, like the gentleman's, 
to accomplish meaningful deficit re
ductions. 

Mr. ARMEY. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield for one final ques
tion? 

Mr. HOYER. Well, I do not have 
much more time. 

Mr. Chairman, again I would urge 
the rejection of this amendment 
which is being voted on en bloc. I be
lieve it to be penny wise and pound 
foolish. It will cost the American tax
payer more money to construct their 
subway system if this amendment is 
adopted. 

I urge rejection of the amendment. 
Mr. ARMEY. Mr. Chairman, will the 

gentleman yield for just one further 
point? 

Mr. HOYER. I am glad to yield to 
the gentleman from Texas. 

Mr. ARMEY. Mr. Chairman, I ap
preciate the point. I know how much 
we cherish it here in the Metro. I can 
only say my constituents back in 
Texas would like to have a federally 
provided Metro so they could ride to 
see America's team. 

Mr. PARRIS. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike the amendment and thereby 
strike the requisite number of words. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman is 
recognized for 5 minutes, striking the 
requisite number of words. 

Mr. PARRIS. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in opposition to the amendments of 
the gentleman from Texas, which in 
my judgment are unrealistic and ill
conceived. These amendments would 
in fact have a devastating effect on 
the Washington Metropolitan area, a 
portion of which I am privileged to 
represent. 

The amendments of the gentleman 
from Texas would be equivalent to my 
introducing an amendment that would 
result in converting the Alamo into a 
hot dog stand or maybe even a topless 
go-go bar. 

The point of all this, Mr. Chairman, 
is that it is imperative that these 
amendments do not succeed. The 
funds included within this bill for the 
airports and the Metro are essential to 
the continued viability and perhaps 
even the survival of these extremely 
important components of Washing
ton's transportation network. 
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I think the gentleman has simply 

momentarily forgotten that this is the 
Nation's Capitol and the most impor
tant city in the free world. 

The gentleman suggests cutting 10 
percent of the proposed funding for 
Metro in order to reduce the deficit. 
Let us look at the facts for just a 
moment. Such a reduction of $21. 7 
million would result in outlay savings 
of only about $1 million. Given the 
fact that the deficit is measured in 
outlay dollars, the reduction is obvi
ously negligible. 

Let us look at the damage such a re
duction would have on both Metro and 
the deficit, as has been pointed out by 
the gentleman from Maryland. 

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman for his comments. 

Mr. PARRIS. As the gentleman 
from Maryland has previously pointed 
out, the damage such a reduction 
would have on Metro under the pro
grams imposed by the Urban Mass 
Transit Authority, under whose con
tracting rules Metro must operate, re
quires that before construction of any 
segment of Metro may be contracted 
for, 100 percent of the funds necessary 
for completion of that segment must 
be available, the so-called operable 
segment theory. That being the fact, 
the effect of this amendment would be 
to delay and stretch out construction 
until such time as the rest of the 
money becomes available. The end 
result of all this, Mr. Chairman, obvi
ously, is that the $1 million initially 
saved by the cut if the gentleman's 
amendments were adopted, and if that 
$1 million is lost, the delay in con
struction will end up costing much 
more than the amount saved due to 
the inflationary degradation of the 
dollar, and perhaps a much less favor
able bidding climate than currently 
exists, and perhaps other factors. 

In the long run, therefore, Mr. 
Chairman, I respectfully suggest to 
the gentleman from Texas that the 
result of his amendments would be 
contrary to their stated purpose. 

The other amendment, Mr. Chair
man, would cut $50 million from the 
bill for construction at Dulles and Na
tional Airports, the only two airports 
in the country owned and operated by 
the Federal Government, Construc
tion at these two airports is in fact es
sential to their safety and, indeed, the 
ability of these airports to continue to 
function as airports. 

As the gentleman from Kansas has 
indicated, I have been a pilot for 30 
years. I agree that this airport is mar
ginal at best. I fly in and out of it, but 
to be totally candid with you, I do not 
like it much because of the approach 
to National, the marginal facilities 
that are there, the minimum length of 
that runway, all of that makes oper
ations there marginal. 

As many of my colleagues may 
recall, I am a cosponsor of legislation 

to transfer control of those airports to 
a regional authority and I congratu
late the gentleman from Texas, at 
least in that case he is correct in his 
position. However, until that transfer 
occurs, I would suggest that these 
funds must be left intact. 

The dire need for the improvements 
at these airports needs no discussion 
in this body, inasmuch as all of us 
have had to regotiate personally the 
congested roads, experience the inad
equate parking, utilize the terminal fa
cilities that are in disrepair, in search 
of either an airplane or a place to put 
your car or to find another passenger 
or catch a taxi. It is not a pleasant ex
perience, to say the least. 

While I would much prefer personal
ly to see the airports transferred so 
that we, the people of this area, could 
foot the bill for the three-quarters of a 
billion dollars in improvements that 
are required, I believe it is necessary, 
for safety's sake, for the benefit of 
your constituents and mine and all the 
citizens of this Nation, that we leave 
this appropriation intact. 

Mr. Chairman, I hope my colleagues 
will summarily and overwhelmingly 
reject this amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Virginia has expired. 

<By unanimous consent, Mr. PARRIS 
was allowed to proceed for 1 additional 
minute.) 

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

Mr. PARRIS. I yield to the gentle
man from Texas. 

Mr. ARMEY. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding. 

I appreciate and I understand how 
important the airport is. 

What I am saying is that we are all 
going to end up taking big cuts, unless 
we can be selective and creative about 
it. If we get this cut today, the people 
in the five counties served by these 
two projects would have to increase 
their share of the cost from 20 percent 
to less than 21 percent. These are 
wealthy counties. 

Now, as far as the Alamo is con
cerned, as a Texan I must rise to the 
defense of the Alamo. It was built by 
private funds, without cost overruns, 
and it was def ended by the free people 
of this Nation. 

Mr. PARRIS. Mr. Chairman, Texas 
rose to the defense of the Alamo once 
before, with questionable results. I 
hope the same kind of thing happens 
to the gentleman's amendment in this 
case. 

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

Mr. PARRIS. I yield to the gentle
man from California. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Virginia has again ex
pired. 

<At the request of Mr. HUNTER, and 
by unanimous consent, Mr. PARRIS was 

allowed to proceed for 2 additional 
minutes.) 

Mr. PARRIS. I yield to the gentle
man from California. 

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Chairman, I re
luctantly support this amendment, if 
for no other reason that the adjacent 
Virginia counties are represented very 
ably by the two gentlemen who are 
carrying this debate, Congressman 
STAN PARRIS and Congressman FRANK 
WOLF, the army of northern Virginia, I 
call them. They have done a wonder
ful job in representing the area where 
I live, which is just adjacent to High
way 66 and will benefit from extend
ing the Metro out a little bit further. 

I want to ask the gentleman a couple 
questions. No. 1, if we put this Govern
ment on autopilot or the budget proc
ess and we have cuts across a number 
of accounts, we are going to have a lot 
of stretchouts in defense and in a lot 
of other areas. We are going to have a 
situation in which instead of building 
30 units or 50 units or 60 units, they 
will be building 15 or 20, so the eco
nomics of scale that you get from full 
funding are going to be not present in 
many areas after this budget process 
goes through. 

I would just ask the gentleman if the 
Metro system is not something that 
has a substantial value to us right now 
and that will not necessarily accrue to 
our detriment to have a delay; for ex
ample, in moving the Metro out Route 
66 toward my home, which will appre
ciate in value, I hope, when it gets 
there, if we put that off for a couple 
years and do not move it west as fast 
as we thought we would, is not that 
something that is doable without ren
dering the pain that we are going to 
see if we have sequestration and we 
start cutting across a number of ac
counts without prioritization? 

Mr. PARRIS. I would respond to the 
gentleman that I, like he, opposed 
Gramm-Rudman because of its inflexi
ble mindless impact on the budget. 

I think we are here and we were 
elected by our individual constituents 
to prioritize the needs of the Govern
ment of the United States and its 
people whom we serve. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Virginia has again ex
pired. 

<By unanimous consent, Mr. PARRIS 
was allowed to proceed for 1 additional 
minute.) 

Mr. PARRIS. Mr. Chairman, I would 
say to the gentleman, that his point is 
correct. Certainly, if you defer a na
tional defense increment of some kind, 
a weapons system or whatever, cer
tainly it is going to cost more money 
because of the degradation of the pur
chase power of the dollar. Irrespective 
of what the rate of inflation is, there 
is some in the system. We will always, 
I think, have to live with it; so it will 
certainly cost more, but the extension 
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of this system in this Capital city is in 
my view a moral obligation on the part 
of the Federal Government, because 
my constituents, those of others in the 
metropolitan area, have put hundreds 
of millions of dollars in this system in 
reliance on the fact that the Federal 
Government would continue to pro
vide its contracted for proportionate 
share. That is in my opinion not per
haps a legal, but a moral obligation on 
the part of this Congress. 

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Chairman, could 
I ask the gentleman one question with 
regard to safety? 

Mr. PARRIS. I yield to the gentle
man from California. 

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Chairman, I 
think it was not clear when the debate 
was over the $50 million as to whether 
or not the $50 million for the airport 
was part of a trust fund. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Virginia has again ex
pired. 

<At the request of Mr. HUNTER, and 
by unanimous consent, Mr. PARRIS was 
allowed to proceed for 2 additional 
minutes.) 

Mr. PARRIS. Mr. Chairman, I con
tinue to yield to the gentleman from 
California. 

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Chairman, I 
think it was unclear as to whether 
that $50 million was given because 
that was part of a trust fund, a trust 
fund that would have accrued to 
Dulles and National had they been 
under the system, or whether that was 
money that was included in the bill be
cause it was absolutely necessary for 
safety. 

I know the gentleman from Kansas 
brought up the safety issue. I think it 
is important to clarify in this debate 
as to how much of that $50 million is 
essential to safety. I think the gentle
man mentioned the Doppler system. 

Mr. PARRIS. Mr. Chairman, I would 
respond to the gentleman's question 
by saying that both of those questions 
are incremental to this appropriation. 
The number, was arrived at, the 
roughly $50 million, it is actually $43 
million in this cut, 86 percent of the 
total, was calculated as what would 
have been available to these facilities 
had they been in the trust fund and 
all of it, in my view and I think the 
gentleman from Kansas said this, is 
going to be applied essentially for 
safety purposes. 

Mr. HUNTER. Now, is the ~entle
man absolutely sure about that? 

Mr. PARRIS. I am. 
Mr. HUNTER. That $50 million is 

going to safety purposes. 
Mr. PARRIS. I am satisfied that 

that is the case. If the gentleman has 
no further questions, I indicated my 
intend to yield to the gentleman from 
Maryland. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gentle
man from Maryland CMr. HOYER]. 

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding. 

I just would like to make a point 
with respect to the question of the 
gentleman from California on whether 
or not a delay would have an adverse 
effect on the system. 

The gentleman from Texas observes 
that this is a multijurisdictional agree
ment of how to get from "A" to "B" to 
"C", which is one of the problems that 
we have had. It has more individual 
jurisdictions participating in its con
struction plan than any other system 
in the United States, or perhaps 
indeed in the world. As a result, it has 
been relatively finely tuned. 

In point of fact, the gentleman from 
Virginia [Mr. WOLF] and the gentle
man from Virginia CMr. PARRIS] and 
myself and others have been involved 
in negotiations with the Urban Mass 
Transit Administration and WMATA 
itself and the board to come together 
with a construction schedule which all 
the jurisdictions can agree to and 
enter into. They have done that. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Virginia has again ex
pired. 

<At the request of Mr. HOYER, and 
by unanimous consent, Mr. PARRIS was 
allowed to proceed for 1 additional 
minute.) 

Mr. PARRIS. I continue to yield to 
the gentleman from Maryland. 

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman from Virginia. 

Therefore, as a practical matter, the 
answer to the gentleman's question is 
that that agreement cannot be carried 
out as now agreed to by UMTA and by 
the local jurisdictions unless we get a 
level of funding sufficient to meet the 
schedule, so it is more complicated 
than just simply saying you can delay, 
and obviously, because of the stretch
out, the costs will increase, and there 
is a very different political question in
volved as well in terins of the agree
ments between the jurisdictions. 

Mr. PARRIS. Mr. Chairman, I would 
just add in clarification for the record 
and in answer to the question of the 
gentleman from California, safety to 
me is not only the terminal radar con
trol of the actual movement of air
craft, but it is the widening of corri
dors, it is the provisioning of ticket 
counters where people do not have to 
stand in line for long periods or carry 
their baggage for excessive distances, 
it is' .the ability to park your car in a 
driving snowstorm or a downpour at a 
convenient place, it is all these things 
having to do with public safety, 
whether it is a slip and fall of a pas
senger or a simple convenience for the 
traveling public. 

I think this money is absolutely nec
essary for the safety of these facilities 
and all who use it. 

0 1330 
Mr. BARNES. Mr. Chairman, I move 

to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to 
the amendment. I am in very strong 
opposition to this amendment. It 
would attack a whole set of agree
ments that have been reached and 
worked out very carefully, not only 
within our region, but with represent
atives from the rest of the Nation. 

I have the privilege of chairing the 
Subcommittee on Government Oper
ations and Metropolitan Affairs of the 
House Committee on the District of 
Columbia, and we have been looking 
very closely at the funding for these 
various prograins in our region. I can 
assure our colleagues that the agree
ments that have been reached with re
spect to the numbers in this bill have 
been reached with great difficulty. 
Members in this region would pref er 
larger numbers, quite frankly. 

This amendment would severely ad
versely affect prograins that have 
been developed very carefully over a 
period of years and agreements that 
have been reached regionally. 

I would strongly urge our colleagues 
to oppose this amendment. If they 
have any question that this is a pro
posal that is in the interest of their 
taxpayers, I hope that they will con
sult with those of us who have been 
involved in these issues for years, and 
we can respond to any questions that 
they may have about it. 

I hope that Members will not be 
taken in by the concept of this amend
ment, and will vigorously oppose it. 

I am pleased to see the gentleman 
from Virginia [Mr. WOLF] here, who 
has been so active in addressing these 
issues. 

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

Mr. BARNES. I am happy to yield to 
the gentleman from Texas. 

Mr. ARMEY. With respect to the 
Metro construction, is it not conceiva
ble that the Metro Authority could 
use the $700 million that is on hand to 
continue construction on schedule 
while the local areas served find a way 
to raise the additional moneys to re
place these Federal funds that we are 
cutting in order to avoid sequestering 
that would cut funds across the 
Nation, including these same pro
grains? 

These prograins will not be exempt
ed from sequestering if it happens, so 
it is really a matter of whether we are 
going to cut it now or cut it later. The 
question is, Can we make cuts that are 
more selective, more creative, and give 
a greater opportunity for adjustment 
and some greater equity? 

Quite frankly, there are folks across 
the Nation--

Mr. BARNES. Mr. Chairman, let me 
try to respond to the gentleman's 
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question, because the gentleman has 
posed an important question. 

All of the funds that have previously 
been appropriated are allocated, and 
they know where these expenditures 
are going to be made. In fact, what we 
need is more money, not to expend the 
money for additional purposes that 
was already appropriated. 

For example-it is not in my district, 
it is in the district of the distinguished 
gentleman from Prince Georges 
County-the green line has been 
planned for many years out through 
Prince George's County, MD, and we 
do not yet have the funding for that 
program, although we are working on 
it. Mr. HOYER has been the leader in 
addressing that issue. 

It is not a question of taking previ
ous moneys ~hat were appropriated 
and using them for other purposes 
now; it has already been determined 
where those moneys are going to be 
used. I say to the gentleman that he 
apparently misunderstands the avail
ability of funds, because the purposes 
of these funds have already been de
termined, and we need to keep this 
construction program on schedule, or 
it is going to end up costing the tax
payers more. 

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

Mr. BARNES. I am happy to yield to 
the gentleman from Texas. 

Mr. ARMEY. Mr. Chairman, my in
formation is that we still have $327.6 
million of unobligated funds that 
should be available for the green line. 
I understand that we have already ap
propriated enough to complete the 
green line. 

Mr. BARNES. Let me say to the gen
tleman that I wish that that were 
true. We are in a difficult position in 
trying to get the line completed. 

As the gentleman may be aware-he 
has been looking at this issue-the 
original plan was for a full 101-mile 
system in the Washington area. There 
is a great deal of competition among 
the jurisdictions to get adequate fund
ing for their lines. 

I wish that the gentleman was right, 
that we have the funds available to us 
to do what needs to be done, and we 
can complete the various segments. 
Unfortunately that is not the case. We 
are going to have to be back next year 
for additional funding. 

To reduce the funding this year 
makes no sense whatsoever, Mr. Chair
man. It makes no sense for us to 
reduce it, because it is simply going to 
cost the taxpayers more when we 
build this system later. 

I think that there is strong agree
ment in the House on a bipartisan 
basis that this is a good system, not 
just for our region but nationally. The 
Nation's Capital should have a first
class public transportation system, and 
all of our constituents benefit from 
it-not just our constituents in the 

Washington area, but the gentleman's 
constituents who come here as tourists 
and take advantage of a first-class 
transportation system. Obviously it is 
a benefit to our Government to have 
this excellent system to get our Feder
al employees to and from work each 
day. 

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

Mr. BARNES. I yield to the gentle
man from Maryland. 

Mr. HOYER. I thank my colleague 
from Maryland, who has been in the 
leadership of this effort as well. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Maryland [Mr. 
BARNES] has expired. 

<On request of Mr. HOYER and by 
unanimous consent, Mr. BARNES was 
allowed to proceed for 1 additional 
minute.) 

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Chairman, if the 
gentleman will yield further, if I could 
just amplify, in response to the gentle
man from Texas, in point of fact every 
penny-every penny-that the Wash
ington Metropolitan Transit System 
now has has been obligated in the plan 
at the request of the Urban Mass 
Transportation Administration. 

On the issue that the gentleman 
from Virginia [Mr. PARRIS] raised ear
lier of operable segments, Mr. Stanley 
required us to come up with a new 
plan, which the regions had to get to
gether on and have not only dedicated 
the funds that are in the pot, but have 
also dedicated those funds which they 
are to pay prospectively as matching 
funds in the pot. So there is not any 
additional sum available for keeping 
on track, if you will, with respect to 
the construction schedule of the 
Washington Metropolitan Transit 
System. So it is absolutely critical that 
we keep at a level of appropriations 
that will allow us to proceed to effec
tuate the ends of the plan agreed to by 
UMTA and ourselves. 

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

Mr. Chairman, I rise in strong oppo
sition to the amendment. Just a couple 
of quick questions. First, inflation is 
down at the lowest level that we have 
had in so many years. This is the time 
to issue these contracts. This will save 
a tremendous amount of money. It is 
not wise to postpone it out into the 
year 2000 and spend a lot more money. 
This is the first thing. 

Second, when the Vienna line 
opened up on June 7, the projections 
were a certain number of people would 
use Metro. It has surpassed the expec
tations and is far above what most 
people thought. Let me tell the Mem
bers of this body that without having 
Metro in the Washington metropoli
tan area, they could not get in to 
work. They literally could not get in to 
the Capitol. They would have to spend 
2 hours a day coming in, and 2 hours a 
day going home. I know most of the 

Members live here in the Washington 
metropolitan area and understand the 
grim traffic problems that we have. So 
we need the system. 

Third, Congressman HOYER is abso
lutely right. The administration, Sec
retary Dole, and Ralph Stanley should 
sign this full-funding contract now 
which will allow this money to be 
used, and I say to the gentleman that 
it is already scheduled to be used, so it 
is not backlogged, it is ready to go. 

The Washington Metro system is 
one of the Nation's largest transit sys
tems. Each weekday Metro provides 
service for more than 450,000 trips 
made on its 1,600 vehicles, bus fleets, 
and 470 miles. What would you do if 
you did not have the system? How 
would we be able to function? 

The Washington Metro System is 
unique in the sense that it is a joint 
cooperative effort between the entire 
area. By anyone's measure the Wash
ington Metro is a success in the Na
tion's Capital. The system is reliable, 
it is clean, it is safe, it is modem, and 
it is efficient. Its ridership is high and 
increasing, its operating costs are 
being held in check, and its service re
liability is among the best in the 
Nation. WMATA is a model for other 
transit systems around the country, 
and is unique in the sense that it 
serves our Nation's Capital and many 
visitors, not only from around this 
country but around the world. 

Two decades ago the Federal Gov
ernment entered into a commitment 
with the region. The local govern
ments have consistently met their con
tractural obligations with the expecta
tion that the entire system would be 
built. I hope that this body will consid
er the merits of maintaining that 
level. 

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

Mr. WOLF. I yield to the gentleman 
from Texas. 

Mr. ARMEY. Mr. Chairman, I ap
preciate the point that the gentleman 
makes. I ride the Metro and I under
stand that it is crowded, it is used, but 
it is very difficult for me to under
stand with the Metro that has that 
much patronage why we still have the 
Federal Government paying for its op
erating expenses. It apparently cannot 
pay its own way even in the operation. 
We have it now by and large complet
ed, with 80-percent Federal funding, so 
it is there. We are even paying from 
the Federal coffers interest on its 
bonded indebtedness, and asking for 
more construction. 

It seems to me as the Federal Gov
ernment continues to build more, they 
continue to buy for the Government 
enduring year in and year out operat
ing expenses, bonded indebtedness, 
that will go on forever. 

How long after some $9 billion now 
are the American people going to be 
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asked to continue to support the 
Washington Metro? Is it going to then 
be forever that we will continue to pay 
their operating costs or help them 
carry their operating costs? I really be
lieve that we have to look at the def
icits, and we have to look at the 
Gramm-Rudman sequestration. You 
are going to take a hit anyway when 
that happens, you are going to have to 
get your board together, get a new 
plan. Can you not at that time get a 
plan together to get greater participa
tion by the local areas? It really is a 
matter of either take that cut now or 
take it later. 

D 1340 
It is a matter of taking a cut now on 

this area where we might be able later 
to spend more money for metro sys
tems across the Nation that are doing 
without, being left behind. 

I love Washington. I love the Wash
ington Metro, in the same way, I love 
my children, but Lord have mercy, 
there is no way that I would give one 
of my sons more money than all the 
rest of my sons. That is what we have 
done with the Metrorail system in this 
country. 

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

Mr. WOLF. I yield to the gentleman 
from Washington. 

Mr. SWIFT. Mr. Chairman, as a 
person disinterested because I come 
from Washington State, not the 
Washington DC metropolitan area, I 
am reminded of the gentleman from 
Louisiana in the other body, Mr. LONG, 
who has said many times when it 
comes to taxes: "Don't tax you, don't 
tax me, tax the fell ow behind the 
tree." 

That happens when it comes to cuts. 
Do not cut you, do not cut me, cut the 
fell ow behind the tree. 

Today, Maryland and Virginia are 
behind the tree. I just want them to 
know that I have watched over the 
years the two distinguished gentlemen 
from Virginia and the two distin
guished gentlemen from Maryland. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore <Mr. 
GRAY of Illinois). The time of the gen
tleman from Virginia [Mr. WOLF] has 
expired. 

<On request of Mr. SWIFT, and by 
unanimous consent, Mr. WOLF was al
lowed to proceed for 1 additional 
minute.) 

Mr. SWIFT. They make the case for 
a rational transportation system for 
the Washington metropolitan area. I 
simply want to say that I commend all 
four of you who have worked so hard 
on this. 

Here is one vote from the Pacific 
Northwest to not cut you guys who are 
behind the tree today. 

Mr. WOLF. I want to thank the gen
tleman very much and just say that if 
I can make a comment, Stark Harris, 
before most of us came here, guaran-

teed this and it was a commitment 
that these bodies have relied on for 
years. There is money in this bill and 
other bills for a Houston system, for 
other systems. It has been a good 
system. It has worked well. We are 
asking for a reasonable balance and 
compromise. 

I just ask my colleagues who are 
looking in here today to give us a no 
vote. I think it is ill-conceived. I under
stand the motivation behind it, but I 
would ask for a "no" vote on this 
amendment. 

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

Mr. WOLF. I yield to the gentleman 
from Virginia. 

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

I have no desire to prolong exces
sively this debate, but I would remind 
my friend, the gentleman from Texas 
[Mr. ARMEY], that as a member of the 
Committee on the District of Colum
bia, I support and most of the mem
bers clearly support and have for 
many years, historically and tradition
ally supported in this Congress an ap
propriation as a Federal payment for 
the city of Washington. This year, as 
you will recall, we appropriated $425 
million to offset, if you will, the ex
penses and the loss of income incurred 
by the Metropolitan D.C. government 
as a result of the metropolitan services 
required because of the presence of 
the Federal Government. 

Very frankly, I say to the gentleman 
from Texas [Mr. ARMEY], I would like 
it a great deal better as a person who 
lives right across the river and whose 
constituents live there as well if the 
people from Texas would stay in 
Texas; if the people from other States 
would not come here and clog the 
roads used by me and my constituents 
everyday of the year. I would be eter
nally grateful if they did not contrib
ute to the crush of traffic. But they, in 
fact, do. Every other car in this town 
has an out-of-State license. It is their 
capital and they are visiting it, by the 
thousands. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 
time of the gentleman from Virginia 
[Mr. WOLF] has again expired. 

<On request of Mr. PARRIS, and by 
unanimous consent, Mr. WOLF was al
lowed to proceed for 1 additional 
minute.) 

Mr. PARRIS. Mr. Chairman, we 
cannot ignore the fact that the provi
sion of a centralized transportation 
system, whether it is used by the per
manent residents to commute to their 
jobs in Federal buildings, which is an
other aspect of the question here, or 
are used by other visitors to this city, 
it is an important ingredient of the 
character of this Capital City. 

That is why I think, in part, the gen
tleman's amendment is ill-founded. 

I thank the gentleman for yielding. 

Mr. WOLF. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
back the balance of my time. 

Mr. COUGHLIN. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike the requisite number of 
words and I rise in opposition to the 
amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, let me remind the 
Members that the subcommittee has 
spent endless hours on this bill. The 
distinguished chairman, the gentle
man from Florida [Mr. LEHMAN], the 
other members of the subcommittee, 
and I, went into every one of these 
issues in very great detail. 

We crafted a bill that is below the 
302(b) budget allocation. When you 
consider the amount for the Coast 
Guard in last year's Defense bill, the 
Transportation bill is $318 million 
below last year's expenditures. 

To cut the construction at Washing
ton National Airport by 86 percent, as 
has been said here, has got to affect 
safety in that airport. Most of the 
Members of this body, as well as their 
constituents, fly into and out of that 
airport. It is a marginal airport. It 
needs that construction. It needs that 
additional safety money. That is very 
important. 

I ride Amtrak. Many people do not 
realize that you just cannot cut our 
one line in Amtrak. Due to labor pro
tection payments, you would create a 
house of cards. It would cost more to 
cut out one line than the savings you 
would get by cutting the line. 

As my colleague from Massachusetts 
has pointed out, this would literally 
collapse Amtrak because it is like a 
house of cards. Once you shut down 
one line, you trigger the shutdown of 
other lines. 

The distinguished representatives 
from the Washington, DC, area have 
very clearly indicated that the Metro 
funding would not create a savings in 
the long run; it would create addition
al costs. 

I hope when the Members vote on 
this amendment, they will vote it 
down. We have a carefully crafted bill 
within budget and below last year. It is 
a good bill, so let us not start taking it 
apart piece by piece just because it 
contains something that is in someone 
else's district or some other part of the 
country. 

Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike the requisite number of 
words, and I rise in opposition to the 
amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, funds for Metro and 
Amtrak represent public sector invest
ment that generates private sector 
jobs. By providing fast and reliable 
transportation into and around the 
District, they increase the economic 
opportunity and productivity of thou
sands of workers in the area. They 
yield a return for the people who use 
them far greater than the amount of 
money we put into this system. 
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I rise today in strong opposition to 

the Armey amendment. I oppose the 
amendment for two reasons. First, it 
would cut $21.7 million in funds for 
the completion of the Washington 
Metro system. Second, it would make 
deep cuts in Amtrak and a host of 
other transportation projects. 

The Washington Metro system has 
had a profound impact on the Wash
ington area, providing a fast, safe, and 
reliable means of public transporta
tion to millions of area residents. The 
Metro system has now been in service 
for 10 years, yet not one stop on the 
Green Line has opened. This is an in
justice to Maryland, and in particular 
to Prince Georges County, one of the 
largest jurisdictions in the country, 
which to this point has borne its share 
of the costs of the project without re
ceiving any of the benefits. Comple
tion of the Green Line would correct 
this situation, and Congressman 
HOYER and I have fought for full fund
ing to make the Metro a truly metro
politan system, serving the entire 
Washington area. It is the funding 
necessary for this job that is threat
ened by the Armey amendment. This 
amounts to changing the rules in the 
middle of the game. We need the 
Green Line to bring green dollars to 
Maryland. 

Amtrak also plays a significant role 
in providing transportation services to 
our Nation's Capital. It provides rail 
service to Washington for thousands 
of commuters from Baltimore and 
western Maryland, services that other 
means of transportation would be 
hard pressed to replace if Amtrak 
funds are cut. In addition, cuts in 
Amtrak funding would cost us some of 
the 2,500 jobs Amtrak provides to 
Maryland and would cause job losses 
in other parts of the country as well. 

I urge my colleagues to reject the 
amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 
question is on the amendments offered 
by the gentleman from Texas [Mr. 
ARMEY]. 

The question was taken; and the 
Chairman announced that the noes 
appeared to have it. 

RECORDED VOTE 

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

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

device, and there were-ayes 77, noes 
344, not voting 10, as follows: 

Armey 
Bartlett 
Barton 
Bates 
Bilirakis 
Boulter 
Broomfield 
Brown<CO> 
Callahan 
Cheney 
Cobey 

[Roll No. 263) 

AYES-77 
Coble 
Combest 
Craig 
Daniel 
Dannemeyer 
Daub 
De Lay 
Dreier 
Eckert <NY> 
Fiedler 
Franklin 

Frenzel 
Gradison 
Gregg 
Hall, Ralph 
Hansen 
Hartnett 
Hiler 
Hubbard 
Huckaby 
Hunter 
Kasich 

Kindness 
Kolbe 
Kramer 
Lagomarsino 
Latta 
Livingston 
Lott 
Lujan 
Mack 
Martin <IL> 
McCandless 
Michel 
Miller <OH > 
Miller <WA> 
Monson 
Montgomery 

Ackerman 
Akaka 
Alexander 
Anderson 
Andrews 
Annunzio 
Anthony 
Applegate 
Archer 
As pin 
Atkins 
Au Coin 
Badham 
Barnard 
Barnes 
Bateman 
Beilenson 
Bennett 
Bentley 
Bereuter 
Berman 
Bevill 
Biaggi 
Bliley 
Boehlert 
Boggs 
Boland 
Boner<TN> 
Bonior <MI> 
Bonker 
Borski 
Bosco 
Boucher 
Boxer 
Brooks 
Brown <CA> 
Bruce 
Bryant 
Burton <CA> 
Burton <IN> 
Bustamante 
Byron 
Campbell 
Carper 
Carr 
Chandler 
Chapman 
Chappell 
Chappie 
Clay 
Clinger 
Coats 
Coelho 
Coleman <MO> 
Coleman <TX> 
Collins 
Conte 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Coughlin 
Courter 
Coyne 
Crane 
Crockett 
Darden 
Daschle 
Davis 
de la Garza 
Dellums 
Derrick 
De Wine 
Dickinson 
Dicks 
Dingell 
DioGuardi 
Dixon 

Moorhead 
Nielson 
Oxley 
Petri 
Porter 
Ray 
Roemer 
Roth 
Schuette 
Sensenbrenner 
Shumway 
Siljander 
Smith <NE> 
Smith, Denny 

<OR> 
Smith, Robert 

<NH> 

NOES-344 

Solomon 
Stenholm 
Strang 
Stump 
Sundquist 
Sweeney 
Swindall 
Tauke 
Tauzin 
Thomas <CA> 
Walker 
Weber 
Zschau 

Donnelly Jones <TN> 
Dornan <CA> Kanjorski 
Dowdy Kaptur 
Downey Kastenmeier 
Duncan Kemp 
Durbin Kennelly 
Dwyer Kildee 
Dymally Kleczka 
Dyson Kolter 
Early Kostmayer 
Eckart <OH> LaFalce 
Edgar Lantos 
Edwards <CA> Leach <IA> 
Edwards <OK> Leath CTX> 
Emerson Lehman <CA> 
English Lehman <FL> 
Erdreich Leland 
Evans <IA> Lent 
Evans <IL> Levin <MI> 
Fascell Levine <CA> 
Fawell Lewis <CA> 
Fazio Lewis <FL> 
Feighan Lightfoot 
Fields Lipinski 
Fish Lloyd 
Flippo Loeffler 
Florio Long 
Foglietta Lowery <CA> 
Foley Lowry <WA> 
Ford <MI> Luken 
Ford <TN> Lundine 
Frank Lungren 
Frost MacKay 
Fuqua Madigan 
Gallo Manton 
Garcia Markey 
Gaydos Marlenee 
Gejdenson Martin <NY> 
Gekas Martinez 
Gephardt Matsui 
Gibbons Mavroules 
Gilman Mazzo Ii 
Glickman McCain 
Gonzalez Mccloskey 
Goodling McColl um 
Gordon Mccurdy 
Gray <IL> McDade 
Gray <PA> McEwen 
Green McGrath 
Guarini McHugh 
Hall <OH > McKernan 
Hamilton McMillan 
Hammerschmidt Meyers 
Hatcher Mica 
Hawkins Mikulski 
Hayes Miller <CA> 
Hefner Mineta 
Hendon Mitchell 
Henry Moakley 
Hertel Molinari 
Hillis Mollohan 
Holt Moody 
Hopkins Morrison <CT> 
Horton Morrison <WA> 
Howard Mrazek 
Hoyer Murphy 
Hughes Murtha 
Hutto Myers 
Hyde Natcher 
Ireland Neal 
Jacobs Nelson 
Jeffords Nichols 
Jenkins Nowak 
Johnson Oakar 
Jones <NC> Oberstar 
Jones <OK> Obey 

Olin 
Ortiz 
Owens 
Packard 
Panetta 
Parris 
Pashayan 
Pease 
Penny 
Pepper 
Perkins 
Pickle 
Price 
Pursell 
Quillen 
Rahall 
Rangel 
Regula 
Reid 
Richardson 
Ridge 
Rinaldo 
Ritter 
Roberts 
Robinson 
Rodino 
Roe 
Rogers 
Rose 
Rostenkowski 
Roukema 
Rowland <CT> 
Rowland <GA> 
Roybal 
Rudd 
Russo 
Sabo 
Savage 
Saxton 

Bedell 
Breaux 
Carney 
Dorgan <ND> 

Schaefer 
Scheuer 
Schneider 
Schroeder 
Schulze 
Schumer 
Seiberling 
Sharp 
Shaw 
Shelby 
Shuster 
Sikorski 
Sisisky 
Skeen 
Skelton 
Slattery 
Slaughter 
Smith<FL> 
Smith <IA> 
Smith <NJ> 
Smith, Robert 

<OR> 
Snowe 
Snyder 
Solarz 
Spence 
Spratt 
St Germain 
Staggers 
Stallings 
Stangeland 
Stark 
Stokes 
Stratton 
Studds 
Swift 
Synar 
Tallon 
Taylor 

Thomas <GA> 
Torres 
Torricelli 
Towns 
Traficant 
Traxler 
Udall 
Valentine 
Vander Jagt 
Vento 
Visclosky 
Volkmer 
Vucanovich 
Waldon 
Walgren 
Watkins 
Waxman 
Weaver 
Weiss 
Wheat 
Whitehurst 
Whitley 
Whittaker 
Whitten 
Williams 
Wilson 
Wirth 
Wise 
Wolf 
Wolpe 
Wortley 
Wright 
Wyden 
Wylie 
Yates 
Yatron 
Young<AK> 
Young<FL> 
Young<MO> 

NOT VOTING-10 
Fowler 
Gingrich 
Grotberg 
Gunderson 

0 1400 

McKinney 
Moore 

Mr. EVANS of Iowa and Mr. 
BOLAND changed their votes from 
"aye" to "no." 

So the amendments were rejected. 
The result of the vote was an

nounced as above recorded. 
Mr. VENTO. Mr. Chairman, I move 

to strike the last word. 
The CHAIRMAN pro tempore <Mr. 

GRAY of Illinois). The gentleman is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
support of H.R. 5205, a bill providing 
appropriations for the Department of 
Transportation for fiscal year 1987. I 
particularly want to commend the 
chairman of the Appropriations Sub
committee on Transportation, Con
gressman BILL LEHMAN, and the mem
bers of the subcommittee, including 
my good friend and colleague from 
Minnesota, MARTIN SABO, for their fine 
work in reporting this measure to the 
floor today. In particular, I want to 
commend the subcommittee for their 
response to the inadequate oversight 
of our Nation's pipelines. 

Mr. Chairman, across the country, 
there are old pipelines which are leak
ing or spilling thousands of gallons of 
hazardous liquids in residential, com
mercial, and agricultural areas. On 
July 8, the very real threat posed by 
these pipelines was dramatically and 
tragically brought to the public's at
tention. Early that morning, an under
ground pipeline carrying gasoline rup-
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tured and exploded in Mounds View, 
MN, killing a young woman and her 
daughter. Another woman was serious
ly burned and hundreds of area resi
dents were evacuated from their 
homes in the middle of the night. 
Many homes in the area suffered seri
ous damage as a result of this tragedy. 

The problem with such pipelines is 
not new. In 1983, in response to re
ports of a series of pipeline leaks in 
Minnesota, I requested a General Ac
counting Office [GAOJ investigation 
to examine the issue of pipeline safety 
and to examine the operations of the 
Department of Transportation's 
Office of Pipeline Safety [OPSJ. The 
1984 issued GAO report noted that 
only three inspectors were responsible 
for monitoring the safety of thousands 
of miles of hazardous substance pipe
lines in Minnesota and nine other Mid
western States. The GAO also found 
that some pipeline operators were in
spected only once over a 4-year period 
from 1978 to 1982 and that some oper
ators were not inspected at all during 
this same period. 

In addition, I introduced legislation 
on June 14, 1983, in the 98th Congress, 
H.R. 3314, which would have required 
additional testing and inspection of 
pipelines. My bill stressed testing the 
location of the pipelines near populat
ed areas, the age of the lines, as well 
as geologic and climatic factors that 
the pipeline was subjected to. 

Clearly, Mr. Chairman, the GAO 
report and the Mounds View tragedy 
demonstrates that the Office of Pipe
line Safety must assume a more visible 
and effective role in monitoring the 
safety of this Nation's hazardous sub
stance pipelines. Unfortunately, the 
administration to date has not sought 
adequate funding for such an effective 
role. 

At my request, Congressman SABO, 
with the support of Chairman 
LEHMAN, included language in this bill 
which directs the Department of 
Transportation to assign two addition
al field inspectors to the regional pipe
line safety office which covers Minne
sota. This represents a 66-percent in
crease in inspectors for the Midwest 
region. While this is still an inad
equate number of inspectors, it is a 
substantial improvement over the 
present situation in light of the prob
lems that have occurred in our area. 
In addition, it requires the Pipeline 
Safety Office to undertake annual 
comprehensive inspections of the 
area's pipelines. The report language 
also directs the Department to submit 
within 45 days after the enactment of 
the bill, a report "reassessing the need 
for establishing mandatory quality as
surance requirements for all pipeline 
operators" including a review of qual
ity assurance of the Williams Pipeline 
Co., which was the operator of the line 
involved in the July 8 accident. 

The 1979 law that placed DOT and 
the Office of Pipeline Safety in charge 
of hazardous liquid pipelines along 
with their duty to regulate natural gas 
pipelines is enormously important. 
The fact is that these pipelines repre
sent potential fire bombs in the very 
heart of our communities and the gov
ernment, both National and State, 
must do a better job to monitor and 
assure the safety of such pipelines to 
avert a repeat of the Mounds View 
trag~dy. This legislation represents a 
real commitment on the part of this 
House to address the shortcomings of 
the current Office of Pipeline Safety's 
role and reconciling it with their envi
sioned and necessary role to establish 
assurances to prevent such accidents 
and a stronger promotion of pipeline 
safety. 

It must be pointed out that the 1979 
laws, which the Congress enacted and 
which I supported, regulating hazard
ous liquid pipelines has not been im
plemented as effectively as it should 
have been. We can do many things as 
we draft policy, specify and define, but 
we can't pour common sense into the 
head of the administrators or the ad
ministration. The Office of Pipeline 
Safety has been a reluctant regulator 
too prone to let the pipeline compa
nies self-regulate. Congress has in this 
measure before us, gone beyond the 
administration request and has provid
ed consistent pressure to get this job 
done properly. Let us hope it is finally 
heeded today. 

Mr. Chairman, I also note that the 
measure before us includes a research 
and development policy initiative spe
cifically focused on a pipeline welding 
fracture data project at the Oregon 
Graduate Center. A faulty weld is the 
chief candidate for the cause of the 
Mounds View, MN, accident. Obvious
ly, any insights gained through such 
research is vital to the safe operation 
of pipelines. Furthermore, this meas
ure, H.R. 5205, provides two important 
studies: Section 321(a), the Safety En
forcement Program performance, and 
section 321(d), a long range national 
transportation strategics study. Both 
are needed and focus on a broad, na
tionwide problem. These studies merit 
the House's strong support and my 
praise. The chairman, Mr. LEHMAN, 
has provided the yeoman service 
needed. 

These are important first steps. 
However, Congress must continue to 
take the initiative. When this body 
considers the pipeline safety authori
zation, we must build upon today's 
good efforts and set in place an im
proved program to insure that the 
Mounds View tragedy does not repeat 
itself in other communities. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 
time of the gentleman has expired. 

The Clerk will read. 
The Clerk read as follows: 

AVIATION INSURANCE REVOLVING FuND 

The Secretary of Transportation is hereby 
authorized to make such expenditures and 
investments, within the limits of funds 
available pursuant to section 1306 of the Act 
of August 23, 1958, as amended <49 U.S.C. 
1536), and in accordance with section 104 of 
the Government Corporation Control Act, 
as amended (31 U.S.C. 9104), as may be nee· 
essary in carrying out the program set forth 
in the budget for the current fiscal year for 
aviation insurance activities under said Act. 

AIRCRAFT PURCHASE LOAN GUARANTEE 
PROGRAM 

The Secretary of Transportation may 
hereafter issue notes or other obligations to 
the Secretary of the Treasury, in such 
forms and denominations, bearing such ma· 
turities, and subject to such terms and con· 
ditions as the Secretary of the Treasury 
may prescribe. Such obligations may be 
issued to pay any necessary expenses re
quired pursuant to any guarantee issued 
under the Act of September 7, 1957, Public 
Law 85-307, as amended <49 U.S.C. 1324 
note>. None of the funds in this Act shall be 
available for the implementation or execu
tion of programs under this head, the obli
gations for which are in excess of 
$75,000,000 during fiscal year 1987. Such ob
ligations shall be redeemed by the Secretary 
from appropriations authorized by this sec
tion. The Secretary of the Treasury shall 
purchase any such obligations, and for such 
purpose he may use as a public debt trans
action the proceeds from the sale of any se
curities issued under the Second Liberty 
Bond Act, as now or hereafter in force. The 
purposes for which securities may be issued 
under such Act are extended to include any 
purchase of notes or other obligations 
issued under the subsection. The Secretary 
of the Treasury may sell any such obliga
tions at such times and price and upon such 
terms and conditions as he shall determine 
in his discretion. All purchases, redemp
tions, and sales of such obligations by such 
Secretary shall be treated as public debt 
transactions of the United States. 

FEDERAL HIGHWAY 
ADMINISTRATION 

LIMITATION ON GENERAL OPERATING 
EXPENSES 

Necessary expenses for administration, op
eration, and research of the Federal High
way Administration, not to exceed 
$202,750,000, shall be paid, in accordance 
with law, from appropriations made avail
able by this Act to the Federal Highway Ad
ministration together with advances and re
imbursements received by the Federal High
way Administration: Provided, That not to 
exceed $39,288,000 of the amount provided 
herein shall remain available until expend
ed: Provided further, That, notwithstanding 
any other provision of law, there may be 
credited to this account funds received from 
state, counties, municipalities, other public 
authorities and private sources, for training 
expenses incurred for nonfederal employees. 

HIGHWAY SAFETY RESEARCH AND 
DEVELOPMENT 

(HIGHWAY TRUST FuND) 

For necessary expenses in carrying out 
provisions of sections 307(a) and 403 of title 
23, United Sates Code, to be derived from 
the Highway Trust Fund and to remain 
available until expended, $7 ,000,000. 
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HIGHWAY-RELATED SAFETY GRANTS (LIQUIDA

TION OF CONTRACT AUTHORIZATION) (HIGH
WAY TRUST Fmm) 
For payment of obligations incurred in 

carrying out the provisions of title 23, 
United States Code, section 402, adminis
tered by the Federal Highway Administra
tion, to remain available until expended, 
$12,000,000, to be derived from the Highway 
Trust Fund: Provided, That not to exceed 
$100,000 of the amount appropriated herein 
shall be available for "Limitation on general 
operating expenses": Provided further, That 
none of the funds in this Act shall be avail
able for the planning or execution of pro
grams the obligations for which are in 
excess of $100,000,000 in fiscal year 1987 for 
"Highway-related safety grants". 

RAILROAD-HIGHWAY CROSSINGS 
DEMONSTRATION PROJECTS 

For necessary expenses of certain rail
road-highway crossings demonstration 
projects as authorized by section 163 of the 
Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1973, as amend
ed, to remain available until expended, 
$23,500,000, of which $15,333,333 shall be 
derived from the Highway Trust Fund. 

FEDERAL-AID HIGHWAYS (LIMITATION ON 
OBLIGATIONS) (HIGHWAY TRUST F'mm) 

None of the funds in the Act shall be 
available for the implementation or execu
tion of programs the obligations for which 
are in excess of $13,125,000,000 for federal
aid highways and highway safety construc
tion programs for fiscal year 1987. 

FEDERAL-AID HIGHWAYS (LIQUIDATION OF 
CONTRACT AUTHORIZATION) (HIGHWAY 
TRUST F'uND) 

For carrying out the provisions of title 23, 
United States Code, that are attributable to 
federal-aid highways, including the National 
Scenic and Recreational Highway as author
ized by 23 U.S.C. 148, not otherwise provid
ed, including reimbursements for sums ex
pended pursuant to the provisions of 23 
U.S.C. 308, $13,036,000,000 or so much 
thereof as may be available in and derived 
from the Highway Trust Fund, to remain 
available until expended. 
RIGHT-OF-WAY REVOLVING FUND (LIMITATION 

ON DIRECT LOANS) (HIGHWAY TRUST F'uND) 

During fiscal year 1987 and with the re
sources and authority available, gross obli-
gations for the principal amount of direct 
loans shall not exceed $47,850,000. 

MOTOR CARRIER SAFETY 

For necessary expenses to carry out the 
motor carrier safety functions of the Secre
tary as authorized by the Department of 
Transportation Act (80 Stat. 939-940), 
$20,447,000, of which $1,300,000 shall 
remain available until expended, and not to 
exceed $1,532,000 shall be available for 
"Limitations on general operating ex
penses". 
MOTOR CARRIER SAFETY GRANTS (LIQUIDA

TION OF CONTRACT AUTHORIZATION) (HIGH
WAY TRUST F'uND) 

For payment of obligations incurred for 
motor carrier safety grants, as authorized 
by law, $18,000,000, to be derived from the 
Highway Trust Fund and to remain avail
able until September 30, 1990: Provided, 
That none of the funds in this Act shall be 
available for the planning or execution of 
programs the obligations for which are in 
excess of $50,000,000 in fiscal year 1987 for 
"Motor carrier safety grants". 

BALTIMORE-WASHINGTON PARKWAY 
(HIGHWAY TRUST FUND) 

For necessary expenses, not otherwise 
provided to carry out the provisions of the 
Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1970, for the 
Baltimore-Washington Parkway, to remain 
available until expended, $9,000,000, to be 
derived from the Highway Trust Fund and 
to be withdrawn therefrom at such times 
and in such amounts as may be necessary. 
AIRPORT-HIGHWAY DEMONSTRATION PROJECT 

For necessary expenses to carry out a 
highway project to depress a highway in 
Shawnee, Oklahoma, that demonstrates 
methods of improving air service to a small 
community by extension of a runway over a 
depressed road, $1,887,000, to remain avail
able until expended. 

EXPRESSWAY GAP CLOSING DEMONSTRATION 
PROJECT 

For necessary expenses to carry out a 
highway construction project along State 
Route 113 in north-central California that 
demonstrates methods of reducing motor 
vehicle congestion and increasing employ
ment, $13,900,000 to remain available until 
expended: Provided, That such funds shall 
be exempt from any limitation on obliga
tions for federal-aid highways and highway 
safety construction programs. 
INTERMODAL URBAN DEMONSTRATION PROJECT 

(HIGHWAY TRUST FUND) 

For necessary expenses to carry out the 
provisions of section 124 of the Federal-Aid 
Highway Amendments of 1974 $11,000,000, 
to be derived from the Highway Trust Fund. 
HIGHWAY SAFETY AND ECONOMIC DEVELOP-

MENT DEMONSTRATION PROJECTS (HIGHWAY 
TRUST F'uND) 

For necessary expenses to carry out con
struction projects in the State of Mississippi 
on Route 302 to connect 1-55 and U.S. High
way 72, on State Route 6 from Pontotoc to 
Oxford, on U.S. Highway 82 from 1-55 to 
Starkville, and on U.S. Highway 72 from 
Corinth, Mississippi, to the Tennessee state 
line, that demonstrate the safety and eco
nomic benefits of widening and improving 
highways, there is authorized to be appro
priated such sums as may be necessary, to 
be derived from the Highway Trust Fund 
and to remain available until expended, of 
which $10,000,000 is hereby appropriated, to 
remain available until expended, for the 
projects identified under this head on Route 
302 and on U.S. Highway 82: Provided, That 
all funds appropriated under this head shall 
be exempt from any limitation on obliga
tions for federal-aid highways and highway 
safety construction programs. 

AIRPORT ACCESS DEMONSTRATION PROJECT 
(HIGHWAY TRUST FUND) 

For necessary expenses to carry out a 
demonstration project in the vicinity of the 
Ontario International Airport in San Ber
nardino County, California, for the purpose 
of demonstrating methods of improving 
highway access to an airport that is project
ed to incur a substantial increase in air serv
ice, $4,000,000, to remain available until ex
pended and to be derived from the Highway 
Trust Fund: Provided, That such funds 
shall be exempt from any limitation on obli
gations for federal-aid highways and high
way safety construction programs. 
HIGHWAY SAFETY IMPROVEMENT DEMONSTRA

TION PROJECT <HIGHWAY TRUST F'uNDl 

For the purpose of carrying out a coordi
nated project of highway improvements in 
the vicinity of Pontiac and East Lansing, 
Michigan, that demonstrates methods of en-

hancing safety and promoting economic de
velopment through widening and resurfac
ing of highways on the federal-aid primary 
system and on roads on the federal-aid 
urban system, there is hereby authorized to 
be appropriated $32,000,000, to be derived 
from the Highway Trust Fund and to 
remain available until expended, of which 
$7,000,000 is hereby appropriated: Provided, 
That all funds appropriated under this head 
shall be exempt from any limitation on obli
gations for federal-aid highways and high
way safety construction programs. 
HIGHWAY-RAILROAD GRADE CROSSING SAFETY 

DEMONSTRATION PROJECT (HIGHWAY TRUST 
FUND) 

For the purpose of carrying out a coordi
nated project of highway-railroad grade 
crossing separations in Mineola, New York, 
that demonstrates methods of enhancing 
highway-railroad grade crossing safety 
while minimizing surrounding environmen
tal effects, there is hereby authorized to be 
appropriated $50,000,000, to be derived from 
the Highway Trust Fund and to remain 
available until expended, of which 
$3,000,000 is hereby appropriated: Provided, 
That all funds appropriated under this head 
shall be exempt from any limitation on obli
gations for federal-aid highways and high
way safety construction programs. 
NUCLEAR WASTE TRANSPORTATION SAFETY 

DEMONSTRATION PROJECT (HIGHWAY TRUST 
FUND) 

For necessary expenses for a project to 
construct a relief route in the Los Alamos
Santa Fe, New Mexico, corridor that demon
strates methods of improving the safety of 
transporting nuclear waste by constructing 
an alternate route with specific safety fea
tures, $4,000,000, to be derived from the 
Highway Trust Fund and to remain avail
able until expended: Provided, That such 
funds shall be exempt from any limitation 
on obligations for federal-aid highways and 
highway safety construction programs. 

THEODORE ROOSEVELT BRIDGE CAPACITY 
IMPROVEMENTS (HIGHWAY TRUST F'uND) 

For necessary expenses to improve the 
safety, capacity, and operation of the Theo
dore Roosevelt Bridge on 1-66, connecting 
the Commonwealth of Virginia and the Dis
trict of Columbia, $1,500,000, to be derived 
from the Highway Trust Fund and to 
remain available until expended: Provided, 
That such funds shall be exempt from any 
limitation on obligations for federal-aid 
highways and highway safety construction 
programs. 

AIRPORT ACCESS HIGHWAY DEMONSTRATION 
PROJECT (HIGHWAY TRUST F'uND) 

For necessary expenses to carry out a 
demonstration project in the vicinity of the 
New Orleans International Airport in Jef
ferson Parish, Louisiana, for the purpose of 
demonstrating methods of improving high
way access to an airport that is suffering 
from commuter congestion and is in the 
process of extending its main east-west 
runway, $5,000,000, to remain available until 
expended and to be derived from the High
way Trust Fund: Provided, That such funds 
shall be exempt from any limitation on obli
gations for federal-aid highways and high
way safety construction programs. 

NATIONAL HIGHWAY TRAFFIC 
SAFETY ADMINISTRATION 

OPERATIONS AND RESEARCH 

For expenses necessary to discharge the 
functions of the Secretary with respect to 
traffic and highway safety and functions 
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under the Motor Vehicle Information and 
Cost Savings Act <Public Law 92-513, as 
amended), $93,600,000 of which $37,742,000 
shall be derived from the Highway Trust 
Fund: Provided, That not to exceed 
$44,268,000 shall remain available until ex
pended, of which $21,637,000 shall be de
rived from the Highway Trust Fund: Pro
vided further, That, of the funds available 
under this head, $10,000,000 shall be avail
able to implement the recommendations of 
the 1985 National Academy of Sciences 
report on trauma research. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. CARR 

Mr. CARR. Mr. Chairman, I off er an 
amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. CARR: On page 

23, line 11, after "$93,600,000," insert "to
gether with $2,000,000 to be derived from 
unobligated balances of "Payments to air 
carriers",". 

Mr. CARR. Mr. Chairman, this 
amendment really should not be very 
controversial. It has been checked 
with the minority and the majority 
leader on this bill. The amendment 
has no net dollar effect. It will not add 
to the totals of the bill. It simply 
shifts $2 million from one account to 
another. 

I am advised that the account from 
which these funds would be taken has 
a higher unobligated balance than 
originally anticipated and that this 
trans! er should not negatively affect 
the program in any way. 

D 1415 
Mr. Chairman, the committee was 

wise in deleting $2. 75 million from the 
administration's request for its so
called national occupant protection 
program. That program, as laid out by 
the administration, would focus on the 
wrong safety belt usage priorities. We 
do not need to spend more money to 
print pamphlets and conduct seminars 
on the general benefits of seatbelts. 
Polls show us that people already 
know about these benefits. 

What we do need is a focus program 
to implement and build upon the man
datory use laws already enacted in 
order to achieve sustained levels of 
high usage and to save lives. This 
amendment would so focus that 
money. 

Mr. LEHMAN of Florida. Mr. Chair
man, I move to strike the requisite 
number of words, and I rise in support 
of this amendment. 

The gentleman from Michigan [Mr. 
CARR] is correct that the amendment 
has no net dollar effect on the bill. 
The gentleman is also correct that the 
estimated unobligated balance in the 
payments to air carriers program is 
higher than first estimated, and that 
this program would not be adversely 
affected by the · reduction of these 
funds. 

I agree with the gentleman that 
these funds should be used only in 
States with mandatory use laws only 
and for the purposes outlined in his 
statement. 

I know the gentleman will assist me 
in reviewing the status of these funds 
with NHTSA during our fiscal year 
1988 budget hearings to assure full 
compliance with the gentleman's 
wishes. 

Mr. COUGHLIN. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield. 

Mr. LEHMAN of Florida. I yield to 
the gentleman from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. COUGHLIN. Mr. Chairman, I 
want to associate myself with the re
marks of the distinguished chairman 
of the subcommittee. We certainly 
have no objection to the amendment 
on this side. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore <Mr. 
GRAY of Illinois). The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentle
man from Michigan [Mr. CARR]. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. WALKER 

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Chairman, I 
off er an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. WALKER: In 

title I, on page 23, line 11, strike 
"$93,600,000" and insert in lieu thereof, 
"$73,600,000". 

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Chairman, this is 
the additional amendment that I had 
hoped to off er earlier in the day en 
bloc. It is in fact an attempt to deal 
with the burgeoning drug crisis in this 
country by putting $20 million into 
the Coast Guard and taking it, as this 
amendment does, out of NHTSA, the 
National Highway Transportation 
Safety Administration. 

The need for the money for the 
Coast Guard is clear. Here it is. This is 
the drug package, the bipartisan drug 
package. 

One of the items in this drug pack
age is a bill, H.R. 5268. H.R. 5268 
specifies that we need 1,500 additional 
Coast Guard personnel at a cost of $40 
million. In addition, it also specifies 
that we need secure radio communica
tions for the Coast Guard to the tune 
of $50 million. 

In order to get some of that money, 
I suggest that right now we ought to 
make a $20 million transfer within 
this bill. Twenty million dollars does 
not get us all the money, but it gets us 
a part of the money. 

My concern is this. We are talking 
and we are now introducing bills that 
relate to a war on drugs. We have no 
money to do it. The $90 million called 
for in H.R. 5268 is simply unavailable. 
Should this money be authorized by 
the House, there would be no ability 
under this appropriation to provide 
that money. This committee will have 
bumped up against the 302 allocation, 
and we will not be able to provide the 
money necessary to carry out that por
tion of the war on drugs. 

The only way that we can get the 
money is how to figure out some lesser 
priority in order to put the money into 
the Coast Guard funds. That is what I 
propose to do. 

Why do I regard the NHTSA appro
priation a lesser priority? 

Because what they are doing right 
now is spending $20 million a year 
given to the States for the purpose of 
enforcing the 55-mile-an-hour speed 
limit law. In other words, under our 
national priorities, we are saying that 
keeping people from going 56 miles an 
hour is more important than fighting 
drugs in this country. 

I suggest that that is a ridiculous 
priority. 

Even the chairman of the commit
tee, the gentleman who proudly 
claimed to have authored the bill for 
55 miles an hour, came out here a 
little earlier today and admitted to us 
that the law is being completely dis
obeyed, that there is no traffic in the 
country moving at 55 miles an hour, 
that regularly traffic in this country is 
moving at 61 miles an hour and 62 
miles an hour, that the public is 
roundly ignoring. That is from the 
chairman himself; that is not me 
saying that . . The chairman is making 
the statement that the 55-mile-an
hour speed limit is today being rou
tinely ignored by virtually the entire 
country. 

Yet we are spending $20 million in 
order to have a situation where we are 
trying to enforce that law. 

Mr. HOW ARD. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. WALKER. I yield to the gentle
man from New Jersey. 

Mr. HOWARD. Mr. Chairman, what 
I said was that the average speed is 
not 55, the same as where it is marked 
20 miles an hour, that is not 20; where 
it is marked 30, it is not 30. We have 
discrepancies with the radar and such 
things, so I do not want the gentleman 
to misinterpret what I said in my pre
vious statement. 

Mr. WALKER. I understand what 
the gentleman said. What the gentle
man is telling us is that the speed laws 
around the country are being routine
ly ignored. 

Mr. HOW ARD. If the gentleman 
will continue to yield, what the gentle
man wanted to try to do then was to 
take away the enforcement for it. It 
seems to me that would be worse. 

Mr. WALKER. No. For years and 
years and years, we allowed the en
forcement to happen with the States. 
We allowed them to set the law and 
we allowed them to enforce the law. 
They enforced a law that was far more 
rational for their individual States. 
They set speed limits on their roads 
that were rational for those particular 
areas. 

That does not require then $20 mil
lion of funding from the Federal Gov
ernment in order to do what is ration
al within those States. 

What I am suggesting to the gentle
man is, there are lives being lost today 
as a result of drugs. This country is 
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seeing a massive increase in the drug tickets to comply with Federal law. I am sure 
deaths in this country. We are seeing my colleagues would agree with me that our 
them go into the thousands of drug law enforcement officer's time could be better 
deaths. spent fighting crime and protecting citizens. 

We are seeing at the same time that Mr. Chairman, a CBS news story on the 55-
traffic fatalities are steadily headed mile-per-hour issue was filmed on 1-40 in my 
downward. The gentleman claims that district, where, with the exception of Albuquer
in part this is because of the 55-mile- que, no New Mexico county traversed by an 
an-hour speed limit. I claim that in interstate highway has more than 40 people 
large part it is because of new technol- per square mile. The New Mexico State Legis
ogy in automobiles and because of a lature recently passed a memorial urging Con
number of factors, including better gress to enact legislation permitting a higher 
roads. speed limit. We take this issue very seriously 

So it seems to me that if you select in New Mexico because it has serious conse
among priorities, what you ought to be quences for New Mexicans. 
doing here is selecting the priority I urge my colleagues to support Mr. WALK-
that saves the most lives. You save the ER'S amendment. 
most lives with $20 million by taking it Mr. MARLENEE. Mr. Chairman, I stand in 
for fighting drugs, by having a war on support of Mr. WALKER'S amendment to chan
drugs in this country, rather than nel funds from enforcing the 55-mile-per-hour 
trying to keep people driving at 56 speed limit to the Coast Guard for their drug 
miles. trafficking crackdown. 

Literally, we have a policy in this The time has come to abolish the 55-mile-
country that suggests that if you drive per-hour limit. It is an ignored and ineffective 
56 miles an hour, you are evading the law which was established as a conservation 
law, and I suggest that that is non- issue and has since been turned into a safety 
sense. issue. It's time we abolish this failed Federal 

Mr. LEHMAN of Florida. Mr. Chair- experiment of the 55-mile-per-hour speed 
man, I rise in strong opposition to this limit. 
amendment. Montana neither obeys nor respects the 55-

Mr. Chairman, this $20 million cut mile-per-hour, and the law enforcement used 
will decimate the work of the National to combat 65-mile-per-hour speeders could be 
Highway Traffic Safety Administra- put to much better use in efforts to get drunk 
tion. Thousands of lives will be lost on drivers off the streets and highways of Mon
our highways because of the work that tana and the Nation or to interdict drug traf-
they won't be able to do. fickers. 

This subject has already been debat- A recent Gallup poll showed public support 
ed. We have already had one rollcall for the 55-mile-per-hour is the lowest since 
vote. I don't see a need to prolong this the law was enacted in 197 4. 
debate. States like Montana have long stretches of 

Mr. HOWARD. Mr. Chairman, will rural interstate. These rural interstates see 
the gentleman yield? only 19 percent of the country's highway traf-

Mr. LEHMAN of Florida. I yield to fie and account for only 4 percent of the high-
the gentleman from New Jersey. way fatalities. It's quite clear that increasing 

Mr. HOWARD. Mr. Chairman, is the speed limit will not cost thousands of lives 
th~re ~one~ for drug enforcement in on rural highways. 
this leg1slat1on? Why raise the limit? Because it makes 

Mr. LEHMAN of Florida. There is a • sense. 
$373 million minimum for the Coast The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 
Guard drug interdiction. . question is on the amendment offered 

Mr. HOWARD. Is that an mcrease by the gentleman from Pennsylvania 
from last year? . [Mr. WALKER]. 

Mr. LEHMAN of Florida. That is a The question was taken; and the 
$60 million increase over l~t year.. . Chairman pro tempore announced 

Mr. RICHARDSON. Mr. Chairman, I rrse rn that the noes appeared to have it. 
support of Mr. WALKER'S amendment. The 
issue of the 55-mile-per-hour speed limit is 
very important to my home State of New 
Mexico. 

Mr. Chairman, I realize this point has been 
made many times over, but I feel very strongly 
that I must make it once more-those of us in 
rural areas and States have been clearly dis
advantaged by this law. I am sure many of my 
colleagues share my sentiments. It is time to 
reevaluate a law passed in a time of crisis and 
whose impacts have been felt by different re
gions of the country in very unequal ways. 

A vote for this amendment will benefit law 
enforcement in remote areas. In New Mexico, 
we have a total of 300 State police officers for 
the entire State; they cover very large geo
graphic areas and their responsibilities are 
many. Under "55 mile-per-hour duress," they 
spend a great deal of time issuing speeding 

RECORDED VOTE 

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

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

device, and there were-ayes 118, noes 
303, not voting l~, as follows: 

Archer 
Armey 
Bartlett 
Barton 
Bates 
Biaggi 
Bilirakis 
Bliley 
Boulter 
Broomfield 
Brown<CO> 
Burton <IN> 

[Roll No. 2641 

AYE&-118 
Callahan'-
Campbell 
Chappie 
Cheney 
Cobey 
Coble 
Combest 
Craig 
Crane 
Daniel 
Dannemeyer 
Daschle 

Daub 
De Lay 
DornanCCA> 
Dreier 
Edwards <OK) 
English 
Erdreich 
Fields 
Foglietta 
Frank 
Franklin 
Frenzel 

Frost 
Gingrich 
Glickman 
Gregg 
Hall, Ralph 
Hansen 
Hartnett 
Hendon 
Hopkins 
Huckaby 
Hughes 
Hunter 
Hyde 
Jones <OK> 
Kasi ch 
Kemp 
Kindness 
Kolbe 
Kramer 
Lagomarsino 
Latta 
Leach <IA> 
Leath <TX> 
Lloyd 
Loeffler 
Lott 
Lujan 
Lungren 

Ackerman 
Akaka 
Alexander 
Anderson 
Andrews 
Annunzio 
Anthony 
Applegate 
Asp in 
Atkins 
Au Coin 
Badham 
Barnard 
Barnes 
Bateman 
Beilenson 
Bennett 
Bentley 
Bereuter 
Berman 
Bevill 
Boehlert 
Boggs 
Boland 
Boner CTN> 
Bonior <MI> 
Bonker 
Borski 
Bosco 
Boxer 
Brooks 
Brown CCA> 
Bruce 
Bryant 
Burton CCA> 
Bustamante 
Byron 
Carper 
Carr 
Chandler 
Chapman 
Chappell 
Clay 
Clinger 
Coats 
Coelho 
Coleman <MO> 
Coleman <TX> 
Collins 
Conte 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Coughlin 
Courter 
Coyne 
Crockett 
Darden 
Davis 
de la Garza 
Dellums 
Derrick 
De Wine 
Dickinson 
Dicks 
Dingell 

Mack 
Madigan 
McCain 
McCandless 
McColl um 
McKernan 
McMillan 
Michel 
Monson 
Moorhead 
Murphy 
Nielson 
Oxley 
Pashayan 
Penny 
Petri 
Pickle 
Porter 
Reid 
Richardson 
Roberts 
Roemer 
Roth 
Rudd 
Schaefer 
Seiberling 
Sensenbrenner 
Shaw 

NOES-303 
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Shelby 
Shumway 
Skeen 
Slattery 
Slaughter 
Smith<NE> 
Smith, Robert 

CNH> 
Smith, Robert 

<OR> 
Solomon 
St Germain 
Stenholm 
Strang 
Stump 
Sweeney 
Swindall 
Tauzin 
Thomas <CA> 
Vander Jagt 
Vucanovich 
Walker 
Weaver 
Weber 
Whittaker 
Williams 
Young<FL> 
Zschau 

DioGuardi Jeffords 
Dixon Jenkins 
Donnelly Johnson 
Dorgan <ND> Jones <NC> 
Dowdy Jones <TN> 
Downey Kanjorski 
Duncan Kaptur 
Durbin Kastenmeier 
Dwyer Kennelly 
Dymally Kildee 
Dyson Kleczka 
Early Kolter 
Eckart <OH> Kostmayer 
Eckert <NY> LaFalce 
Edgar Lantos 
Edwards CCA> Lehman CCA> 
Emerson Lehman <FL> 
Evans CIA> Leland 
Evans <IL> Lent 
Fascell Levin <MI> 
Fawell Levine <CA> 
Fazio Lewis <CA> 
Feighan Lewis <FL> 
Fiedler Lightfoot 
Fish Lipinski 
Flippo Livingston 
Florio Long 
Foley Lowery <CA> 
Ford <MI> Lowry cw A> 
Ford CTN> Luken 
Fuqua Lundine 
Gallo MacKay 
Garcia Manton 
Gaydos Markey 
Gejdenson Marlenee 
Gekas Martin <IL> 
Gephardt Martin <NY> 
Gibbons Martinez 
Gilman Matsui 
Gonzalez Mavroules 
Goodling Mazzoli 
Gordon Mccloskey 
Gradison Mccurdy 
Gray <IL> McDade 
Gray <PA> McEwen 
Green McGrath 
Guarini McHugh 
Hamilton Meyers 
Hammerschmidt Mica 
Hatcher Mikulski 
Hawkins Miller <CA> 
Hayes Miller <OH> 
Hefner Miller <WA> 
Henry Mineta 
Hertel Mitchell 
Hiler Moakley 
Hillis Molinari 
Holt Mollohan 
Horton Montgomery 
Howard Moody 
Hoyer Morrison <CT> 
Hubbard Morrison <WA> 
Hutto Mrazek 
Ireland Murtha 
Jacobs Myers 
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Natcher 
Neal 
Nelson 
Nichols 
Nowak 
Oakar 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olin 
Ortiz 
Owens 
Packard 
Panetta 
Parris 
Pease 
Pepper 
Perkins 
Price 
Pursell 
Quillen 
Rahall 
Rangel 
Ray 
Regula 
Ridge 
Rinaldo 
Ritter 
Robinson 
Rodino 
Roe 
Rogers 
Rose 
Rostenkowski 
Roukema 
Rowland <CT> 
Rowland <GA> 
Roybal 

Bedell 
Boucher 
Breaux 
Carney 

Russo 
Sabo 
Savage 
Saxton 
Scheuer 
Schneider 
Schroeder 
Schuette 
Schulze 
Schumer 
Sharp 
Shuster 
Sikorski 
Siljander 
Sisisky 
Skelton 
Smith <FL> 
Smith <IA> 
SmithCNJ> 
Smith, Denny 

<OR> 
Snowe 
Snyder 
Solarz 
Spence 
Spratt 
Staggers 
Stallings 
Stangeland 
Stark 
Stokes 
Stratton 
Studds 
Sundquist 
Swift 
Synar 
Tallon 

Tauke 
Taylor 
Thomas<GA> 
Torres 
Torricelli 
Towns 
Traficant 
Traxler 
Udall 
Valentine 
Vento 
Visclosky 
Volkmer 
Waldon 
Walgren 
Watkins 
Waxman 
Weiss 
Wheat 
Whitehurst 
Whitley 
Whitten 
Wilson 
Wirth 
Wise 
Wolf 
Wolpe 
Wortley 
Wright 
Wyden 
Wylie 
Yates 
Yat ron 
Young<AK> 
Young<MO> 

NOT VOTING-10 
Fowler 
Grotberg 
Gunderson 
Hall <OH> 

0 1435 

McKinney 
Moore 

Mr. TRAXLER and Mr. COATS 
changed their votes from "aye" to 
"no." 

Mr. REID changed his vote from 
"no" to "aye." 

So the amendment was rejected. 
The result of the vote was an

nounced as above recorded. 
The CHAIRMAN pro tempore <Mr. 

GRAY of Illinois). The Clerk will read. 
The Clerk read as follows: 

HIGHWAY TRAFFIC SAFETY GRANTS 

(LIQUIDATION OF CONTRACT AUTHORIZATION) 
(HIGHWAY TRUST FuND) 

<INCLUDING RESCISSION ) 

For payment of obligations incurred car
rying out the provisions of 23 U.S.C. 402, 
406, and 408, and section 209 of Public Law 
95-599, as amended, to remain available 
until expended, $122,000,000, to be derived 
from the Highway Trust Fund: Provided, 
That none of the funds in this Act shall be 
available for the planning or execution of 
programs the total obligations for which are 
in excess of $121,060,000 in fiscal year 1987 
for "State and community highway safety" 
authorized under 23 U.S.C. 402: Provided 
further, That none of these funds shall be 
used for construction, rehabilitation or re
modeling costs, or for office furnishings and 
fixtures for state, local, or private buildings 
or structures: Provided further, That none 
of the funds in this Act shall be available 
for the planning or execution of programs 
the total obligations for which are in excess 
of $14,400,000 for "Alcohol safety incentive 
grants" authorized under 23 U.S.C. 408: Pro
vided further, That none of the funds in 
this Act shall be available for the planning 
or execution of programs authorized under 
section 209 of Public Law 95-599, as amend
ed, the total obligations for which are in 

excess of $4,750,000 in fiscal years 1983, 
1984, 1985, 1986, and 1987: Provided further, 
That not to exceed $4,860,000 shall be avail
able for administering the provisions of 23 
U.S.C. 402: Provided further, That of the 
funds available for obligation for "Alcohol 
safety incentive grants" under section 23 
U.S.C. 408, $5,000,000 is hereby rescinded. 

Mr. LEHMAN of Florida (during the 
reading). Mr. Chairman, I ask unani
mous consent that the remainder of 
title I of the bill be considered as read, 
printed in the RECORD, and open to 
amendment at any point. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Is 
there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Florida? 

Mr. BROWN of Colorado. Mr. Chair
man, I object. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Ob
jection is heard. 

The Clerk will read. 
The Clerk read as follows: 

FEDERAL RAILROAD 
ADMINISTRATION 

OFFICE OF THE ADMINISTRATOR 

RAILROAD SAFETY 

For necessary expenses in connection with 
railroad safety, not otherwise provided for, 
$25, 700,000. 

RAILROAD RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT 

For necessary expenses for railroad re
search and development, $9,800,000, to 
remain available until expended. 
NORTHEAST CORRIDOR IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM 

For necessary expenses related to North
east Corridor improvements authorized by 
title VII of the Railroad Revitalization and 
Regulatory Reform Act of 1976, as amended 
(45 U.S.C. 851 et seq.), $16,962,000, to 
remain available until expended: Provided, 
That, notwithstanding any other provision 
of law, the provisions of Public Law 85-804 
shall apply to the Northeast Corridor Im
provement Program: Provided further, That 
the Secretary may waive the provisions of 
23 U.S.C. 322 Cc) and Cd) if such action 
would serve a public purpose: Provided fur
ther, That all public at grade-level crossing 
remaining along the Northeast Corridor 
upon completion of the project shall be 
equipped with protective devices including 
gates and lights. 

GRANTS TO THE NATIONAL RAILROAD 
PASSENGER CORPORATION 

<INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS > <INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS) 

For necessary expenses of the Federal To enable the Secretary of Transportation 
Railroad Administration, not otherwise pro- to make grants to the National Railroad 
vided for, including authorized expenses as- Passenger Corporation for operating losses 
sociated with Washington Union Station, incurred by the Corporation, capital im
$26, 750,000, of which $4,600,000 shall provements, and labor protection costs au
remain available until expended, and thorized by 45 U.S.C. 565, to remain avail
$3,500,000 shall be derived from unobligated able until expended, $613,000,000, of which 
balances of "Rail service assistance": Pro- $11,000,000 shall be derived from unexpend
vided, That none of the funds in this Act ed balances of " Conrail workforce reduc
shall be available for the planning or execu- tion" : Provided, That none of the funds 
tion of a program making commitments to herein appropriated shall be used for lease 
guarantee new loans under the Emergency or purchase of passenger motor vehicles or 
Rail Services Act of 1970, as amended, and for the hire of vehicle operators for any of
that no new commitments to guarantee ficer or employee, other than the president 
loans under section 211(a) or 211<h) of the of the Corporation, excluding the lease of 
Regional Rail Reorganization Act of 1973, passenger motor vehicles for those officers 
as amended, shall be made: Provided fur- or employees while in official travel status: 
ther, That none of the funds in this Act Provided further, That the Secretary shall 
shall be available for the acquisition, sale, make no commitments to guarantee new 
or transference of Washington Union Sta- loans or loans for new purposes under 45 
tion without the prior approval of the • U.S.C. 602 in f~cal Y.ear 1987: Pro1!ide~ fur
House and Senate Committees on Appro- ther, ~hat the mcurrmg of any <;>bligation or 
priations: Provided further, That notwith- commltment by. th~ Corporation for . ti;ie 
standing any other provision of law, of the purchas~ of capital improvements P.rohibit
funds available under this head, $10,000,000 ~d by this Act. or. not expressly provided for 
shall be available for necessary expenses for U: an. appropriation Act shall b.e deemed a 
rail assistance authorized by section 5(q) of violation of 31U.S.C. 13~1: Provided further, 
the Department of Transportation Act, as That no funds are req~ired to be expended 
amended to remain available until expend- or reserved for exp~nditure pursuant to 45 

. .' U.S.C. 60l<e): Provided further, That none 
e~. Provided further, That $7,50~ ,000 of the of the funds in this or any other Act shall 
fisc~ year 1987 funds made av~ilable under be made available to finance the rehabilita
s~ct10n 5Ch) shall be. made available .~or use tion and other improvements (including up
directly under sections 5Ch)(3)CB)Cn) and grading track and the signal system, ensur-
5(~)(3)(C) of the Department o~ Transp.or- ing safety at public and private highway 
tation A.c~. as ame.nded, notwithstanding and pedestrian crossings by improving sig
a.r:iy provisions therem to the contrary: Pr~- nals or eliminating such crossings, and the 
vided further, That each state shall be enti- improvement of operational portions of sta
tled t?, and no ~.ore than, $5.0,000 under the tions related to intercity rail passenger serv
combmed provisions of section 5(h)(2) and ice) on the main line track between Atlantic 
sectio_n 5(i), notwithstanding a~y provisions City, New Jersey, and the main line of the 
therem to the contrary: Pro.vided further, Northeast Corridor, unless the Secretary of 
That no state may apply for fiscal year 1987 Transportation certifies that not less than 
funds available under section 5(h)(2) until 40 per centum of the costs of such improve
such state has obligated all funds granted to ments shall be derived from non-federal 
it under section 5(h)(2) in the fiscal years sources: Provided further, That, notwith
prior to the beginning of fiscal year 1982, standing any other provision of law, the Na
other than funds not expended due to pend- tional Railroad Passenger Corporation shall 
ing litigation: Provided further, That a state not operate rail passenger service between 
denied funding by reason of the preceding Atlantic City, New Jersey, and the North
proviso may still apply for and receive funds east Corridor main line unless the Corpora
for planning purposes. tion's Board of Directors determines that 
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revenues from such service have covered or 
exceeded 80 per centum of the short term 
avoidable costs of operating such service in 
the first year of operation and 100 per 
centum of the short term avoidable operat
ing costs for each year thereafter: Provided 
further, That none of the funds provided in 
this or any other Act shall be made avail
able to finance the acquisition and rehabili
tation of a line, and construction necessary 
to facilitate improved rail passenger service, 
between Spuyten Duyvil, New York, and the 
main line of the Northeast Corridor unless 
the Secretary of Transportation certifies 
that not less than 40 per centum of the 
costs of such improvements shall be derived 
from non-Amtrak sources. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. BROWN OF 
COLORADO 

Mr. BROWN of Colorado. Mr. Chair
man, I off er an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. BROWN of Col

orado: Page 28, line 1, strike "$613,000,000" 
and insert in lieu thereof "$590,700,000". 

Mr. BROWN of Colorado. Mr. Chair
man, this amendment reduces the ap
propriation for Amtrak to the level of 
funding last year. It is not a cut in the 
funding for Amtrak. It merely holds it 
steady with last year's subsidy. 

Mr. Chairman, I would like to com
mend the chairman who has brought 
to us a bill that on the 302(b) alloca
tion for the mandatory programs is 
within that allocation. It does not 
meet the 302(b) allocation with regard 
to discretionary programs, however. 
That is why I rise to offer this meas
ure to bring the bill back within the 
level that will meet the 302(b) alloca
tion. 

Mr. Chairman, our current year defi
cit is going to run $50 billion more 
than what we had set as our target. No 
one in this Chamber can be proud of 
that level. No one in this Chamber can 
be proud of the job that we have done 
in that area. 

For the 1987 budget, the Office of 
Management and Budget is now 
saying that our budget, even if we 
follow it, may well be $10 to $20 billion 
over the budget. If that is not enough 
sobering news, the early reports on 
the reconciliation discussions indicate 
that we may not even make the recon
ciliation targets that we call for in the 
budget. In other words, we could be 
more than $20 billion over the 1987 
target. 

The simple fact is that this Congress 
when it comes to controlling spending 
has acted a little bit like a kamikaze 
pilot with 26 missions. 

The bottom line, Mr. Chairman, is 
that we simply have to begin to live up 
to our budget responsibilities, that 
this bill is over the 302(b) allocation 
for discretionary programs and the 
amendment addresses that by reduc
ing the Amtrak level, not a cut, but to 
the level that was spent last year. 

The simple fact is that Amtrak can 
live within the allocations that came 
out last year. 

Let me point out here that the 
money we are talking about in last 
year's spending is the actual expendi
tures after sequestering. 

The question I think the Members 
have to ask is, Can Amtrak live with 
that budget? I believe they can live 
with the same level of subsidies that 
they had last year. 

Consider, if you will, these facts: 
The average passenger who took an 
Amtrak train received a subsidy of $33 
for each trip. Now, that is according to 
the OMB. Now, if you look at the com
mittee's report, it is a little less than 
$30 per trip, per individual. 

It was earlier mentioned, I think by 
the gentleman from Massachusetts, 
that there was some concern that all 
levels of our transportation are subsi
dized. The gentleman referred to auto
mobiles and the airport, but I hope 
the Members will keep in mind there 
is a dramatic difference. The funds 
that go to subsidize auto traffic or 
highway construction come from a 
levy on fuel that is simply returned to 
that area. It is not a Government sub
sidy from the general revenue. It is 
self-generated. 

The assistance to airports and air
planes comes from a levy on flying and 
the public that pays for those tickets. 
It is not from general revenue. It is 
from the use of those facilities them
selves. 

This is a subsidy that comes out of 
the pockets of the ordinary taxpayer. 
It is far different. 

D 1450 
The second thing that I think we 

need to keep in mind is that three
fourths of the Amtrak stations have 
less then 50 passengers a day. If we 
are looking for an area in which to 
control spending in the Government, 
how can we possibly ignore Amtrak? 
And more to the point, how can we 
possibly say that now is the time to in
crease the subsidy to Amtrak, and in
crease it in a way so that it makes this 
bill break the budget? The simple fact 
is that we can and we must face up to 
our responsibilities. This measure is a 
very moderate one which simply says 
no, let us not increase the subsidy. 

I ask the Members to take a look at 
it. I think that it is critically impor
tant that we either live with these 
limits or face the awesome impact of a 
sequester later on. 

Mr. LEHMAN of Florida. Mr. Chair
man, I rise in opposition to the amend
ment. 

Mr. Chairman, as we have said 
before, Amtrak is not like a grant pro
gram. Amtrak is a going concern. If we 
make this cut in Amtrak, we are really 
pulling the plug on an ongoing oper
ation. We are destroying Amtrak. We 
are placing Amtrak in a position where 
it can no longer do adequate mainte
nance. We are placing Amtrak in a po-

sition where it cannot make necessary 
improvements. 

Mr. Chairman, this body has already 
voted once today on Amtrak, in the 
Armey amendment. I do not think 
that we need to debate this further. I 
ask for a vote on this amendment, and 
I urge my colleagues this time to vote 
"no." 

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

Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to 
the amendment. I want to associate 
myself with the remarks of the gentle
man from Florida [Mr. LEHMAN], the 
chairman of the subcommittee, and to 
commend him and the members of the 
subcommittee on putting together a 
very, very well-balanced transporta
tion appropriations bill. 

The gentleman from Colorado [Mr. 
BROWN] has argued that we should 
agree to this amendment because it 
keeps the bill under the budget ceiling 
set for the Appropriations Committee. 
Let me remind the gentleman that 
this bill authorizes expenditure of $26 
billion on transportation programs. 
The gentleman is concerned that this 
bill may exceed spending limits by $13 
million-$13 million out of $26 billion. 
That is .0001 percent of the total. And 
the $26 billion, as the gentleman, who 
is an able member of the Budget Com
mittee, knows, is simply a very best es
timate of costs qver the next year. 

This whole $13 million could be 
wiped out, for example, by 1 day of 
cold weather that slows down highway 
construction. It could be wiped out if 
work on the Atlanta subway slows 
down by 1 day because of change in 
work orders. Any number of factors 
could reduce costs below the $26 bil
lion in authorized spending. 

So it seems to me that to argue that 
we should disrupt the delicate balance 
that has been built into this bill be
cause it exceeds the outlay ceiling for 
discretionary spending by $13 million 
is a little bit ridiculous. 

Finally, to suggest that we are "ig
noring Amtrak" is at odds with the 
fact that, over the past several years, 
Amtrak appropriations have been cut 
and frozen. I hope that all the Mem
bers will simply turn down this amend
ment. 

In drafting this bill, the subcommit
tee had to consider many factors, and 
in the case of many projects the sub
committee had to make its best esti
mate on costs. Mr. Chairman, the sub
committee has done a superb job at 
balancing the many, many competing 
demands on limited finances. I hope 
that we vote no on this amendment. 

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. WIRTH. I yield to the gentle
woman from Colorado. 

Mrs. SCHROEDER. I congratulate 
the gentleman from Colorado [Mr. 
WIRTH] on his statement, and I cer-
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tainly join him in his statement. I 
think that he is exactly right. Trans
portation is very difficult, because you 
want a balanced approach across the 
board. It is very important to keep 
that balance. Otherwise I think that 
we really lose the perspective. 

I think that the gentleman is cor
rect, and I join him in encouraging 
Members to vote "no" on the amend
ment. 

Mr. WIRTH. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentlewoman. There are many 
things that all of us want to have in a 
bill like this, and it seems that our job 
is to work out a good balance. 

Mr. LEVIN of Michigan. Mr. Chair
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. WIRTH. I yield to the gentle
man from Michigan. 

Mr. LEVIN of Michigan. Mr. Chair
man, the gentleman mentioned the 
outlay figure, in that it was $13 mil
lion over, and of course that is an esti
mate. I think that it is important to 
point out-if it is not, I would like 
somebody to challenge it-that when 
you combine the mandatory and dis
cretionary outlay figures, this bill is 
under the 302 allocations. I think that 
everybody should understand that. As 
I understand it, it is fair to add the 
two together, so all should be clear 
that this is in terms of the committee 

• report as to outlays within the 302 al
locations. 

Is that the gentleman's understand
ing? 

Mr. WIRTH. That is my understand
ing. I believe that the gentleman is 
correct. It is. also my further under
standing that in setting targets the 
Budget Committee and the Appropria
tions Committee focused initially on 
the authorization figure. The outlay 
figure is a very best estimate on costs. 

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

Mr. WIRTH. I yield to the gentle
man from New Mexico. 

Mr. RICHARDSON. Mr. Chairman, 
I would like to associate myself with 
the remarks of the gentleman from 
Colorado [Mr. WIRTH]. I offered the 
amendment last year to cut the 
Amtrak appropriation to the bone, 
and I think that any further dilution 
of this is going to hurt the operation. 

The financial position of Amtrak has 
improved dramatically in the last few 
years. Amtrak has made great strides 
in improving its services, cutting un
profitable routes, controlling labor 
costs and upgrading its equipment. 
While I believe in judicious use of the 
taxpayer's dollars, I believe rail pas
senger service to be important to the 
future of our country-and Govern
ment support of Amtrak to be impor
tant to the future of rail passenger 
service. 

My district is well served by Amtrak 
and while I have a local interest and 
commitment to seeing this service con
tinued, I am not alone-Amtrak serves 

more than 500 communities nation
wide, and directly employs over 25,000 
people. Amtrak serves 161 communi
ties that have no air service, 52 com
munities that have no bus service and 
29 communities that have neither air 
nor bus service. 

Mr. Chairman, before we derail 
Amtrak we should first consider the 
needs of these communities. At a time 
when every other nation in the indus
trialized world is increasing its com
mitment to rail passenger service, we 
are considering decreasing ours. I do 
not think the time is right and urge 
my colleagues to def eat this amend
ment. 

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

Mr. WIRTH. I yield to the gentle
man from Colorado. 

Mr. BROWN of Colorado. Mr. Chair
man, with regard to the 302(b) alloca
tion, with regard to mandatory pro
grams, it is my understanding that it is 
within the mandatory portion. The 
only problem is in the discretionary 
area, where it is over $13 million. 

Mr. LEVIN of Michigan. Mr. Chair
man, will the gentleman yield further? 

Mr. WIRTH. I yield to the gentle
man from Michigan. 

Mr. LEVIN of Michigan. Mr. Chair
man, you need to take an appropria
tion bill together. It is not fair, I 
think-I voted in instances that I 
thought appropriate for cutting where 
there was an excess, a very consider
able excess, in the outlay figure. In 
this case you need, I think, to be fair 
to put them together, and when you 
put the discretionary and the manda
tory together, it is within, it is below, 
the 302(b) allocation or the 302(b) 
figure. 

Mr. WIRTH. As a matter of clarifi
cation, the bill before us has outlays 
of $26,524,000,000. The budget calls 
for a ceiling above that of 
$27,019,000,000. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Colorado has expired. 

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

Mr. WIRTH. Therefore, Mr. Chair
man, the current bill is about $500 mil
lion below the ceiling set by the 
Budget Committee. So this bill cer
tainly is within the budget's ceiling on 
total spending. 

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

Mr. WIRTH. I yield to the gentle
man from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. COUGHLIN. Mr. Chairman, I 
just wanted to confirm that. It is $500 
million, almost, under the 302(b) allo
cation overall, according to CBO esti
mates. 

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

Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to 
this amendment. I strongly oppose it. 

We killed a similar amendment earli
er-when it was part of the amend
ment offered by my dear friend, the 
gentleman from Texas. 

This amendment would reduce 
Amtrak appropriations by $22.3 mil
lion. This amendment would severely 
undermine the efforts that this com
mittee-and Amtrak itself-have been 
malting in recent years to reduce Am
trak's dependence upon Federal subsi
dies. 

The amount provided in this bill for 
Amtrak-$613 million-is already $3 
million less than the $616 million ap
propriated for Amtrak last year. We 
need only look at the funding history 
to see how far Amtrak has come. As 
recently as 1980, Amtrak was receiving 
$873.4 million in appropriations. By 
1984 that was reduced to $716.4 mil
lion, in 1985 to $684 million, last year 
to an appropriation of $616 million, 
and this year, $613 million. At this 
point, most of the critical improve
ments have been made. Although the 
past 2 years of funding have not per
mitted much more than the most es
sential capital improvements, they 
have enabled Amtrak to continue its 
national route system, increase passen
ger levels, and decrease the share of 
its operating budget coming from the 
Federal Government. 

If this amendment is passed, I 
should offer an amendment to cut out 
the Zephyr route from Denver to the 
west coast. I mean, after all, if you 
want to cut the thing, you might as 
well--

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

Mr. CONTE. I yield to the gentle
man from Colorado. 

Mr. WIRTH. Mr. Chairman, we cer
tainly would not like to see the Zephyr 
cut out, I can assure the gentleman 
from Massachusetts, and I would hope 
that he might come to Colorado and 
take the wonderful ride on the Zephyr 
from Denver to the west coast. 

Not only is the Zephyr supported in 
this, but we also have funding in here, 
and the gentleman has been most 
helpful to us, for the regional trans
portation district in terms of a trans
portation issue in the Denver metro
politan area, as well as some $35 mil
lion for C-470, a very important belt
way in the Denver area. 

D 1500 
That is all in the bill and I appreci

ate the minority's support in helping 
us keep that money in the legislation. 

I thank the gentleman for yielding. 
Mr. CONTE. I appreciate the gentle

man's comments. I hope the amend
ment is not going to be adopted, but I 
would have no alternative if the 
amendment is adopted but to cut out 
the Zephyr. That is a very scenic 
route, I might say, but if cuts are to be 
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made they should come from those 
who advocate these cuts. 

Mr. Chairman, my concern is that 
the amendment proposed here would 
so adversely affect Amtrak operations 
that we would see service cutbacks 
that would result in a decreasing spiral 
of decreasing ridership followed by 
further service cutbacks, and so forth. 
It would completely decimate the cap
ital improvement program, and cut 
into operations-operations that have 
already been made much more effi
cient in recent years. It would threat
en the multibillion-dollar investment 
that has already been made in Amtrak 
equipment and operations to date. And 
it would work against our efforts to 
continue to decrease Amtrak's Federal 
subsidy in a rational and controlled 
manner. 

Mr. Chairman, let me first address 
some of the misconceptions contained 
in a "Dear Colleague" letter circulated 
in support of this amendment. In that 
letter, it was claimed that air travel is 
not subsidized. Not so. Nothing could 
be farther from the truth. Although a 
portion of the cost of operating the air 
traffic control system does come from 
the aviation trust fund, which is user 
fee financed, in fact a significant por
tion of that cost also comes from the 
general funds of the Treasury. 

For example, in the bill before us, of 
the nearly $2.9 billion for FAA oper
ations, only $691 million comes from 
the trust fund. The remainder-or 
over $2.1 billion-is coming from the 
general fund. 

I wonder if the gentleman from Col
orado wants to ground all the air
planes then? 

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

Mr. CONTE. I yield to the gentle
man from Colorado. 

Mr. BROWN of Colorado. Mr. Chair
man, I thank the gentleman for point
ing that out. The point was that the 
subsidies that go to assist in air travel 
come from a fee that is generated, a 
tax on the travelers themselves. 

The gentleman has pointed out an 
area where funds come from a differ
ent source, but I would remind the 
body that that fund has an enormous 
surplus in it. That is the point. Not all 
the money that goes into the fund is 
paid out. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Massachusetts CMr. 
CONTE] has expired. 

<By unanimous consent, Mr. CONTE 
was allowed to proceed for 3 additional 
minutes.) 

Mr. CONTE. Mr. Chairman, I am 
saying that $2.1 billion for FAA con
trollers comes from the general fund. I 
am asking the gentleman a question: 
Do you want to ground $2.1 billion 
worth of the airlines traffic control? 
You do? OK, that is fine. 

The first route we are going to 
ground is from Dulles and National to 
Denver. 

Mr. BROWN of Colorado. Mr. Chair
man, my thoughts were more in the 
way of National to Boston. 

Mr. CONTE. I would love to have 
you stay here so you cannot get back 
to Denver. 

Mr. BROWN of Colorado. Mr. Chair
man, the gentleman may have misin
terpreted my head nod, which I under
stand, but if I had to choose, perhaps 
Dulles to Boston might be a pref eren
tial route. 

Mr. CONTE. No; because I am not 
advocating any cuts. The gentleman is 
advocating the cuts, not me. I am 
fighting the cuts. 

If we are going to be consistent and 
logical in this whole thing, then we 
should also offer an amendment to cut 
$2.1 billion of subsidy to the airlines. I 
suggest the first place to start is Na
tional/Dulles to Denver. It will help 
that ski industry out there. 

When you add in the fact that a 
very large portion of all air travel is 
done for business, and is therefore 
subsidized through the tax deductibil
ity of business travel expenses, you 
find that in fact the subsidies for air 
travel and rail travel are about the 
same. 

Contrary to the claims of the propo
nents of this amendment, this bill is 
not over our budget resolution targets. 
It is at or below the budget resolution 
targets for total budget authority and 
total outlays. In fact, it is $495 million 
below the total for outlays. That is 
$495 million applied to the deficit, 
below the assumptions in the budget 
resolution. 

Mr. Chairman, amendments similar 
to this were defeated on three occa
sions last year. This House-as well as 
the other body-voted not to cut 
Amtrak last year. 

I urge the def eat of this amendment. 
If my good friend from Texas had 

offered that amendment on National 
Airport alone, to cut that $43 million, 
I would have been with him. The 
reason I think the gentleman's amend
ment went down was because he in
cluded Amtrak. 

I think we have established time and 
time again that Amtrak is a viable 
part of our transportation system and 
therefore, the gentleman's amend
ment should be defeated. 

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike the requisite number of 
words, and I rise in opposition to the 
amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I have great respect 
and affection for the author of this 
amendment, and I am sure it is offered 
in good faith. But I believe we have to 
look at the situation with which we 
find ourselves confronted today. 

Amtrak carries nearly 21 million pas
sengers per year to 503 stations over a 
coast-to-coast network of 24,000 miles. 

These proposed cuts will have serious 
ramifications for the many people and 
communities that Amtrak serves. 

Critics of Amtrak think we are 
spending too much money on the 
system. But the fact is that we are 
probably spending too little, and are 
probably having an adverse impact 
upon the earning capacity of the 
system. 
· As a result of budget cuts imposed 
over the last year, Amtrak has been 
forced into deferred maintenance and 
other cost-cutting practices that not 
only harm the quality and efficiency 
of service but threaten safety as well. 
It is grossly unfair to continue to cut 
funding for Amtrak and then accuse 
the railroad of not operating well or 
properly. 

Let me give you just one example. In 
order to save money, Amtrak has 
stretched the intervals between, main
taining heavy locomotives from 
800,000 to 1 million miles. That is 
more than the manufacturer recom
mends. That move has led to more 
engine failures on Amtrak runs. 

The consequences of that, regretta
bly, are loss of passenger confidence 
and charges of inefficiency. The ineffi
ciency originated here and in the 
other body and in the cuts which were 
made. 

The deferral of engine maintenance 
has been necessitated by the very kind 
of amendments being offered here 
today. I ask you-whose fault is it? Ob
viously, it is the fault of the cutters, 
not the fault of Amtrak. 

There are some who point to other 
instances of what they believe are in
efficiencies. But the fact is that, until 
the Congress started cutting Amtrak 
to the bone, Amtrak had become more 
cost efficient over the years and its 
performance was continuing 'to im
prove. 

Let me tell you of some of the im
provements made in Amtrak. First of 
all, it now has extraordinarily compe
tent management in the person of 
Graham Claytor, one of the great rail
roaders of this Nation. 

Second, its revenues in fiscal 1985 
were at an alltime high. 

Third, its revenue-to-cost ratio in 
fiscal year 1985 was at an alltime high. 

Finally, its traffic density in 1985 
was also at an alltime high. 

This indicates a railroad which has 
been growing and improving in its abil
ity to provide desperately needed serv
ice to the American people and to pro
vide an opportunity for this country to 
have a modern rail transportation 
system for passengers, something 
which every modern industrial nation 
ought to have. 

Moreover, in last year's reconcilia
tion bill, we gave Amtrak several tools 
to continue to improve its efficiency 
and earn higher revenues. 
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This amendment would move in di

rectly the opposite direction. For ex
ample, the Congress adopted provi
sions to reduce labor costs; the Con
gress adopted provisions to increase 
rents for freight use in the Northeast 
corridor; and the Congress eliminated 
a number of the most unprofitable 
routes. 

In point of fact, these repeated ef
forts to cut Amtrak will only reap di
minishing returns. You cannot contin
ue to cut its funds and expect it to op
erate well. As Amtrak's efficiency and 
operations are reduced as a result of 
budget cuts, the pressure will un
doubtedly grow to eliminate Amtrak, 
as the President has requested. 

In truth, that is really what we're 
about here today. But the elimination 
of Amtrak ultimately will cost more 
than it will save. The elimination of 
25,000 jobs and the loss of a $3 billion 
capital investment are reasons enough 
to continue to fund Amtrak at levels 
where it can do the job and do it well. 

0 1510 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Michigan has expired. 

<On request of Mr. CARPER and by 
unanimous consent, Mr. DINGELL was 
allowed to proceed for 1 additional 
minute.) 

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

Mr. DINGELL. I yield to the gentle
man. 

Mr. CARPER. Mr. Chairman, I 
would like to associate myself with the 
remarks of the gentleman in the well. 
I think the amendment offered by my 
good friend from Colorado [Mr. 
BROWN] is a well-intentioned amend
ment; he is one of the most thoughtful 
Members of this body. 

I regrettably cannot support the 
amendment. I do agree that the chair
man of the Committee on Energy and 
Commerce made excellent points, and 
would hope that this well-intentioned 
amendment be defeated. 

Mr. DINGELL. I thank the gentle
man, and I concur. 

Mr. COATS. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike the requisite number of 
words, and I rise in support of the 
amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I think it is important 
that we put this debate in perspective. 
There has been wailing, moaning, and 
gnashing of teeth about shutting down 
the Amtrak system, should this amend
ment prevail. This shutdown is sup
posed to occur as a result of the 
Draconian cuts that are taking place 
via the Brown amendment. 

However, let us remember that not 
one penny, not one cent, will be cut 
from Amtrak's current budget if this 
amendment is passed. The Brown 

amendment simply retains funding for 
Amtrak at its current level. 

Yes, Amtrak did originally have an 
appropriation budget for fiscal year 
1986 higher than the $590. 7 million it 
received. However, with the effect of 
the Gramm-Rudman-Hollings seques
tration, Amtrak has learned to live 
within the $590.7 million it actually re
ceived for 1986. 

The Brown amendment simply re
tains Amtrak's Federal funding at that 
present level; it does nothing to cut 
any further from that level. 

What has Amtrak been able to do 
with this $590. 7 million? It has found 
ways to become a more efficient na
tional railroad. That is what many of 
us who support Amtrak want it to be 
able to do. 

Amtrak's management has consoli
dated some offices to save money; they 
should do that. They have negotiated 
better contracts so that they are 
paying employees on a per hour basis 
rather than based on each 100 miles 
served. An hourly wage is an antiquat
ed way of reimbursing their employ
ees. They have gone to the ICC to seek 
new rates for other railroads that use 
Amtrak lines, to improve the ratio of 
funds that are contributed to the 
system by other users. That is what 
they should do. 

They have improved their operating 
ratios. Amtrak has become a railroad 
able to operate with less of a Federal 
subsidy, and we should support that 
effort. 

So, Mr. Chairman, the Brown 
amendment simply provides that con
tinued incentive. 

Now, let us look at the big picture. 
The big picture is that amendments 
like the Brown and Frenzel amend
ments, that have been offered to the 
appropriations bills have been offered 
to avoid a Draconian sequestration. 
We all know that sequestration hangs 
over our head if we do not exercise the 
discipline on the individual pieces of 
legislation that are before us. 

So if we cannot stand up and say, 
"Let's at least hold the line at present 
level," we will be faced with something 
far more drastic. 

I am here to argue that if you are 
really interested in Amtrak, if you 
really want to save Amtrak as a na
tional system, you will vote for the 
Brown amendment. Make no mistake 
about it; a vote for Amtrak is a vote 
for the Brown amendment, and vice 
versa. We will, by doing this and doing 
this over and over and over on a 
number of appropriations bills, avoid 
the problem of sequestration. 

Now, the gentleman from Colorado 
[Mr. WIRTH] says, "Well, it's just $13 
million, and what is that compared to 
the 20, 30, 40, or whatever billion 
dollar deficit problem we're going to 
face in October?" Well, it's $13 million 
here and $20 million there, and an
other $100 million there, and if we 

cannot exercise the discipline now, 
then how are we going to look at the 
big picture and how are we going to 
deal with the big picture? 

So it is our failure to support amend
ments like the Brown and Frenzel 
amendments which would hold the 
line on spending, that forces us all, at 
the end of the year to have to go back 
to our constituents and throw up our 
hands and say "Well, it's not our fault; 
there's some kind of law there, 
Gramm-Rudman-Hollings, that forced 
an across-the-board cut, and now we 
have an Amtrak operating with far 
lower revenues." 

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

Mr. COATS. I yield to the gentle
man. 

Mr. BROWN of Colorado. Mr. Chair
man, I would just like to reiterate sev
eral points, if I could. First of all, 
there have been forecasts of how 
Amtrak would be devastated if this 
amendment is adopted. I would leave 
that to the discretion of the Members 
to evaluate that statement; but the 
fact is, this amendment does not cut 
cme penny from Amtrak, not one 
penny from Amtrak compared to the 
level it had in fiscal 1986. 

This is simply an amendment that 
keeps it at the same money level it 
had in prior years. 

Second, I might point out to my 
friend from Massachusetts who talked 
about the subsidies to air travel and to 
highway users; it is true that a portion 
of the money that goes to help those 
industries out comes from other 
sources, but that is not the whole pic
ture. 

The point is, there are over $3 bil
lion in the aviation trust fund that has 
been paid in that has not been paid 
out; and if you look at it on balance, it 
is a much different picture. Incidental
ly, there is almost $10 billion in the 
highway users trust fund that has 
been paid in and not paid out. 

The third area I could like to call to 
the attention of my colleagues is in 
the Northeast. I know many of them 
are rightfully concerned about a very 
valuable service; but I would point out 
in the committee report: 

For the Northeast corridor as a whole, 
there is $1.29 paid in on the routes for a 
dollar of cost. In the Metroliner area alone, 
it is $1.48. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman has expired. 

<On request of Mr. BROWN of Colora
do, Mr. COATS was allowed to proceed 
for 2 additional minutes.) 

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

Mr. COATS. I yield to the gentle
man. 

Mr. BROWN of Colorado. Mr. Chair
man, the simple fact is, and the 
bottom line here is that the Northeast 
corridor not only pays for the cost of 
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their Amtrak service, but they pay a 
profit into this corporation for it. It is 
some of the other runs in the country 
that the Northeast has to subsidize. 

So this amendment will not impact 
the Northeast. What it will do, 
though, is make a solid contribution 
toward helping this Nation set a prece
dent for getting our budgets in line. 

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

Mr. COATS. I yield to the gentle
man. 

Mr. WIRTH. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding. 

Mr. Chairman, first of all I wanted 
to point out that I did not say at any 
point that $13 million was not impor
tant. I pointed out that $13 million 
against a $26 billion appropriation is 
0.0005 percent of the total all best esti
mates. 

Further, let me point out that if we 
want to follow the notion of freezing 
everything, as suggested by the gentle
man from Colorado by extrapolation 
from this amendment, that would 
mean that there would be no increase 
in funding for C470 in Colorado, which 
is very important; new funding for the 
RTD program, which has been put in 
by the committee; we would have less 
money for highways in the State of 
Colorado than this bill provides. 

What that means, what I am saying 
is that this bill is a careful balance of 
a variety of programs. Some things go 
up and some things go down, given 
what happens in a given year; and the 
ups and downs has been, the summary 
of this is that we have an appropria
tion that is almost $500 million below 
the target set by the budget commit
tee. 

So to suggest that this is above 
spending is not correct; to suggest that 
we ought to go ahead by freezing ev
erything, it seems to me, is a mindless 
way of going about budgeting when 
there are new needs like RTD, C470, 
and so on. 

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

Mr. COATS. I yield to the gentle
man. 

Mr. BROWN of Colorado. Mr. Chair
man, I just want to correct the gentle
man from Colorado. He has attributed 
to me a statement that I have not 
made, and I would let the record so 
show. 

Mr. WIRTH. Mr. Chairman, I said 
by extrapolation; if we are going to 
freeze everything, that is what would 
happen. 

Mr. BROWN of Colorado. That 
statement he made is not correct. 

Mr. CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman has expired. 

Mr. COATS. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent for 1 additional 
minute to clarify a discussion between 
the two gentlemen from Colorado as 
to a statement that is attributed to the 
gentleman from Colorado [Mr. 

BROWN]. <By unanimous consent, Mr. 
COATS was allowed to proceed for 1 ad
ditional minute.) 

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

Mr. COATS. I yield to the gentle
man. 

Mr. BROWN of Colorado. I thank 
the gentleman for yielding and just 
would mention that the statement the 
gentleman made is not an accurate re
flection of either my statements or my 
sentiments. 

Mr. WIRTH. Mr. Chairman, if the 
gentleman would yield, I did say but I 
did not say to the gentleman-I said 
by extrapolation if you freeze Amtrak 
and freeze that approach for every
thing in the bill that means you are 
going to freeze C470 money and not 
have any new start money and so on. 

If that is the attitude the gentleman 
wants to take, that is what is going to 
happen, and I do not think that that is 
what has been built into this legisla
tion by the majority or the minority. 

<On request of Mr. HUNTER and by 
unanimous consent, Mr. COATS was al
lowed to proceed for 2 additional min
utes.) 

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

Mr. COATS. I yield to the gentle-
man. . 

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Chairman, I sup
port the Brown amendment, and I 
would like to remind the gentleman 
from Colorado that while all of the 
committees appear to be coming in 
close to the discipline that was set for 
them by the budget, we are going to 
have, it appears now, a sequestration, 
a fairly substantial sequestration, 
unless we make some more cuts. 

That is precisely what we are at
tempting to do right now, is set some 
priorities. We are not going to have 
that situation if we have the Govern
ment on auto pilot. 

I think Mr. BROWN has the right 
idea, and as a guy who has an Amtrak 
run that comes into my town, if we 
have to knock out some of the subsi
dies for that run, so be it. 

D 1520 
It is a lot better than knocking out 

some of the very important people 
programs that are going to be hit by 
the lawnmower that we know as 
Gramm-Rudman. I think that it seems 
that this Congress is conforming to 
the character that was attributed to it 
by the authors of Gramm-Rudman 
when they said that we would not be 
able to avoid sequestration. Ultimate
ly, human nature will take over, and 
we will have to come in with a number 
that is going to mandate that we have 
a sequestration. And it appears to be 
that that situation is approaching 
closer and closer. I think Mr. BROWN'S 
amendment is right on target, and I 
support it. 

Mr. COATS. I would just say in clos
ing that the arguments made by the 
gentleman from Colorado [Mr. 
WIRTH] are the arguments I have been 
hearing here for 6 years, "Let us not 
reduce spending in this piece of legis
lation, let's make sure we protect this 
particular area; everything is going to 
balance out in the end." In the end, we 
see a doubling of the Federal deficit 
and then we are faced with a problem 
that none of us seems to know how to 
handle. 

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

Mr. COUGHLIN. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike the requisite number of 
words, and I rise in opposition to the 
amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I ride Amtrak once a 
week. Over the past 15 years there has 
been a remarkable improvement in 
Amtrak's time performance, its operat
ing efficiency and its revenue-to-cost 
ratios. It has been a dramatic improve
ment. 

Yet in just the past year I have seen 
to what the gentleman from Michigan 
was referring earlier. As a result of de
ferred maintenance and cost cutting, 
we have locomotives that stall and do 
not work. We have had more failures 
in just the past year as a result of this 
than at any time going back almost 10 
years. 

I have seen it because I ride Amtrak. 
To past this amendment would send 

exactly the wrong signal in terms of 
our passenger railway service. It would 
literally end up collapsing Amtrak, our 
passenger rail service. The unique 
structure of Amtrak provides that, 
once you discontinue one line, the 
labor protection payments carry over 
and force you to discontinue others. 

It is true that the Northeast corridor 
is profitable and other corridors are 
profitable. However, you have to look 
at the whole picture when you are 
considering this. 

As has been pointed out, the author 
of the amendment is proposing to cut 
some $22.3 million. There are projects 
in here exceeding that amount in his 
own home area, the $6.55 million in 
discretionary money for the Denver 
Busway, $30 million in discretionary 
money for C470. 

There are other programs in here 
that are certainly available. It is 
always easy to cut in someone else's 
backyard. 

I hope that the Members will reject 
this amendment very soundly. 

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

Mr. ARMEY. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike the requisite number of 
words, and I rise in support of the 
amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I intend to speak for 
a very brief minute. 

Mr. BROWN of Colorado. Mr. Chair
man, will the gentleman yield? 
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Mr. ARMEY. I yield to the gentle

man from Colorado. 
Mr. BROWN of Colorado. I thank 

the gentleman for yielding. 
I might just address my response to 

the gentleman. He suggested it is 
always easy to cut in someone else's 
backyard, implying that this is what 
that was. For the gentleman's edifica
tion, I would mention that I do have 
Amtrak routes in my district. It tran
sits a significant portion of my district. 

I believe an honest assessment of my 
personal efforts on this floor cannot 
be characterized that way. 

Mr. ARMEY. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
support of Mr. BROWN'S amendment. I 
will speak for approximately 1 minute 
and then yield back the rest of my 
time. 

Mr. Chairman, I support the amend
ment of the gentleman from Colorado, 
and I want to take a moment to first 
express my appreciation to him for re
sisting the pressures that have been 
brought to bear on him to not offer 
this amendment. Indeed, it does affect 
his district, and he has shown his will
ingness to put himself out front and 
say to the American taxpayers and es
pecially those at home that he is will
ing to find ways to cut this budget so 
they will not have to endure sequester
ing. 

To those who believe in a strong na
tional defense, they can say HANK 
BROWN looked for a better way; to 
those who do not want to lose their re
tirement COLA's, they can say HANK 
BROWN looked for a better way. 

I wish they could say about 435 of 
us. I salute the gentleman. I support 
his amendment. I hope the House will 
do the same. 

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

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentle
man from Colorado CMr. BROWN]. 

The question was taken; and the 
Chairman announced that the noes 
appeared to have it. 

RECORDED VOTE 

Mr. BROWN of Colorado. Mr. Chair
man, I demand a recorded vote. 

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

device, and there were-ayes 169, noes 
248, not voting 14, as follows: 

Andrews 
Archer 
Armey 
Badham 
Barnard 
Bartlett 
Barton 
Bateman 
Bilirakis 
Bliley 
Boulter 
Broomfield 
Brown <CO> 
Burton CIN> 
Callahan 
Chandler 

[Roll No. 265] 

AYES-169 
Chappie 
Cheney 
Coats 
Cobey 
Coble 
Coleman <MO> 
Combest 
Cooper 
Craig 
Crane 
Daniel 
Dannemeyer 
Darden 
Daschle 
Daub 
Davis 

DeLay 
Dickinson 
DioGuardi 
Dornan <CA) 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Dyson 
Eckert <NY) 
Edwards <OK> 
English 
Evans <IA> 
Fawell 
Fiedler 
Fields 
Flippo 
Franklin 

Frenzel McCain 
Frost McCandless 
Gibbons McColl um 
Gingrich Mccurdy 
Glickman McDade 
Goodling McKernan 
Gordon McMillan 
Gradison Meyers 
Gregg Mica 
Hall <OH> Michel 
Hall, Ralph Miller <OH> 
Hammerschmidt Miller <WA> 
Hansen Monson 
Hartnett Montgomery 
Hendon Moorhead 
Hiler Neal 
Hopkins Nelson 
Hubbard Nichols 
Huckaby Nielson 
Hunter Olin 
Hutto Oxley 
Hyde Packard 
Ireland Penny 
Jenkins Petri 
Jones <OK> Pickle 
Kasich Porter 
Kemp Quillen 
Kindness Ray 
Kolbe Ridge 
Kramer Ritter 
Lagomarsino Roberts 
Latta Roemer 
Lewis <FL> Rogers 
Lightfoot Roth 
Lloyd Roukema 
Loeffler Rowland <GA> 
Lott Schuette 
Lowery <CA> Schulze 
Lujan Sensenbrenner 
Lungren Shaw 
Mack Shumway 
MacKay Shuster 

Ackerman 
Akaka 
Alexander 
Anderson 
Annunzio 
Anthony 
Applegate 
Asp in 
Atkins 
Au Coin 
Bates 
Beilenson 
Bennett 
Bentley 
Bereuter 
Berman 
Bevill 
Biaggi 
Boehlert 
Boggs 
Boland 
Boner CTN> 
Bonior <MD 
Bonker 
Borski 
Bosco 
Boucher 
Boxer 
Brooks 
Brown <CA> 
Bruce 
Bryant 
Burton <CA> 
Bustamante 
Byron 
Carper 
Carr 
Chapman 
Chappell 
Clay 
Clinger 
Coelho 
Coleman <TX> 
Collins 
Conte 
Conyers 
Coughlin 
Courter 
Coyne 
Crockett 
de la Garza 

NOES-248 
Dellums 
Derrick 
De Wine 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Dixon 
Donnelly 
Dorgan <ND> 
Dowdy 
Downey 
Durbin 
Dwyer 
Dymally 
Early 
Eckart <OH> 
Edgar 
Edwards <CA) 
Emerson 
Erdreich 
Evans (IL> 
Fascell 
Fazio 
Feighan 
Fish 
Florio 
Foglietta 
Foley 
Ford<MD 
Frank 
Fuqua 
Gallo 
Garcia 
Gaydos 
Gejdenson 
Gekas 
Gephardt 
Gilman 
Gonzalez 
Gray <IL> 
Gray CPA> 
Green 
Guarini 
Hamilton 
Hatcher 
Hawkins 
Hayes 
Hefner 
Henry 
Hertel 
Hillis 
Holt 

Siljander 
Skeen 
Slattery 
Smith <NE> 
Smith. Denny 

(QR) 
Smith, Robert 

<NH> 
Smith, Robert 

<OR> 
Snowe 
Snyder 
Solomon 
Spence 
Spratt 
Stallings 
Stangeland 
Stenholm 
Strang 
Stump 
Sundquist 
Sweeney 
Swindall 
Synar 
Tauke 
Tauzin 
Thomas<GA> 
Valentine 
Vander Jagt 
Vucanovich 
Walker 
Watkins 
Weber 
Whitehurst 
Whitley 
Whittaker 
Wylie 
Young(AK) 
Young<FL> 
Zschau 

Horton 
Howard 
Hoyer 
Hughes 
Jacobs 
Jeffords 
Johnson 
Jones <NC) 
Jones CTN> 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Kastenmeier 
Kennelly 
Kil dee 
Kleczka 
Kolter 
Kostmayer 
Lantos 
Leach <IA> 
Leath <TX) 
Lehman <CA> 
Lehman <FL> 
Leland 
Lent 
LevinCMD 
Levine <CA) 
Lewis <CA> 
Lipinski 
Livingston 
Long 
Lowry<WA> 
Luken 
Lundine 
Madigan 
Manton 
Markey 
Marlenee 
Martin (NY) 

Martinez 
Matsui 
Mavroules 
Mazzoli 
Mccloskey 
McEwen 
McGrath 
McHugh 
Mikulski 
Miller<CA> 
Mineta 
Mitchell 
Moakley 

Molinari 
Mollohan 
Moody 
Morrison <CT> 
Morrison CW A> 
Mrazek 
Murphy 
Murtha 
Myers 
Natcher 
Nowak 
Oakar 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Ortiz 
Owens 
Panetta 
Parris 
Pashayan 
Pease 
Pepper 
Perkins 
Price 
Pursell 
Rahall 
Rangel 
Regula 
Reid 
Richardson 
Rinaldo 
Robinson 
Rodino 

Roe 
Rostenkowski 
Rowland (CT) 
Roybal 
Rudd 
Russo 
Sabo 
Savage 
Saxton 
Schaefer 
Scheuer 
Schneider 
Schroeder 
Schumer 
Seiberling 
Sharp 
Shelby 
Sikorski 
Sisisky 
Skelton 
Slaughter 
Smith CFL) 
Smith <IA> 
Smith <NJ) 
Solarz 
St Germain 
Staggers 
Stark 
Stokes 
Stratton 
Studds 
Swift 

Tallon 
Taylor 
Thomas <CA> 
Torres 
Torricelli 
Towns 
Traficant 
Traxler 
Udall 
Vento 
Visclosky 
Volkmer 
Waldon 
Walgren 
Waxman 
Weaver 
Weiss 
Wheat 
Whitten 
Williams 
Wilson 
Wirth 
Wise 
Wolf 
Wolpe 
Wortley 
Wright 
Wyden 
Yates 
Yatron 
YoungCMO> 

NOT VOTING-14 
Barnes 
Bedell 
Breaux 
Campbell 
Carney 

Ford CTN) 
Fowler 
Grotberg 
Gunderson 
LaFalce 

0 1535 

Martin <IL> 
McKinney 
Moore 
Rose 

Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI changed his 
vote from "aye" to "no." 

Mr. McCURDY changed his vote 
from "no" to "aye." 

So the amendment was rejected. 
The result of the vote was an

nounced as above recorded. 
The CHAIRMAN. The Committee 

will rise informally in order that the 
House may receive a message. 

MESSAGE FROM THE 
PRESIDENT 

The SPEAKER pro tempore <Mr. 
MoAKLEY) assumed the chair. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair will receive a message. 

MESSAGE FROM THE 
PRESIDENT 

A message in writing from the Presi
dent of the United States was commu
nicated to the House by Mr. Saunders, 
one of his secretaries. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Committee will resume its sitting. 

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTA
TION AND RELATED AGENCIES 
APPROPRIATIONS ACT, 1987 

The Committee resumed its sitting. 

0 1545 
The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will 

read. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
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RAILROAD REHABILITATION AND IMPROVEMENT 

FINANCING FUNDS 
The Secretary of Transportation is au

thorized to issue to the Secretary of the 
Treasury notes or other obligations pursu
ant to section 512 of the Railroad Revital
ization and Regulatory Reform Act of 1976 
<Public Law 94-210>. as amended, in such 
amounts and at such times as may be neces
sary to pay any amounts required pursuant 
to the guarantee of the principal amount of 
obligations under sections 511 through 513 
of such Act, such authority to exist as long 
as any such guaranteed obligation is out
standing: Provided, That no new loan guar
antee commitments shall be made during 
fiscal year 1987. 

REDEEMABLE PREFERENCE SHARES 
Notwithstanding any other provision of 

law, the Secretary of Transportation shall, 
until September 30, 1988, issue and sell, and 
the Secretary of the Treasury until such 
date shall purchase fund anticipation notes, 
and the Secretary of Transportation is 
hereby authorized to expend for uses au
thorized for the Railroad Rehabilitation 
and Improvement Fund proceeds from the 
sale of such fund anticipation notes and any 
other moneys deposited in the fund after 
September 30, 1985, pursuant to sections 
502, 505- 507, and 509 of the Railroad Revi
talization and Regulatory Reform Act of 
1976 <Public Law 94-210), as amended, and 
section 803 of Public Law 95-620, in addi
tional amounts not to exceed $9,000,000. 
CONRAIL COMMUTER TRANSITION ASSISTANCE 

For necessary capital expenses of Conrail 
commuter transition assistance, not other
wise provided for, $5,000,000, to remain 
available until expended. 

URBAN MASS TRANSPORTATION 
ADMINISTRATION 

ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENSES 
For necessary administrative expenses of 

the urban mass transportation program au
thorized by the Urban Mass Transportation 
Act of 1964, as amended <49 U.S.C. 1601 et 
seq.), and 23 U.S.C. chapter 1, in connection 
with these activities, including hire of pas
senger motor vehicles and services as au
thorized by 5 U.S.C. 3109, $31 ,000,000, of 
which not to exceed $560,000 shall be avail
able for the Office of the Administrator. 
RESEARCH, TRAINING, AND HUMAN RESOURCES 

For necessary expenses for research, 
training, and human resources as author
ized by the Urban Mass Transportation Act 
of 1964, as amended <49 U.S.C. 1601 et seq.), 
to remain available until expended, 
$17,600,000: Provided, That there may be 
credited to this appropriation funds re
ceived from states, counties, municipalities, 
other public authorities, and private 
sources, for expenses incurred for training. 

FORMULA GRANTS 
For necessary expenses to carry out the 

provisions of sections 9 and 18 of the Urban 
Mass Transportation Act of 1964, as amend
ed <49 U.S.C. 1601 et seq.), $2,000,000,000, to 
remain available until expended. 

DISCRETIONARY GRANTS 
(LIMITATION ON OBLIGATIONS) 

(HIGHWAY TRUST FuND) 
None of the funds in this Act shall be 

available for the implementation or execu
tion of programs in excess of $1,015,000,000 
in fiscal year 1987 for grants under the con
tract authority authorized in section 
2l<a)(2)(B} of the Urban Mass Transporta
tion Act of 1964, as amended (49 U.S.C. 1601 
et seq.). 

(LIQUIDATION OF CONTRACT AUTHORIZATION) 
(HIGHWAY TRUST FuND) 

For payment of obligations incurred in 
carrying out section 2l<a)(2) of the Urban 
Mass Transportation Act of 1964, as amend
ed (49 U.S.C. 1601 et seq.), administered by 
the Urban Mass Transportation Administra
tion, $950,000,000, to be derived from the 
Highway Trust Fund and to remain avail
able until expended. 

INTERSTATE TRANSFER GRANTS-TRANSIT 
For necessary expenses to carry out the 

provisions of 23 U.S.C. 103Ce)(4) related to 
transit projects, $200,000,000, to remain 
available until expended. 

WASHINGTON METRO 
For necessary expenses to carry out the 

provisions of section 14 of Public Law 96-
184, $217,239,000 to remain available until 
expended. 

SAINT LAWRENCE SEAWAY 
DEVELOPMENT CORPORATION 

The Saint Lawrence Seaway Development 
Corporation is hereby authorized to make 
such expenditures, within the limits of 
funds and borrowing authority available to 
the Corporation, and in accord with law, 
and to make such contracts and commit
ments without regard to fiscal year limita
tions as provided by section 104 of the Gov
ernment Corporation Control Act, as 
amended, as may be necessary in carrying 
out the programs set forth in the Corpora
tion's budget for the current fiscal year 
except as hereinafter provided. 

LIMITATION ON ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENSES 
Not to exceed $1,925,000 shall be available 

for administrative expenses, which shall be 
computed on an accrual basis, including not 
to exceed $3,000 for official entertainment 
expenses to be expended upon the approval 
or authority of the Secretary of Transporta
tion: Provided, That Corporation funds 
shall be available for the hire of passenger 
motor vehicles and aircraft, operation and 
maintenance of aircraft, uniforms or allow
ances therefor for operation and mainte
nance personnel, as authorized by law (5 
U.S.C. 5901-5902), and $15,000 shall be 
available for services as authorized by 5 
u.s.c. 3109. 

EISENHOWER LOCK REPAIR 
For necessary expenses to repair and re

habilitate Eisenhower Lock located near 
Massena, New York, $2,000,000, to remain 
available until expended. 
RESEARCH AND SPECIAL PROGRAMS 

ADMINISTRATION 
RESEARCH AND SPECIAL PROGRAMS 

For expenses necessary to discharge the 
functions of the Research and Special Pro
grams Administration, for expenses for con
ducting research and development, and for 
grants-in-aid to carry out a pipeline safety 
program, as authorized by the Natural Gas 
Pipeline Safety Act of 1968 and the Hazard
ous Liquid Pipeline Safety Act of 1979, 
$20,800,000, of which $5,000,000 shall be 
available only for natural gas and hazardous 
liquid pipeline safety grants-in-aid, and of 
which $7,265,000 shall remain available 
until expended: Provided, That there may 
be credited to this appropriation funds re
ceived from states, counties, municipalities, 
other public authorities, and private sources 
for expenses incurred for training: Provided 
further, That of the funds made available 
for natural gas and hazardous liquid pipe
line safety grants-in-aid, the sum provided 
over and above the amount made available 
for this purpose in fiscal year 1986 shall be 

used only to support additional enforcement 
personnel beyond the personnel level in 
each state as of September 30, 1986. 
OFFICE OF THE INSPECTOR GENERAL 

SALARIES AND EXPENSES 
For necessary expenses of the Office of 

the Inspector General in carrying out the 
provisions of the Inspector General Act of 
1978, $27,770,000. 

TITLE II-RELATED AGENCIES 
ARCHITECTURAL AND TRANSPORTA-

TION BARRIERS COMPLIANCE 
BOARD 

SALARIES AND EXPENSES 
For expenses necessary for the Architec

tural and Transportation Barriers Compli
ance Board, as authorized by section 502 of 
the Rehabilitation Act of 1973, as amended, 
$1,975,000. 
NATIONAL TRANSPORTATION SAFETY 

BOARD 
SALARIES AND EXPENSES 

For necessary expenses of the National 
Transportation Safety Board, including hire 
of passenger motor vehicles and aircraft; 
services as authorized by 5 U.S.C. 3109, but 
at rates for individuals not to exceed the per 
diem rate equivalent to the rate for a GS-
18; uniforms, or allowances therefor, as au
thorized by law (5 U.S.C. 5901-5902), 
$22,240,000, of which not to exceed $500 
may be used for official reception and repre
sentation expenses. 

INTERSTATE COMMERCE 
COMMISSION 

SALARIES AND EXPENSES 
(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS) 

For necessary expenses of the Interstate 
Commerce Commission, including services 
as authorized by 5 U.S.C. 3109, and not to 
exceed $1,500 for official reception and rep
resentation expenses. $47,900,000, together 
with the unobligated balances of "Payments 
for directed rail service": Provided, That 
joint board members and cooperating state 
commissioners may use government trans
portation requests when traveling in con
nection with their official duties as such. 

PAYMENTS FOR DIRECTED RAIL SERVICE 
(LIMITATION OF OBLIGATIONS) 

None of the funds provided in this Act 
shall be available for the execution of pro
grams the obligations for which can reason
ably be expected to exceed $1,000,000 for di
rected rail service authorized under 49 
U.S.C. 11125 or any other legislation. 

PANAMA CANAL COMMISSION 
OPERATING EXPENSES 

For operating expenses necessary for the 
Panama Canal Commission, including hire 
of passenger motor vehicles and aircraft; 
uniforms or allowances therefor, as author
ized by law (5 U.S.C. 5901-5902); not to 
exceed $9,000 for official reception and rep
resentation expenses of the Board; oper
ation of guide services; residence for the Ad
ministrator; disbursements by the Adminis
trator for employee and community 
projects; not to exceed $3,000 for official re
ception and representation expenses of the 
Secretary; not to exceed $24,000 for official 
reception and representation expenses of 
the Administrator; and to employ services as 
authorized by law <5 U.S.C. 3109>; 
$409,770,000, to be derived from the Panama 
Canal Commission Fund: Provided, That 
there may be credited to this appropriation 
funds received from the Panama Canal 
Commission's capital outlay account for ex-
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penses incurred for supplies and services 
provided for capital projects. 

CAPITAL 0UTLA Y 
For acquisition, construction. replace

ment, and improvement of facilities, struc
tures, and equipment required by the 
Panama Canal Commission, including the 
purchase of not to exceed forty-one passen
ger motor vehicles for replacement only (in
cluding large heavy-duty vehicles used to 
transport Commission personnel across the 
Isthmus of Panama, the purchase price of 
which shall not exceed $14,000 per vehicle>; 
to employ services authorized by law C5 
U.S.C. 3109); $24,403,000, to be derived from 
the Panama Canal Commission Fund and to 
remain available until expended. 

DEPARTMENT OF THE TREASURY 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY 

INVESTMENT IN F'uND ANTICIPATION NOTES 
For the acquisition, in accordance with 

section 509 of the Railroad Revitalization 
and Regulatory Reform Act of 1976, as 
amended, and section 803 of Public Law 95-
620, of fund anticipation notes, $9,000,000. 

UNITED STATES RAILWAY 
ASSOCIATION 

ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENSES 
For necessary administrative expenses to 

enable the United States Railway Associa
tion to carry out its functions under the Re
gional Rail Reorganization Act of 1973, as 
amended, to remain available until expend
ed, $2,297 ,000, of which not to exceed $500 
may be available for official reception and 
representation expenses. 
WASHINGTON METROPOLITAN AREA 

TRANSIT AUTHORITY 
INTEREST PAYMENTS 

For necessary expenses for interest pay
ments, to remain available until expended, 
$51,663,569: Provided, That these funds 
shall be disbursed pursuant to terms and 
conditions established by Public Law 96-184 
and the Initial Bond Repayment Participa
tion Agreement. 

Mr. LEHMAN of Florida <during the 
reading). Mr. Chairman, I ask unani
mous consent that the remainder of 
title I and title II of this bill be consid
ered as read, printed in the RECORD, 
and open to amendment at any point. 

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

There was no objection. 
The CHAIRMAN. Are there any 

points of order against that portion of 
the bill? 

Are there any amendments to that 
portion of the bill? 

If not, the Clerk will read. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
TITLE III-GENERAL PROVISIONS 

SEC. 301. During the current fiscal year 
applicable appropriations to the Depart
ment of Transportation shall be available 
for maintenance and operation of aircraft; 
hire of passenger motor vehicles and air
craft; purchase of liability insurance for 
motor vehicles operating in foreign coun
tries on official department business; and 
uniforrns, or allowances therefor, as author
ized by law (5 U.S.C. 5901-5902). 

SEC. 302. Funds appropriated for the 
Panama Canal Commission may be appor
tioned notwithstanding section 3679 of the 
Revised Statutes, as amended C31 U.S.C 
1341>, to the extent necessary to permit 

payment of such pay increases for officers 
or employees as may be authorized by ad
ministrative action pursuant to law that are 
not in excess of statutory increases granted 
for the same period in corresponding rates 
of compensation for other employees of the 
Government in comparable positions. 

SEC. 303. Funds appropriated under this 
Act for expenditures by the Federal Avia
tion Administration shall be available < 1> 
except as otherwise authorized by the Act 
of September 30, 1950 (20 U.S.C. 236-244), 
for expenses of primary and secondary 
schooling for dependents of Federal A via
tion Administration personnel stationed 
outside the continental United States at 
costs for any given area not in excess of 
those of the Department of Defense for the 
same area, when it is determined by the Sec
retary that the schools, if any, available in 
the locality are unable to provide adequate
ly for the education of such dependents, and 
C2> for transportation of said dependents be
tween schools serving the area which they 
attend and their places of residence when 
the Secretary, under such regulations as 
may be prescribed, determines that such 
schools are not accessible by public means 
of transportation on a regular basis. 

SEc. 304. Appropriations contained in this 
Act for the Department of Transportation 
shall be available for services as authorized 
by 5 U.S.C. 3109, but at rates for individuals 
not to exceed the per diem rate equivalent 
to the rate for a GS-18. 

SEC. 305. None of the funds appropriated 
in this Act for the Panama Canal Commis
sion may be expended unless in conform
ance with the Panama Canal Treaties of 
1977 and any law implementing those trea
ties. 

SEc. 306. None of the funds provided in 
this Act may be used for planning or con
struction of rail-highway crossings under 
section 322<a> of title 23, United States 
Code, or under section 701<a)(5) or section 
703<1><A> of the Railroad Revitalization and 
Regulatory Reform Act of 1976, as amend
ed, at the-

( 1> School Street crossing in Groton, Con
necticut; and 

(2) Broadway Extension crossing in Ston
ington, Connecticut. 

SEC. 307. None of the funds in this Act 
shall be used for the planning or execution 
of any program to pay the expenses of, or 
otherwise compensate, non-federal parties 
intervening in regulatory or adjudicatory 
proceedings funded in this Act. 

SEc. 308. None of the funds in this Act 
shall be used to assist, directly or indirectly, 
any state in imposing mandatory state in
spection fees or sticker requirements on ve
hicles that are lawfully registered in an
other state, including vehicles engaged in 
interstate commercial transportation that 
are in compliance with Part 396-Inspection 
and Maintenance of the Federal Motor Car
rier Safety Regulations of the United States 
Department of Transportation. 

SEC. 309. None of the funds appropriated 
by this Act shall remain available for obliga
tion beyond the current fiscal year or may 
be transferred to other appropriations 
unless expressly so provided herein. 

SEc. 310. Notwithstanding any other pro
vision of law, total amounts of contract au
thority authorized in section 21(a)(2)(B) of 
the Urban Mass Transportation Act of 1964, 
as amended, shall be available for obligation 
until expended. 

SEC. 311. None of the funds in this or any 
previous or subsequent Act shall be avail
able for the planning or implementation of 

any change in the current federal status of 
the Transportation Systems Center; and 
none of the funds in this Act shall be avail
able for the implementation of any change 
in the current federal status of the Turner
Fairbank Highway Research Center. 

SEc. 312. The expenditure of any appro
priation under this Act for any consulting 
service through procurement contract, pur
suant to section 3109 of title 5, United 
States Code, shall be limited to those con
tracts where such expenditures are a matter 
of public record and available for public in
spection, except where otherwise provided 
under existing law, or under existing Execu
tive Order issued pursuant to existing law. 

SEC. 313. <a> For fiscal year 1987 the Sec
retary of Transportation shall distribute the 
obligation limitation for federal-aid high
ways by allocation in the ratio which sums 
authorized to be appropriated for federal
aid highways and highway safety construc
tion which are apportioned or allocated to 
each state for such fiscal year bear to the 
total of the sums authorized to be appropri
ated for federal-aid highways and highway 
safety construction which are apportioned 
or allocated to all the states for such fiscal 
year. 

<b> During the period October 1 through 
December 31, 1986, no state shall obligate 
more than 35 per centum of the amount dis
tributed to such state under subsection (a), 
and the total of all state obligations during 
such period shall not exceed 25 per centum 
of the total amount distributed to all states 
under such subsection. 

(c) Notwithstanding subsections (a) and 
Cb>, the Secretary shall-

(1) provide all states with authority suffi
cient to prevent lapses of sums authorized 
to be appropriated for federal-aid highways 
and highway safety construction which 
have been apportioned to a state, except in 
those instances in which a state indicates its 
intention to lapse sums apportioned under 
section 104(b)(5)(A) of title 23, United 
States Code; 

<2> after August 1, 1987, revise a distribu
tion of the funds made available under sub
section Ca> if a state will not obligate the 
amount distributed during that fiscal year 
and redistribute sufficient amounts to those 
states able to obligate amounts in addition 
to those previously distributed during that 
fiscal year giving priority to those states 
have large unobligated balances of funds ap
portioned under section 104 of title 23, 
United States Code, and giving priority to 
those states which, because of statutory 
changes made by the Surface Transporta
tion Assistance Act of 1982 and the Federal
Aid Highway Act of 1981, have experienced 
substantial proportional reductions in their 
apportionments and allocations; and 

<3> not distribute amounts authorized for 
administrative expenses, and the federal 
lands highway program. 

(d) The limitation on obligations for fed
eral-aid highways and highway safety con
struction programs for fiscal year 1987 shall 
not apply to obligations for emergency 
relief under section 125 of title 23, United 
States Code, obligations under section 157 
of title 23, United States Code, projects cov
ered under section 147 of the Surface Trans
portation Assistance Act of 1978, section 9 
of the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1981, 
subsections 131 <b> and (j) of Public Law 97-
424, section 118 of the National Visitors 
Center Facilities Act of 1968, or section 320 
of title 23, United States Code. 
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<e> This section shall be in effect until en

actment of H.R. 3129 of similar legislation 
modifying subsections <a> through Cd). 

SEc. 314. None of the funds in this Act 
shall be available for salaries and expenses 
of more than one hundred thirty-eight po
litical and Presidential appointees in the 
Department of Transportation. 

SEc. 315. Not to exceed $725,000 of the 
funds provided in this Act for the Depart
ment of Transportation shall be available 
for the necessary expenses of advisory com
mittees. 

SEc. 316. None of the funds in this or any 
other Act shall be made available for the 
proposed Woodward light rail line in the 
Detroit, Michigan, area until a so~ce of op
erating funds has been approved m accord
ance with Michigan law: Provided, That this 
limitation shall not apply to alternatives 
analysis studies under section 2l<a><2><B> of 
the Urban Mass Transportation Act of 1964, 
as amended. 

SEc. 3'17. The limitation on obligations for 
the Discretionary Grants program of the 
Urban Mass Transportation Administration 
shall not apply to any authority under sec
tion 21<a><2><B> of the Urban Mass Trans
portation Act of 1964, as amended, previous
ly made available for obligation. 

SEC. 318. Notwithstanding any other pro
vision of law, none of the funds in this Act 
shall be available for the co115truction of, or 
any other costs related to, the Central Auto
mated Transit System <Downtown People 
Mover> in Detroit, Michigan: Provided, That 
the immediately preceding provision shall 
not apply to $5,000,000 appropriated to the 
Detroit Department of Transportation. 

SEc. 319. The City of Linden, New Jersey, 
and its successors and assigns are hereby re
leased from all the terms, conditions, reser
vations and restrictions contained in the 
deed d~ted February 27, 1947, by which the 
United States conveyed certain real proper
ty to the City of Linden, New Jersey, for air
port purposes. 

SEc. 320. None of the funds in this Act 
shall be used to implement section 404 of 
title 23, United States Code. 

SEC. 321. (a) SAFETY ENFORCEMENT PRO
GRAM PERFORMANCE.-The Secretary of 
Transportation shall on or before February 
1 1987 transmit to the Congress a compre
hensiv~ report on the fiscal year 1986 activi
ties of all safety enforcement programs ad
ministered within the Department of Trans
portation, including federal air safety ~
spectors, motor carrier inspectors, rail 
safety inspectors, pipline safety inspectors, 
hazardous materials inspectors, and marine 
safety inspectors. The report shall include: 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. CARR 

Mr. CARR. Mr. Chairman, I offer an 
amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. CARR: On page 

46, line 12, strike the word "all" and all 
thereafter through page 50, line 7 up to and 
including "Cd)", and insert the following: 
"the Federal Aviation Administration's op
eration and maintenance inspection and cer
tification programs. The report shall in
clude: 

"Cl) a comparison of end-of-year staffing 
levels by inspector category to staffing goals 
and a statement as to the currency and va
lidity of the staffing standards on which the 
goals are based; . . 

"(2) schedules showing the experience, m 
years, of the various inspector workforces 
and the extent to which inspectors have re-
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ceived all the mandatory or recommended 
training; 

" (3) a description of the criteria used to 
set annual work programs and an explana
tion of how these programs ensure compli
ance with appropriate federal regulations 
and safe operating practices; 

"(4) a comparison of actual inspections 
performed during the fiscal year to the 
annual work programs disaggregated to the 
field locations; 

"(5) a statement of the adequacy of the in
ternal management controls available to 
ensure that field managers are complying 
with inspection priorities and minimum in
spection standards, and to collect and ana
lyze inspection data; 

"(6) the status of the Department's efforts 
to update inspector guidance documents and 
federal regulations to include technological, 
management, and structural changes taking 
place within the various transportation 
modes, including a listing of the backlog of 
proposed regulatory changes identified as 
being critical to safety; 

"(7) a list of the operational measures of 
effectiveness-'best proxies' standing be
tween the ultimate goal of accident preven
tion d.nd ongoing program activities-that 
are being used to evaluate progress in meet
ing program objectives, the quality of pro
gram delivery, and the nature of emerging 
safety problems; 

"(8) a listing of all enforcement actions 
taken, including all civil penalties, during 
the fiscal year by program, including the 
name and address of each organization 
against which an enforcement action was 
taken, the reason for the action, and the 
type of action taken; 

"(9) a listing of the total amount of civil 
penalties assessed by fiscal year beginning 
with fiscal year 1977; and 

"(10) a set of safety statistics covering 
each of the last ten years that best depict 
the safety record of each transportation 
sector regulated by departmental inspectors. 

"(b)" 

Mr. CARR. Mr. Chairman, this is a 
comprehensive amendment to title III 
of the bill. It has been worked out be
tween the chairman of the subcommit
tee and the ranking minority member, 
the gentleman from Pennsylvania 
[Mr. COUGHLIN], in conjunction with 
the chairman of the authorizing com
mittee. 

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

Mr. CARR. I yield to the gentleman 
from Florida. 

Mr. LEHMAN of Florida. Mr. Chair
man, I thank my friend, the gentle
man from Michigan. 

I am familiar with the amendment 
offered by the gentleman from Michi
gan [Mr. CARR]. It is a good amend
ment, and I certainly support it. 

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

Mr. CARR. I yield to the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. COUGHLIN. Mr. Chairman, the 
minority has no objection to the gen
tleman's amendment. We certainly 
support the amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentle
man from Michigan [Mr. CARR]. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Tb.e CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will 
read. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
(1) a comparison of end-of-year staffing 

levels by inspector category to staffing goals 
and a statement as to the currency and va
lidity of the staffing standards on which the 
goals are based; 

(2) schedules showing the experience, in 
years, of the various inspector workforces 
and the extent to which inspectors have re
ceived all the mandatory or recommended 
training; 

(3) a description of the criteria used to set 
annual work programs and an explanation 
of how these programs ensure compliance 
with appropriate federal regulations and 
safe operating practices; 

(4) a comparison of actual inspections per
formed during the fiscal year to the annual 
work programs disaggregated to the field lo
cations; 

(5) a statement on the adequacy of the in
ternal management controls available to 
ensure that field managers are complying 
with inspection priorities and minimum in
spection standards, and to collect and ana
lyze inspection data; 

(6) the status of the Department's efforts 
to update inspector guidance documents and 
federal regulations to include technological, 
management, and structural changes taking 
place within the various transportation 
modes, including a listing of the backlog of 
proposed regulatory changes identified as 
being critical to safety; 

(7) a list of the operational measures of ef
fectiveness-"best proxies" standing be
tween the ultimate goal of the accident pre
vention and ongoing program activities
that are being used to evaluate progress in 
meeting program objectives, the quality of 
program delivery, and the nature of emerg
ing safety problems; 

(8) a listing of all enforcement actions 
taken, including all civil penalties, during 
the fiscal year by program, including the 
name and address of each organization 
against which an enforcement action was 
taken, the reason for the action, and the 
type of action taken; 

(9) a listing of the total amount of civil 
penalties assessed by program and fiscal 
year beginning with fiscal year 1977; and 

OO> a set of safety statistics covering each 
of the last ten years that best depict the 
safety record of each transportation sector 
regulated by departmental inspectors. 

(b) SHIPMENT OF NUCLEAR MATERIALS.
The Secretary of Transporation, in consul
tation with the Department of Energy, shall 
complete an analysis of the risks to health, 
safety, and the environment associated with 
transportation of high-level nuclear waste 
and spent nuclear fuel to < 1) the potential 
geologic repository sites nominated by the 
Secretary of Energy as suitable for site 
characterization pursuant to section 112Cb) 
of the Nuclear Waste Policy Act, and (2) to 
and from any monitored retrievable storage 
site authorized pursuant to section 141 of 
the Nuclear Waste Policy Act. In addition, 
the Secretary of Transportation shall evalu
ate and compare routes and transportation 
modes to determine which present the least 
risk to human health, safety, and the envi
ronment. The Secretary shall complete the 
analysis within one year of the date of en
actment of this Act, and shall report the re
sults of the analysis to the Congress and the 
Secretary of Energy. 

Cc) IIAzARDous MATERIALS FLow STUDY.
< 1) The Secretary of Transportation shall 
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conduct a study of the flow of hazardous 
materials in the United States, which under 
regulations of the Secretary are required to 
bear at least two placards < 49 C.F.R. Part 
172, Subpart F>. Such study shall be con
ducted-

<A> to improve the targeting of federal en
forcement of Department of Tranportation 
requirements with respect to the transpor
tation of hazardous materials; 

<B> to improve the enforcement by states 
and localities of their requirements with re
spect to such transportation; and . 

<C> to assist in the development of emer
gency response capabilities by states and lo
calities. 
The study shall identify the routes followed 
in the shipment of such materials and the 
types of accidents and incidents involving 
the shipment of such materials that have 
required federal, state, or local emergency 
response services. The Secretary shall make 
a report to the Congress on the results of 
the study within one year of the date of en
actment of this Act. 

(2) For purposes of subsection 32l<c)(l), 
the term "hazardous material" is defined as 
a hazardous material designated under sec
tion 104 of the Hazardous Materials Trans
portation Act. 

(d) LoNG-RANGE NATIONAL TRANSPORTATION 
STRATEGIC PLANNING STUDY.-The Depart
ment of Transportation shall undertake a 
long-range, multi-modal national transpor
tation strategic planning study. This study 
shall forecast long-term needs and costs for 
developing and maintaining facilities and 
services to achieve a desired national trans
portation program for moving people and 
goods in the year 2015. The modes to be in
cluded are interstate and other priority 
highways and roads, mass transportation, 
rail, pipelines, and aviation. The study shall 
include detailed analyses of transportation 
needs within six to nine metropolitan areas 
that have diverse population, development, 
and demographic patterns, including at 
least one interstate metropolitan area. The 
strategic transportation planning study 
shall address such issues as: 

O> the need to continue a national trans
portation policy and program to further 
social, environmental, and mobility goals 
and objectives of the Nation; 

(2) public and private fiscal support, 
growth patterns, the demographic character 
of population, geographic differences, and 
projected development or decline in specific 
regions; 

(3) the current and future material and 
human resource needs that include facilities 
and equipment, employee requirements, and 
training and educational needs for the nec
essary manpower; 

< 4) the market potential-including future 
travel demands-and future community de
velopments and configurations that may 
affect transportation needs; 

(5) the degree to which existing transpor
tation networks can be further developed to 
meet future travel and goods movement de
mands in view of cost, land use, environmen
tal, social, economic, and technological con
siderations; and 

<6> the federal program strategies and 
costs by mode of transportation necessary 
to achieve and maintain a desired transpor
tation system in the year 2015. 
This study shall be submitted to Congress 
on or before December 31, 1987. 

SEc. 322. Within seven calendar days of 
the obligation date, the Urban Mass Trans
portation Administration shall publish in 
the Federal Register an announcement of 

each grant obligated pursuant to sections 3 
and 9 of the Urban Mass Transportation 
Act of 1964, as amended, including the grant 
number, the grant amount, and the transit 
property receiving each grant. 

SEc. 323. Of the amounts available under 
the contract authority authorized in section 
21(a)(2)(B) of the Urban Mass Transporta
tion Act of 1964, as amended, $9,001,532 
shall be made available to the City of Phila
delphia, Pennsylvania, in reimbursement of 
the federal share of extraordinary costs in
curred in construction of the Center City 
Commuter ~onnection <UMTA Project No. 
PA-03-0013). 

SEC. 324. <a> Section 41l(f) of the Surface 
Transportation Assistance Act of 1982 is 
amended by inserting "( 1 )" before "For the 
purposes" and by adding at the end of such 
section the following: 

"(2) MAXI-CUBE VEHICLE DEFINED.-For pur
poses of this section, 'maxi-cube vehicle' 
means a truck tractor combined with a semi
trailer and a separable cargo-carrying unit 
which is designed to be loaded and unloaded 
through the semi-trailer, except that the 
entire combination shall not exceed 65 feet 
in length and the separable cargo-carrying 
unit shall not exceed 34 feet in length.". 

Cb> Section 411(c) of such Act is amended 
by inserting after "prohibit" the following: 
"maxi-cube vehicles or". 

SEC. 325. None of the funds in this Act 
shall be used for any study project involving 
access by a causeway or bridge across wet
lands of the San Francisco Bay to U.S. 
Highway 880 in Alameda County, Califor
nia. 

SEc. 326. None of the funds appropriated 
in this Act may be used to prescribe, imple
ment, or enforce a national policy specifying 
that only a single type of visual glideslope 
indicator can be funded under the facilities 
and equipment account or through the air
port improvement program: Provided, how
ever, That this prohibition shall not apply 
in the case of airports that are certified 
under Part 139 of the Federal Aviation Reg
ulations. 

SEC. 327. None of the funds in this Act 
shall be used to enforce any rules, policies, 
or guidelines that seek to delay transit 
grants or condition their award on the 
methods or means by which providers of 
mass transit services or functions are select
ed, or on the extent or amount of services or 
functions to be carried out by various pri
vate mass transportation service providers. 

SEC. 328. None of the funds in this Act 
shall be available for grants-in-aid to any 
airport that fails to provide designated and 
enforced smoking and non-smoking areas 
for passengers in airport terminal areas. 
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POINT OF ORDER 
Mr. BLILEY. Mr. Chairman, I have 

a point of order against section 328 of 
the bill. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
will state his point of order. 

Mr. BLILEY. Mr. Chairman, section 
328 of the bill violates clause 2(b) of 
rule XXI, the prohibition against leg
islation in an appropriations bill. Sec
tion 328 states that: 

None of the funds in this Act shall be 
available for grants-in-aid to any airport 
that fails to provide designated and en
forced smoking and nonsmoking areas for 
passengers in airport terminal areas. 

Mr. Chairman, this section imposes 
additional duties and requirements not 
contained in existing law and as such 
constitutes legislation on an appro
priations bill. 

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentle
man from Florida [Mr. LEHMAN] wish 
to respond to the point of order? 

Mr. LEHMAN of Florida. Mr. Chair
man, I rise in opposition to the point 
of order. 

The gentleman makes a point of 
order that section 328 of the bill is leg
islative in nature because it imposes 
additional duties. The purpose of sec
tion 328 of the bill is to enforce non
smoking areas in airports that receive 
Federal grant-in-aid funds. 

At the present time the FAA con
ducts annual safety inspections at ap
proximately 500 airports throughout 
the country. These inspections are 
conducted on a normal schedule and 
are intended to guarantee the safety 
of the airline passenger, as well as 
monitor security precautions of the 
passenger boarding the airlines. The 
inspection, of course, is conducted on 
site. 

Mr. Chairman, I would like to cite 
two precedents of the House which I 
believe are related to this situation. 

Section 25:10.2 of "Deschler's Proce
dures in the House of Representa
tives" states: 

While it is not in order by way of a limita
tion to impose additional duties on an exec
utive officer, it is permissible to make the 
payment of funds contingent upon the per
formance of certain obligations by private 
citizens or other persons not in the govern
ment's employ. 

In this instance, the primary duty 
for enforcement is with the local air
port authority. In addition, I maintain 
that the additional duty imposed on 
the FAA inspectors is minimal, since 
they are already on site and can moni
tor this requirement. 

Deschler's states in part <section 25 >: 
Where the manifest intent of a proposed 

amendment is to impose a limitation on the 
use of funds appropriated in the bill, the 
fact that the administration of the limita
tion will impose certain incidental but addi
tional burdens on executive officers does 
not destroy the character of the limitation. 

I ask for the Chair to reject this 
point of order. 

Mr. BLILEY. Mr. Chairman, may I 
be heard? 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
may proceed. 

Mr. BLILEY. Mr. Chairman, they 
may have inspections for safety, but 
they will be required to do additional 
duties to determine if indeed this sec
tion has been complied with. Then it 
will have to come back to headquar
ters and the headquarters will have to 
take additional duties in case they 
have not to cut off the funds. 

Clause 2(b) of rule XXI does not say 
how great the duty has to be or how 
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great the legislative effort is. If there 
is any legislative effort, it is violative. 

Therefore, I would urge the Chair to 
sustain the point of order. 

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentle
man from Florida wish to make any 
further comments? 

Mr. LEHMAN of Florida. Mr. Chair
man, in response, I think the point is 
that these are really incidental duties. 
As I said, the additional duties, if any, 
imposed under the statute are mini
mal. They are already on site. Where 
these smoking areas may or may not 
be can be easily monitored. 

Once again I ask the Chair to reject 
the point of order. 

The CHAIRMAN <Mr. PANETTA). 
The Chair is prepared to rule. 

The point of order is made that this 
provision constitutes legislation in an 
appropriations bill. 

This particular provision, section 
328, would require a new determina
tion as to whether airports fail to des
ignate and enforce smoking and non
smoking areas in terminals. While the 
Federal Aviation Administration may 
be required to make inspections and 
safety inspections, there is no specific 
statute that requires the Federal Gov
ernment to make this new determina
tion. Therefore, it is a substantial duty 
that is not required by existing law 
and section 328 does constitute legisla
tion in an appropriations bill. 

The point of order is sustained. 
Mr. SMITH of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, 

I move to strike the last word. 
I would like to point out that what 

we are seeing here now is one reason 
we are having such a drive in this 
country to prohibit all smoking in all 
public buildings. It is the failure to be 
willing to take some moderate propos
al that is doing that and the drive to 
prohibit all smoking is progressing 
fast. 

One can go out here to our National 
Airport and see that they put up a 
little movable pedestal that says, "No 
smoking in this area." They put smok
ing stands along side it. Anyone that 
wants to moves it over to the edge and 
the whole area is smoking and there is 
prohibition on smoking pipes or cigars. 
Many passengers who are provided no
smoking seats on the airplane wait 
longer in the airport than they are on 
the airplane. 

I was at National Airport one day 
when a nurse had a cancer patient 
who had just come out of the hospital. 
The nurse that was with him had to 
ask them to let her take him out into 
the jet way to the plane and keep him 
out there until the plane left to get 
him out of the smoke. 

Now, that is the kind of thing and 
the failure to be willing to accept mod
erate proposals that protect nonsmok
ers as well as smokers that is causing 
people to say, "No more smoking in 
any public building in this country." 

There is a bill moving through Con
gress to do just that. Not permitting 
this provision to pass this way will 
help pass that total prohibition bill. 
That is what is going to happen. 

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

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. I yield to the 
gentleman from Virginia. 

Mr. BLILEY. Mr. Chairman, the 
gentleman respects due process and 
that is why these rules are here. If the 
gentleman has a point, the gentleman 
should take it to the proper committee 
and have a bill introduced and consid
ered at the proper time. 

I think the Chair made the proper 
ruling. That is the only point I wanted 
to make. 

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. Well, this was 
discussed with people on the authoriz
ing committee and they did not have 
any objection. That is the point. It 
takes a long time to get a bill out of 
that committee on through Congress, 
but one will go through and stopping 
this moderate provision on a technical
ity will help to pass a general prohibi
tion. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will 
read. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
SEc. 329. Section 324 of the Department of 

Transportation and Related Agencies Ap
propriations Act, 1986 <Public Law 99-190; 
99 Stat. 1288) is amended-

(!) in subsection Cc), by striking "a deter
mination" and inserting in lieu thereof "the 
certification"; and 

<2> by striking subsection (d) and inserting 
in lieu thereof the following: 

"(d) REMOVAL OF LIMITATION.-Subsections 
<a> and (b) shall cease to be in effect if the 
Chairman of the Board of the Metropolitan 
Transportation Authority (a public author
ity of the State of New York) certifies to 
the Secretary that-

"( 1) a loss of revenues has resulted from 
the limitation imposed by subsection (a); or 

"(2) such limitation has resulted in other 
traffic problems. 
The Secretary shall publish such certifica
tion in the Federal Register not later than 
10 days after the certification is made to the 
Secretary.". 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. MOLINARI 
Mr. MOLINARI. Mr. Chairman, I 

off er an amendment. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. MOLINARI: 

Page 54, lines 1 through 18, strike section 
329. 

Mr. MOLINARI. Mr. Chairman, 
before we start the debate, I think we 
have an agreement here to limit the 
debate to 40 minutes, to be equally di
vided between myself and the gentle
man from New York CMr. MRAZEK]. 

Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con
sent to limit debate to 40 minutes, to 
be equally divided, 20 · minutes to 
myself and 20 minutes for the oppo
nents of my amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. That is on the 
amendment and all amendments 
thereto? 

Mr. MOLINARI. That is correct. 

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

There was no objection. 
The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 

from New York [Mr. MOLINARI] will be 
recognized for 20 minutes and the gen
tleman from New York CMr. MRAZEK] 
will be recognized for 20 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from New York [Mr. MOLINARI]. 

Mr. MOLINARI. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield myself such time as I may con
sume. 

Mr. Chairman, last September 12, 
this House passed an amendment oi 
mine, attached to the transportation 
appropriations bill, which, in effect, 
mandated a one-way toll collection on 
the Verrazano Narrows Bridge which 
connects Staten Island and Brooklyn. 
It links two sections of Interstate 
Highway 278, one of the most heavily 
traveled interstates in the country. 

Mr. SOLARZ then offered an amend
ment which would have deleted my 
amendment entirely. After a debate 
that lasted approximately 1 hour, the 
Solarz amendment was defeated by a 
vote of 296 to 111. 

Now we have a disguised attempt to 
do the same thing. Language in this 
bill would kill one-way tolls if there is 
one dime lost in revenue or any ad
verse traffic impact at all in our area. 
In this language, there would be no 
objective assessment of the program, 
its benefits must be totally ignored. 

By the way of background, before 
the one-way toll went into effect, ve
hicular traffic backed up for miles on 
both sides of the bridge. With traffic 
increasing by 3 to 4 percent each year. 
During peak rush hours commuters 
faced delays of 30 minutes to an hour 
just to pay a toll and it didn't make 
any difference whether you were trav
elling eastbound from New Jersey to 
Staten Island to Brooklyn or west
bound from Brooklyn to Staten Island. 
There were no proposals to grant com
muters relief, and the delays grew in
tolerable. Serious pollution problems 
resulted from thousands of cars idling 
as they waited to pay the toll. 

Last year, I drafted what I thought 
was a very fair amendment. It simply 
provided that after the one-way toll 
was in effect for 6 months, the Gover
nor of New York State could petition 
the Secretary of Transportation to re
store the two-way toll connection. In 
order to rescind the one-way toll, the 
Governor had to substantiate one of 
two conditions: 

First, a substantial loss of revenue; 
or 

Second, significant traffic problems. 
As of July 20, 1986, the one-way toll 

system has been in effect for 4 
months. Under present law, therefore, 
in less than 2 months, the Governor 
can petition for a restoration to two
way toll collection. Many traffic ex-
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perts, including the head of the au
thority that runs the bridge, have sug
gested that the new system must be in 
place for at least 6 months before an 
accurate determination can be made as 
to its effectiveness. In light of the 
above, it was very distressing to learn 
that Congressman WEISS and other 
Members of this House were seeking 
an immediate repeal of the one-way 
toll. They were unable to do that out
right so, a provision has been included 
that Congressman WEISS and others 
label a compromise but which means 
outright repeal nonetheless. Let me 
demonstrate how unfair the so-called 
compromise language is and why I am 
compelled to ask you to delete it. 

First, it would eliminate the two-tier 
provision whereby Governor Cuomo 
would petition Secretary Dole to re
scind the one-way toll. In place, new 
language has been substituted which 
would give sole authority to do away 
with the one-way toll on his own ini
tiative to the chairman of the Metro
politan Transportation Authority a 
nonelected official who originally op
posed the one-way toll. 

Second, he could do this by simply 
certifying to the Secretary that there 
has been any loss of revenue-no 
matter how small. It no longer would 
have to be a substantial loss of reve
nue which I think made a great deal of 
sense. 

Third, the new language provides 
that the chairman could also rescind 
the one-way toll system by certifying 
that such system has "resulted in 
other traffic problems." No longer 
would such traffic problems have to be 
significant. What a farce, none of the 
benefits of the one-way toll can be 
taken into account when assessing the 
one-way toll. Yet, my colleagues are 
bold enough to suggest that the new 
language is a compromise. Some com
promise. 

In my opinion, it has been extraordi
narily successful, saving many com
muters over an hour a day in a round
trip commute. Using EPA guidelines, 
based upon only a 30-minute delay in 
waiting to pay tolls, which was not un
common before one-way tolls, and 
computing only from Monday through 
Friday, there would be gasoline sav
ings amounting to about $19 million a 
year, or $165 per year for the average 
commuter. 

A very important point is the rather 
dramatic improvement in air quality 
on Staten Island and in Brooklyn. 
Using EPA data, based upon standard 
average emissions for vehicles in stop 
and go traffic, one-way tolls result in 
the following reduction of pollutants: 

First, carbon monoxide levels-re
duced by 16 million pounds per year. 

Second, nitrogen oxide levels-re
duced by 300,000 pounds per year; and 

Third, hydrocarbon levels-reduced 
by 1 million pounds each year. 

That is why one-way tolls have been 
endorsed by the Amalgamated Transit 
Union, the union that busdrivers 
belong to. The plan has also been en
dorsed by the bridge and tunnel offi
cers' benevolent association: the Toll 
Collectors Union. Reduced pollution 
levels are of great benefit to toll col
lectors. 

There is no question that Congress
man WEISS' constituents who live near 
the entrance to the Holland Tunnel 
suffer from a buildup of cars seeking 
entrance to the tunnel. This, however, 
is a longstanding problem, and the 
community board records reflect that 
they have discussed this situation for 
well over 10 years. If the two-way toll 
collection is restored, that very same 
problem will still exist but what a loss 
there would be to the hundreds of 
thousands of commuters who have 
gained so much due to the toll change
over. 

Despite what you will undoubtedly 
hear, according to the Port Authority 
of New York and New Jersey, the 
amount of vehicles going through the 
Holland Tunnel westbound to New 
Jersey in May is virtually the same as 
it was prior to the institution of the 
one-way toll system. 

You might ask, why then is there so 
much controversy? Why did the New 
York Times, the Daily News and other 
media in New York City label the one
way toll a failure? They simply accept
ed some of the first figures that were 
available shortly after the one-way 
system was implemented when some 
commuters attempted to beat the toll. 
They took 1 day's count and multi
plied it by 365 days and did not look 
for more current or updated statistical 
evidence. 

Fortunately, this issue has been pre
sented as a proposal that only would 
benefit residents of Staten Island, to 
the detriment of some residents in 
Brooklyn, Manhattan and, yes, evern 
residents in New Jersey. The fact is 
that more than half of the traffic 
using the bridge comes from the State 
of New Jersey. I represent a portion of 
Brooklyn and 85 percent of my con
stituents responded in a poll that they 
were very much in favor of the one
way toll collection. Community Board 
10 in Brooklyn published a newsletter 
extolling with high praise the savings 
in time in crossing the Verrazano Nar
rows Bridge. 

The real experts on the one-way toll 
are the half-million to 1 million people 
that use that bridge every day. To
gether with my staff, I have handed 
out over 30,000 questionnaires at the 
three bridges to New Jersey and the 
Verrazano Bridge. Ninety-six percent 
of those responding demanded reten
tion of the one-way toll collection be
cause of the difference it has made in 
their daily lives. It would be a real step 
backward to revert back to a two-way 
toll collection system. 

The key point, however, is that if I 
am wrong, the existing law provides a 
fair mechanism to rescind the one-way 
toll system. The language now in this 
appropriations bill makes a mockery 
of many people's desire for a fair as
sessment of the program. I regret the 
time that we must consume in debat
ing this issue again, but when you re
alize that we are talking about the 
quality of life for commuters, again, 
ranging from a half-million to a mil
lion, this is a terribly important 
matter to those involved . . ! would ear
nestly request the support of my col
leagues in deleting the provision and 
keeping a fair assessment of the one
way toll. 

0 1610 
Mr. MRAZEK. Mr. Chairman, I rise 

in reluctant opposition to the amend
ment offered by my good friend and 
distinguished colleague, the gentleman 
from New York [Mr. MOLINARI]. 

Mr. Chairman, I must say at the 
outset that my district is not affected 
by this particular amendment. Howev
er, as a member of the subcommittee 
of the Committee on Appropriations 
which was responsible for developing 
this section of the bill, we worked hard 
to try to come up with a compromise 
that is fair to all sides. 

I would like to point out that the po
sition we have taken does not elimi
nate the one-way toll. Our position is 
this-at the end of the 6-month exper
iment, local authorities will determine 
whether the experiment should be 
continued. 

After just 3 months of this experi
ment, here are the results, as provided 
through statistics garnered by the 
Metropolitan Transit Authority of 
New York. According to their figures, 
the annual revenue loss from this par
ticular toll experiment will be $5.64 
million. Now, some Members might 
suggest that this is not an important 
loss of revenue to the taxpayers of 
New York. I would submit that $5.6 
million is a significant loss of revenue 
to any municipality. 

Further, traffic congestion in lower 
Manhattan has been increased dra
matically, often creating gridlock 
problems, according to the MTA. Trav
eltime on Canal Street has increased 
from an average of 5.9 minutes to 15.8 
minutes. Those are the actual figures 
for April, May, and June-and similar 
increases in traffic congestion have oc
curred on other streets affected nega
tively by this proposal. 

All we are suggesting in the Appro
priations Committee compromise is 
that at the end of a 6-month experi
ment, a decision should be made by 
local authorities to determine whether 
in fact the toll should be collected 
both ways on this bridge, or one way. 
It should not be imposed on New 
York, the municipality which is in 
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charge of administering this particular 
bridge. 

I might add, and I think that it is 
important to note for any of my col
leagues who may be confused by the 
merits on either side of this issue, that 
with the exception of Mr. MOLINARI, 
every Member, both Democratic and 
Republican, from the New Jersey-New 
York metropolitan area is opposed to 
his amendment, because their districts 
are negatively affected. Some of them 
will talk in opposition to the amend
ment very shortly. 

It's important for every Member to 
know that the U.S. Department of 
Transportation believes that our Ap
propriations Committee compromise 
does not go far enough. They favor 
the outright repeal of Mr. MoLINARI's 
amendment. 

Finally, and most importantly, 
Mayor Koch and Governor Cuomo are 
opposed to this amendment. 

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

Mr. MRAZEK. I yield to the gentle
man from New York. 

Mr. MOLINARI. Mr. Chairman, I do 
not think that I heard correctly. Did 
the gentleman say that every Member 
of the New York and New Jersey met
ropolitan area opposed my amend
ment? 

Mr. MRAZEK. That is correct. 
Mr. MOLINARI. Is the gentleman 

sure of that? 
Mr. MRAZEK. Well, perhaps we will 

be able to find out one way or another 
when we have a vote. 

Mr. MOLINARI. Well, I have one or 
two votes that I know of that are 
coming with me, and I would like to 
correct the gentleman. Maybe I am 
going to be surprised; one of us will be. 

Mr. MRAZEK. One of us will prob
ably be surprised. 

In any event, I would like to again 
point out that Mayor Koch, the U.S. 
Department of Transportation, the 
Reagan administration, and Governor 
Cuomo are all opposed to this particu
lar amendment by Mr. MOLINARI to 
delete the compromise language 
placed in the bill by the Committee on 
Appropriations. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield 4 minutes to 
the gentleman from New Jersey [Mr. 
GUARINI]. 

Mr. GUARINI. Mr. Chairman, I 
want to commend my colleague from 
Staten Island for protecting well the 
interest of Staten Island. He has cru
saded for this one-way toll, and he has 
done a very good job representing 
Staten Island. 

I understand that the traffic situa
tion at all the crossings is horrendous. 
There are solutions, and perhaps some 
of the solutions would be found in 
mass transit, and some of them may 
be found in improved crossings of the 
rivers in the metropolitan area. The 
traffic situation every year has 
become increasingly worse. 

There is a larger picture that my 
good colleague has not told us about: 
That the impact of his amendment on 
the entire region is very unfortunate, 
and that the traffic situation has 
become worsened as a result of Staten 
Island getting this little bit of relief. 

What actually happened is that 
there has been a situation with traffic 
that flows in the area to avoid paying 
tolls and save so much per day by 
going a circuitous route. 
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As a result, the port authority has 

told us that the Holland Tunnel has 
experienced 4,000 vehicles a day as ad
ditional traffic, and it is growing; that 
the Bayonne Bridge has seen a 23.6-
percent increase in the Staten Island
bound traffic since the toll changed; 
and tne Goethals Bridge has seen a 
difference of 17 .9 percent in the 
Jersey-bound traffic. 

Just today, there was on the front 
page of our newspapers a statement 
that the most densely populated city 
in the United States is Jersey City. We 
have a very bad traffic situation in 
regard to our tunnel crossings. I know 
from firsthand observation because 
the Holland and Lincoln Tunnels and 
Bayonne Bridge are in my district. 

What we see is a backing up of traf
fic more and more each day, miles and 
miles of delays in getting into the 
tunnel; air pollution is worsening in 
the communities. The trucks and cars 
are going into secondary roads, caus
ing neighborhood problems, causing a 
higher degree of accidents, causing 
pollution, and creating a general nui
sance in the communities that are 
trying to afford their residents a 
decent way of life in this area of New 
Jersey. 

Also, even in Manhattan, Mayor 
Koch is against the proposition, the 
New York Times is against it, and also 
the port authority is against this idea 
of one-way tolls on the Verrazano 
Bridge. 

In New York, where there is so 
much impacted traffic, and perhaps 
the worst backed up traffic in the 
United States. If you continue to pour 
in thousands of additional cars each 
day, you reach the last straw that 
breaks the camel's back. You are 
making it increasingly worse in Man
hattan and we who live in that Metro
politan New Jersey /New York area 
know how bad the situation is. 

I would like to help Staten Island, 
but not at the expense of dumping on 
New Jersey and dumping on Manhat
tan. It is unfortunate that this is a 
good thing for Staten Island but a 
very bad result for every municipality 
that surrounds Staten Island. 

Also, there are people who will avoid 
paying the tolls so those who do not 
pay the toll throw a greater burden on 
the other citizens who are not trying 
to avoid the toll. What you are really 

doing is saying, Staten Island, for 
some of you that want to go the circui
tous route, there is a free lunch. 

There is not a free lunch for the 
good citizens of Staten Island and 
there are people who will have to pay 
for this phase. 

I want to emphatically state that 
this is an issue that hits hardest are 
the people who live in Jersey City and 
Bayonne. I hear from the people in 
many letters that are written. I hear 
from the chief of police and the 
mayors. I know how bad the grid 
locked traffic is in New York. It is not 
possible that the best interests of the 
New York-New Jersey Metropolitan 
area are served by a one-way toll on 

. the Verrazano Bridge. 
I ask you to def eat the Molinari 

amendment. I think there is no sense 
to it. If you consider the larger pic
ture, even though it is commendable 
as to what my good friend from Staten 
Island wishes for his area, you must 
conclude a nightmare in the entire 
metropolitan region is being created. 

I ask for the def eat of the gentle
man's amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore <Mr. 
MILLER of California). The gentleman 
from New York [Mr. MOLINARI] has 10 
minutes remaining and the gentleman 
from New York [Mr. MRAZEK] has 12 
minutes remaining. 

Mr. MRAZEK. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 5 V2 minutes to my distinguished 
Republican colleague, the gentleman 
from New Jersey [Mr. RINALDO]. 

Mr. RINALDO. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in opposition to the Molinari amend
ment to strike language in the bill per
taining to the Verrazano Narrows 
Bridge leading into New York City. 

Generally speaking, local officials 
are the ones who determine how tolls 
will be collected on locally funded 
highways and bridges. During the con
sideration of last year's transportation 
bill, however, an amendment was 
adopted which specified that tolls 
would be collected only one way on 
the Verrazano Bridge. This amend
ment primarily benefited one group of 
local commuters: those who travel 
from Staten Island into New York 
City. In order to avoid the toll, howev
er, commuters and truckers return by 
a variety of alternate routes, all of 
which create unnecessary traffic con
gestion. As a result, the morning traf
fic tieup on the Verrazano Bridge has 
been replaced by enormous traffic 
jams throughout the Metropolitan 
New York area, spilling over into Eliz
abeth, Bayonne, Jersey City, and 
Newark, NJ. The Goethals Bridge 
leading from Elizabeth, NJ, which I 
represent, to Staten Island has experi
enced a 13-percent increase in traffic 
since the one-way toll was inaugurat
ed. According to a recent count, 4,000 
more cars and trucks are using the 
Holland Tunnel every day. Traffic in 
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Lower Manhattan, never rapid at rush 
hour, has slowed to a snail's pace. 

These traffic problems are a direct 
result of congressional meddling in 
areas which would best be left to local 
authorities to regulate. I think it 
would be safe to say that very few 
Members of this body have any experi
ence in traffic management, particu
larly of the volume which moves be
tween New York City and its suburbs 
every weekday. And yet, we saw fit to 
direct how tolls should be collected on 
a locally funded bridge, overriding the 
decision made by the governmental 
authorities which have direct responsi
bility for regulating the flow of traffic 
into and out of New York City. 

Not only have thousands of commut
ers been forced to sit in huge traffic · 
jams, but the complete avoidance of 
the one-way toll on the Verrazano 
Bridge by many truckers and commut
ers has substantially reduced the rev
enues which are used for the mainte
nance and operation of the metropoli
tan transportation system. According 
to figures provided by the Metropoli
tan Transportation Authority, reve
nues collected since the one-way toll 
went into effect on March 20 are $1.5 
million below the amount collected 
during the same period la.st year, a 4.9-
percent decline. This drain on the rev
enues raised from toll collections 
cannot continue without impairing the 
ability of local authorities to ade
quately maintain transportation facili
ties. 

Members from other urban areas 
who may think that this amendment 
is a local dispute have to realize that 
similar provisions could be included in 
future bills to regulate traffic in their 
own districts. There is nothing to pre
vent Congress from becoming the traf
fic manager for Boston, San Francisco, 
Los Angeles, Chicago, or any other 
city. Members may wish to consider 
whether they want to be answerable 
for every traffic jam that occurs at 
rush hour in every city in the country. 

The bill turns this responsibility 
back to the local governments which 
are in the best position to decide how 
traffic should be regulated. For that 
reason, the Reagan administration 
supports this section of the bill and 
opposes the Molinari amendment. The 
amendment is also opposed by our 
former colleague, New York Mayor Ed 
Koch, and the one-way toll has been 
criticized by the Star Ledger of New 
Jersey, the New York Times, the New 
York Daily News, and Newsday. I 
would urge those of my colleagues 
who do not a.spire to new careers as 
national traffic policemen to vote 
against this amendment. 
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Mr. MOLINARI. Mr. Chairman, I 

yield such time as he may consume to 
the gentleman from Kentucky CMr. 
SNYDER]. 

Mr. SNYDER. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in support of the amendment offered 
by the gentleman from New York to 
continue what appears to be a very 
successful one-way toll collection pro
gram · on the Verrazano Narrows 
Bridge between Staten Island and 
Brooklyn, NY. 

The program was started on March 
20, 1986, and reports indicate that 
commuters have been saving one-half 
hour to 1 hour on a daily round-trip 
commute. Using information from the 
EPA as a guideline, it is estimated that 
there will be a savings of 18 million 
gallons of gasoline per year and a sig
nificant reduction in air pollutants 
due to reduced traffic congestion. 

If problems arise, current law allows 
for a fair mechanism to repeal the 
one-way toll. The Governor of New 
York may petition the Secretary of 
Transportation for restoration of two
way tolls if he can substantiate signifi
cant traffic congestion or substantial 
revenue loss resulting from the one
way tolls. 

The provision in the DOT appropria
tions bill would now short-circuit this 
repeal process. The provision allows a 
unilateral decision by the metropoli
tan transportation authority to re
store two-way tolls by simply certify
ing a loss of revenue or other traffic 
problems, which may not be signifi
cant. 

Recognizing that the metropolitan 
transportation authority has taken po
sitions in the pa.st opposing one-way 
tolls, I am suspicious that this provi
sion in the DOT approprations bill is 
an attempt to circumvent a balanced 
decision on the benefits of one-way 
tolls. 

I believe current law provides a fair 
mechanism to rescind the one-way toll 
if there is justification to do so. There
fore, I urge my colleagues to adopt the 
amendment of the gentleman from 
New York [Mr. MOLINARI]. 

Mr. MOLINARI. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield myself such time as I may con
sume. 

Mr. Chairman, let me respond to 
some of the questions that were 
raised. I hear from the first time, 
today, from one of my colleagues that 
Governor Cuomo is opposed to this 
one-way toll. Now, I never heard that 
before; as a matter of fact, up until 
about 30 days ago, we did not know 
that Mayor Koch was opposed to it, 
and suddenly we smoked him out, and 
sure enough, he came out and said he 
was opposed to it. 

I concede the fact that Mayor Koch 
is opposed to it. I had not heard that 
Governor Cuomo is opposed to it. I 
know that Mayor Koch sent him a 
letter and asked him to support his 
movement; I have not seen a response. 

Now I would like to ask the gentle
man, where is Governor Cuomo on 
this issue? 

Well, Mr. Chairman, I hear only si
lence. 

Let me then address some of the 
other remarks. One of the gentlemen 
said that there are 4,000 more cars a 
day going through the Holland Tunnel 
westbound. Let me show the gentle
man the figures that were given to me 
by the port authority. 

In March, for the 20 days prior to 
the one-way toll, the average daily 
count was 40,185. In April 1986, as I in
dicated in my opening statement, we 
did see a jump, to 42,879. What is that 
jump? About 2,600. What happened in 
May as the people began to realize 
what a difficult job it was to go across 
Manhattan in that crazy traffic; take 
an extra hour. It dropped to 40,601. 

Now where are we getting these fig
ures from? 

I appreciate the remarks made by 
my colleagues when they say they 
know what I am doing for Staten 
Island. We are talking about more 
than 91,000 cars going westbound on 
occasions. We only had 352,000 people 
on Staten Island by the la.st census. 
Where are all these cars? Does every 
Staten Islander own five cars, for 
God's sake? 

These cars are coming from all over 
the city, and 50 percent of them are 
coming from New Jersey. This is not a 
Staten Island issue. 

With respect to the remark that we 
should not be dealing with this issue 
today, I agree. We should not be deal
ing with this issue today because we 
dealt with it la.st year; we had a debate 
for over an hour, and this body spoke, 
and the body spoke by 3 to 1. So it is 
not my fault that we are forced to 
take this issue up again. 

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

Mr. MOLINARI. I yield to the gen
tleman from Kentucky. 

Mr. SNYDER. Mr. Chairman, if in 
fact Governor Cuomo is opposed to 
the present law, is it not true that all 
he has to do is request the Secretary 
of Transportation to make the 
change? 

Mr. MOLINARI. Mr. Chairman, the 
gentleman makes a very good point; 
but after September 20, when the 6 
months expires-as a matter of fact, I 
asked the gentleman standing, we had 
a conversation about trying to draw a 
compromise. 

I had offered to accept Governor 
Cuomo as the determining party; did I 
not, Mr. MRAZEK? I yield to the gentle
man. 

Mr. MRAZEK. Mr. Chairman, we 
discussed the parameters of a compro
mise, and they were not workable. 

However, I--
Mr. MOLINARI. I raise that point 

not to embarrass the gentleman, but 
to prove that if I had known that Gov
ernor Cuomo is opposed to it, which 
he is not, I never would have made 
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such a outlandish suggestion, cut my 
own throat. 

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

Mr. MOLINARI. I yield to the gen
tleman from New York. 

Mr. MRAZEK. Mr. Chairman, I 
would like to apologize to my col
leagues for using the name of Gover
nor Cuomo without knowledge of his 
position on this issue. To do so was an 
inadvertent mistake on my part. Nev
ertheless, I wish to reiterate that the 
U.S. Department of Transportation is 
opposed to the gentleman's amend
ment, and they are; Mayor Koch is op
posed to your amendment--

Mr. MOLINARI. The U.S. Depart
ment of Transportation? 

Mr. MRAZEK. That is correct. 
Mr. Chairman, I again wish to make 

clear that I withdraw my comments in 
regard to Mr. Cuomo's position, and I 
do not want there to be any confusion 
about this point. I again apologize to 
my colleagues if I caused them any 
confusion. 

Mr. MOLINARI. Mr. Chairman, I re
serve the balance of my time. 

Mr. MRAZEK. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 3112 minutes to my colleague, the 
gentleman from New York [Mr. 
WEISS]. 

Mr. WEISS. Mr. Chairman, I have a 
great deal of respect and admiration 
for my distinguished friend and col
league from Staten Island and Brook
lyn, Mr. MOLINARI. 

Indeed, there are occasions on which 
he offers amendments which are of 
such inherent worth and value to the 
Nation, never mind to our metropoli
tan area, that I wholehea.rtedly sup
port him. He will have such an amend
ment in a few minutes, when he ad
dresses the flight patterns and the 
shortage of trained air traffic control
lers; but there are times when the gen
tleman offers amendments on which 
he is absolutely dead wrong. 

The amendment that he is offering 
now falls into that category, Mr. 
Chairman. 

Let me recap as to how we got here. 
Last year, acting out of the purest mo
tivation, the gentleman from Staten 
Island, recognizing that there was 
heavy traffic approaching the Verra
zano Bridge from Staten Island, decid
ed that he would try to solve that 
problem. 

Some of us, including the gentleman 
from Brooklyn, NY [Mr. SOLARZ], and 
others, tried to point out to him what 
that would do to the traffic patterns 
and congestion in the rest of the met
ropolitan area; in Brooklyn, in Man
hattan, and in New Jersey. 

The gentleman would not accept 
those projections, and we could not 
prove it as a fact because they were 
simply projections. Well, the fact is 
that our worst fears have come true, 
and now the Appropriations Subcom
mittee on Transporation, having rec-

ognized that with all the good faith in 
the world, the gentleman from Staten 
Island led them down the wrong path 
last year, has taken corrective action. 

The Appropriations Committee has 
now reported a bill which in essence 
corrects the mistake which they com
mitted at the behest of the gentleman 
from New York [Mr. MOLINARI] last 
year. 

The Appropriations Committee's ac
tions are backed up by the statistics of 
the New York-New Jersey Port Au
thority, by the Metropolitan Transit 
Authority, by the Department of 
Transportation of the city of New 
York, by the Federal Department of 
Transportation, all of which oppose 
Mr. MoLINARI's action of last year and 
supports the language that the Appro
priations Committee reported to us 
this year. 

It seems to us at this point that the 
House ought to go along with the good 
judgment of the Appropriations Com
mittee and correct the mistake of last 
year. 

The people in the metropolitan area 
are being deluged by traffic of un
imaginable proportions. In Brooklyn, 
the Gowanus Parkway is just jammed 
with traffic. In New Jersey, Bayonne 
and Elizabeth are jammed with traffic. 
In the lower part of Manhattan, which 
I represent, the people effected are 
not just those driving through. Ninety 
thousand people live and work in 
Lower Manhattan. 

Those people are being subjected to 
such volumes of carbon monoxide and 
other pollution that the Department 
of Transportation has suggested that 
if the situation is not corrected, they 
may have to forbid all truck traffic in 
Lower Manhattan. 

Imagine what impact that will have 
on Brooklyn, on New Jersey and on 
other parts of the metropolitan area. 
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We have seen an experiment at

tempted out of noble motives on the 
part of the gentleman from Staten 
Island. His solution has not worked. It 
has created a traffic and a health and 
a noise disaster. 

The time to correct it is now, and 
the way to do it is to vote "no" on the 
amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Staten Island. 

Mr. Chairman, last year my friend and col
league from New York, Mr. MOLINARI, at
tached a measure to the 1986 transportation 
appropriations bill to force New York City to 
change the two-way toll on the Verrazano 
Bridge in New York City to a one-way toll. 

To those unfamiliar with New York City's 
traffic problems, this may seem like an issue 
of little significance. But as the local uproar 
against the one-way toll has demonstrated, 
the problems generated by the new toll have 
outraged the entire metropolitan region. 

There are four main reasons why the one
way toll is now opposed by the city of New 
York, the New York Times, the New York 

Daily News, Newsday, the Bergen Record, the 
Newark Star-Ledger, the Reagan administra
tion, and a bipartisan coalition of 14 Members 
of Congress from both New York and New 
Jersey. 

First, the Verrazano Bridge is a local bridge, 
built and maintained with local funds. Never 
before in the history of this country has Con
gress forced local authorities to change the 
way they collect tolls on a local bridge. This 
unprecedented Federal intervention in a mu
nicipal traffic issue offends the basic principle 
of local control over local issues. 

Second, because the one-way toll must be 
collected in the westbound direction, while all 
other trans-Hudson crossings in the region 
have one-way tolls collected in the eastbound 
direction, anyone who wants to take a free 
ride through the city without paying any bridge 
tolls at all can now do so. Commuters save 
$3.50, but a six-axle truck can save $24 by 
going through Manhattan. In fact, so many are 
avoiding bridge tolls altogether that the Metro
politan Transportation Authority now expects 
to lose $5 to $6 million in revenues this year, 
due to the one-way toll. 

Third, those cars and trucks looping around 
the city to avoid the bridge tolls are causing 
unprecedented traffic jams throughout the 
metropolitan area. Brooklyn was hit so badly 
that the Brooklyn borough president sued the 
MT A to try to stop the one-way toll. In New 
Jersey, the Port Authority reports a 23.6-per
cent increase in traffic over the Bayonne 
Bridge, and a 19-percent jump in traffic over 
the Goethals Bridge. 

But the area hit worst by the one-way toll 
has been lower Manhattan, which I represent. 
In Manhattan, according to the New York City 
Department of Transportation, the average 
speed along Canal Street during rush hours 
has decreased by 71 percent since the toll 
change, while the evening rush hour, which 
normally extended from 4 to 7 p.m., now goes 
from 3 to 8 p.m., and sometimes even longer. 

An analysis by the City's Department of 
Transportation, dated July 23, found that the 
one-way toll experiment has created a "wall 
of traffic separating lower Manhattan from 
Greenwich Village for an extended peak 
period-from-2-8 p.m." 

Have the gains from reduced traffic on 
Staten Island offset the chaos caused in Man
hattan from the one-way toll? Not according 
to the Department of Transportation. Accord
ing to the analysis released last week, "travel 
times on the total length of the Staten Island 
Expressway were reduced initially by as much 
as 6 minutes, but have stabilized to only a 1-
minute savings. This benefit has been more 
than offset by increased congestion in the 
lower Manhattan grid system surrounding the 
Holland Tunnel. Travel times-there-have 
more than doubled, from 5.9 minutes to 14.6 
minutes." 

Finally, the one-way toll has created a seri
ous health risk to some 90,000 residents of 
lower Manhattan, who must now cope with 
greatly increased exhaust fumes from the 
added, slow-moving traffic. The New York 
State Department of Environmental Conserva
tion has decided to install an additional 
carbon monoxide air monitoring station in the 
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area, in response to the alarming deterioration 
of the air quality. 

And while the one-way toll may have allevi
ated some congestion along the Staten Island 
Expressway, the air pollution problem on 
Staten Island primarily affected motorists 
passing through. In Manhattan, however, the 
pollution problem affects the streets where 
90,000 people work, walk, and live-a far 
greater hazard. 

Last April, I introduced a bill to repeal the 
one-way toll on the Verrazano Bridge. I was 
quickly joined by a bipartisan coalition of 12 
Members from both sides of the Hudson. And 
while we still feel that an outright repeal of the 
one-way toll would be the best solution, we 
are willing to accept the compromise language 
in this bill agreed upon by the Transportation 
Subcommittee, which would allow the one
way toll to continue unless the Metropolitan 
Transportation Authority can certify that the 
new toll has caused either a loss in toll reve
nues, or new traffic problems. 

I urge my colleagues to support the lan
guage in the bill, and vote "no" on this 
amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair would 
indicate that the gentleman from New 
York [Mr. MRAZEK] has 3 minutes re
maining, and the gentleman from New 
York [Mr. MOLINARI] has 4 minutes 
remaining. 

Mr. MOLINARI. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from 
Wisconsin [Mr. MOODY]. 

Mr. MOODY. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding. 

I would only say that my experience 
in these matters is confined to the bay 
area of San Francisco, where I was 
living when they changed to one-way 
tolls on the Bay Bridge and on the 
Golden Gate Bridge in the bay area. 
Certainly in that period of time we 
saw an initial reaction, as cars reacted 
to this. But after a while, they did 
settle down, as the gentleman from 
Staten Island indicates, as is apparent
ly the case in this instance. I also 
would say that in the bay area they 
saved a great deal of money by cutting 
this in half and that over the long 
haul the tolls evened out to exactly 
where they were. They saved a lot of 
collection costs, and they saved a lot of 
delay costs for the cars that were on 
the one-half of the trip where they 
were not paying tolls. 

As for downtown Manhattan, as a 
non-Manhattan resident maybe I 
should not comment, but having been 
in and driven through Manhattan 
many times when it was a two-way toll 
situation, I could say that it could 
hardly have been worse. It is hard to 
imagine that it reached a saturation 
point beyond which adding more cars 
is futile. I do not believe that people 
are really going to endure the extra 
time and effort after you reach an 
equilibrium point simply to avoid the 
toll. 

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

Mr. MOODY. I yield to the gentle
man from New York. 

Mr. MRAZEK. I thank the gentle
man for yielding. 

May I ask who made the decision to 
go with a one-way toll in the bay area? 
Was it made by officials in New 
Mexico or in Florida? 

Mr. MOODY. I do not know the 
answer. I can tell you the results. 

Mr. MRAZEK. I can suggest to the 
gentleman there is no other bridge in 
the United States where local authori
ties have been overridden by U.S. Con
gress in making a determination of 
this kind. 

Mr. MOODY. I can only say that the 
result of the Richmond Bridge, the 
Oakland Bay Bridge and the Golden 
Gate Bridge all switched to one-way 
tolls with a very positive result in the 
long run. 

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

Mr. MOODY. I yield to the gentle
man from New York. 

Mr. WEISS. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding. 

The problem is we have one-way 
tolls, but all the other one-way tolls 
are east-bound. The Staten Island Ver
razano toll by the law that we passed 
last year is mandated to be west
bound, and it provides an opportunity 
and an incentive to avoid tolls com
pletely. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. 
MooDY] has expired. 

The Chair would note that the gen
tleman from New York [Mr. MRAZEK] 
has the right to close debate. 

Mr. MRAZEK. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from 
New York [Mr. SOLARZ]. 

Mr. SOLARZ. Mr. Chairman, the 
issue before us is not whether you are 
in favor of one-way tolls or two-way 
tolls. The issue before us is not wheth
er this experiment in one-way tolls has 
cost money or has not cost money. 
The issue before us is not whether it 
has reduced air pollution on Staten 
Island or whether it has not reduced 
air pollution on Staten Island. The 
issue before us is not whether it in
creased traffic congestion in Manhat
tan and parts of Brooklyn or has not 
increased traffic congestion in those 
areas. 

There is one issue and one issue only 
before us, and that is whether the con
tinuation of a one-way toll on the Ver-· 
razano Bridge will be a decision made 
in the final analysis by the Secretary 
of Transportation, a Federal official, 
or by the chairman of the metropoli
tan transportation administration a 
local official. 

I would submit that, regardless of 
what section of the country you are 
from, this ought to be seen as primari
ly and preeminently a local matter. 
This is a home rule issue. 

It is nothing more and nothing less. 

When I first came here, I used to 
think that States rights was the last 
doctrine of racism. I now begin to see 
that there is some merit in that argu
ment, not for the original purposes 
and policies on behalf of which it was 
advanced but with respect to the pres
ervation of at least those elemental de
terminations by local government 
which go to the heart of what local 
government is all about. 

So I appeal to my friends from the 
South, I appeal to my conservative 
friends from the Midwest, see this not 
as an issue on one-way tolls, traffic 
congestion, see it as an issue of States 
rights and home rule. Vote the way 
the local authorities would like you to 
vote by giving them the authority to 
make this decision. Then we can all 
come together again 100 years after 
the end of the Civil War. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from New York [Mr. MOLINARI] is rec
ognized for the remaining 2 minutes. 

Mr. MOLINARI. Mr. Chairman, it is 
interesting to hear all the issues that 
were raised today. Let me say that, 
you know, all of these were raised last 
year. We debated it, and the House 
made its decision. Now the gentleman 
from Wisconsin talked about the 
Golden Gate Bridge. I did a little 
checking on that, Mr. MOODY, and I 
found out that there was stiff opposi
tion to that change. Some did not 
think it was going to work, and it has 
worked and worked very well. 

One point that I neglected to men
tion is that Staten Island is connected 
to New Jersey by three port authority 
bridges. All three of those bridges 
were changed to one-way toll a few 
years ago, and they are working excep
tionally well. 

Now, ·on the issue of the Federal 
issue, we are talking about an inter
state highway, we are talking about 
one of the most traveled interstate 
highways in the country, we are talk
ing about a tremendous amount of 
interstate commerce that goes back 
and forth across that bridge. That 
gives us Federal jurisdiction. 

With respect to the city DOT study, 
let me tell you gentlemen from New 
York City and from the mayor's office, 
you go back and tell the mayor that I 
did some computation and double
checked the figures. And for the fig
ures to be right, there are segments of 
the highway where a car would have 
to be going 900 miles an hour, believe 
it or not, for those figures, 900 miles 
an hour. 

Let me close, gentlemen, by showing 
you something that appeared in our 
local newspaper. This is the executive 
officer of the Triborough Bridge and 
Tunnel Authority, George Schoepher, 
the man who said it would not work. 
He said one-way tolls do not work. 
What did he say at a hearing recently? 
"I was wrong," says TBTA boss, "I was 
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wrong on my predictions of traffic 
problems, and I was wrong on my reve
nue projections as well." That is a man 
who is opposed to it. It is a shame that 
we have to come here for relief, but I 
do not apologize for it, I do not apolo
gize for it at all. I would like to think 
as a Member of this body that, if I had 
a problem or you had a problem or 
anybody else watching that had a 
problem as serious as this one, and you 
had jurisdiction, and we do, then I 
would support them. And I would 
hope that I would get that same sup
port here today. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from New York [Mr. MRAZEK] is recog
nized for 1 minute to close debate. 

Mr. MRAZEK. Mr. Chairman, I 
would only say in conclusion that if 
this change only affected Mr. MoLIN
ARI's district, I would be happy to sup
port it. Unfortunately, the passage of 
his amendment last year has created 
enormous discord and disagreement 
between the residents of congressional 
districts in New Jersey and in New 
York. It is unfortunate when that 
happens. I can only submit to you that 
the facts are now in. There has been a 
significant cost to the city of New 
York, both financially and in terms of 
traffic dislocation, by the passage of 
this amendment last year. 

I am not directly involved in terms 
of my own district, but we in the Ap
propriations Committee tried to fash
ion a compromise that would restore 
the final decision on this issue where 
it belongs, and that is with the local 
officials who are in a position to 
decide whether this toll is fair to all of 
the travelers in our region. 

So I would simply ask my colleagues 
in this body to support local control, 
vote with Transportation Appropria
tions Subcommittee, and oppose the 
Molinari amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentle
man from New York CMr. MOLINARI]. 

The question was taken, and the 
Chairman announced that the noes 
appeared to have it. 

RECORDED VOTE 

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

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

device, and there were-ayes 168, noes 
253, not voting 10, as follows: 

Anderson 
Annunzio 
Archer 
Badham 
Barnard 
Barton 
Bentley 
Bllirakis 
Bliley 
Boehle rt 
Bosco 
Boulter 
Brown<CO> 
Burton <IN> 

CRoll No. 2661 
AYES-168 

Byron 
Callahan 
Chappell 
Chappie 
Cheney 
Clinger 
Coats 
Cobey 
Coble 
Coleman <MO> 
Conyers 
Craig 
Crane 
Daniel 

Dannemeyer 
Darden 
Daub 
Derrick 
De Wine 
Dickinson 
Dingell 
DioGuardi 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Dwyer 
Edwards <OK> 
Emerson 
Erdreich 

Evans <IA> Martin <NY> 
Fazio Mavroules 
Fiedler Mazzoli 
Fish McCain 
Flippo McColl um 
Ford <MI> McDade 
Franklin McEwen 
Frenzel McGrath 
Gilman McKinney 
Gingrich McMillan 
Goodling Meyers 
Gray <IL> Michel 
Gregg Miller <OH> 
Hall <OH> Molinari 
Hall, Ralph Monson 
Hammerschmidt Montgomery 
Hansen Moody 
Hartnett Moorhead 
Hendon Morrison <WA> 
Henry Murphy 
Hiler Nichols 
Hopkins Nielson 
Horton Nowak 
Howard Oberstar 
Hunter Ortiz 
Hutto Packard 
Hyde Parris 
Ireland Pashayan 
Jenkins Perkins 
Johnson Petri 
Kanjorski Pickle 
Kasi ch Porter 
Kemp Rahall 
Kolter Ray 
Kramer Ridge 
Lagomarsino Ritter 
Lent Roberts 
Lewis <FL> Roemer 
Lightfoot Rogers 
Lloyd Rose 
Lujan Rowland <CT> 
Mack Rowland <GA> 
Martin <IL> Rudd 

Ackerman 
Akaka 
Alexander 
Andrews 
Anthony 
Applegate 
Armey 
Asp in 
Atkins 
Au Coin 
Bartlett 
Bateman 
Bates 
Beilenson 
Bennett 
Bereuter 
Berman 
Bevill 
Biaggi 
Boggs 
Boland 
Bonior <MI> 
Bonker 
Borski 
Boucher 
Boxer 
Breaux · 
Brooks 
Broomfield 
Brown<CA> 
Bruce 
Bryant 
Burton <CA> 
Bustamante 
Carper 
Carr 
Chandler 
Chapman 
Clay 
Coelho 
Coleman <TX> 
Collins 
Combest 
Conte 
Cooper 
Coughlin 
Courter 
Coyne 
Crockett 
Daschle 

NOES-253 
Davis 
de la Garza 
DeLay 
Dell urns 
Dicks 
Dixon 
Donnelly 
Dorgan CND> 
Dornan CCAl 
Dowdy 
Downey 
Durbin 
Dymally 
Dyson 
Early 
Eckart <OH> 
Eckert <NY) 
Edgar 
Edwards <CA> 
English 
Evans <IL> 
Fascell 
Fawell 
Feighan 
Fields 
Florio 
Foglietta 
Foley 
Ford <TN> 
Frank 
Frost 
Fuqua 
Gallo 
Garcia 
Gaydos 
Gejdenson 
Gekas 
Gephardt 
Gibbons 
Glickman 
Gonzalez 
Gordon 
Gradison 
Gray <PA> 
Green 
Guarini 
Hamilton 
Hatcher 
Hawkins 
Hayes 

Schneider 
Schuette 
Schulze 
Shaw 
Shumway 
Shuster 
Sikorski 
Slljander 
Skelton 
Slaughter 
Smith<NE> 
Smith<NJ> 
Smith, Denny 

<OR> 
Smith, Robert 

<OR> 
Snyder 
Solomon 
Spence 
Stangeland 
Stenholm 
Strang 
Stratton 
Stump 
Sundquist 
Sweeney 
Swift 
Swindall 
Tallon 
Taylor 
Thomas <CA> 
Thomas<GA> 
Torres 
Vander Jagt 
Walker 
Whittaker 
Wise 
Wolf 
Wortley 
Wyden 
Young<FL> 
Zschau 

Hefner 
Hertel 
Hillis 
Holt 
Hoyer 
Hubbard 
Huckaby 
Hughes 
Jacobs 
Jeffords 
Jones <NC> 
Jones <OK> 
Jones <TN> 
Kaptur 
Kastenmeier 
Kennelly 
Kildee 
Kindness 
Kleczka 
Kolbe 
Kostmayer 
LaFalce 
Lantos 
Latta 
Leach <IA> 
Leath <TX> 
Lehman(CA> 
Lehman<FL> 
Leland 
Levin <MI> 
Levine <CA> 
Lewis <CA> 
Lipinski 
Livingston 
Loeffler 
Long 
Lott 
Lowery CCA> 
LowryCWAl 
Luken 
Lundine 
Lungren 
MacKay 
Madigan 
Manton 
Markey 
Marlenee 
Martinez 
Matsui 
McCandless 

McCloskey 
Mccurdy 
McHugh 
McKernan 
Mica 
Mikulski 
Miller <CA> 
Miller <WA> 
Mineta 
Mitchell 
Moakley 
Mollohan 
Morrison <CT> 
Mrazek 
Murtha 
Myers 
Natcher 
Neal 
Nelson 
Oakar 
Obey 
Olin 
Owens 
Oxley 
Panetta 
Pease 
Penny 
Pepper 
Price 
Pursell 
Quillen 
Rangel 
Regula 
Reid 
Richardson 

Barnes 
Bedell 
Boner<TN> 
Campbell 

Rinaldo 
Robinson 
Rodino 
Rostenkowski 
Roth 
Roukema 
Roybal 
Russo 
Sabo 
Savage 
Saxton 
Schaefer 
Scheuer 
Schroeder 
Schumer 
Seiberling 
Sensenbrenner 
Sharp 
Shelby 
Sisisky 
Skeen 
Slattery 
Smith <FL> 
Smith <IA> 
Smith, Robert 

<NH> 
Snowe 
Solarz 
Spratt 
St Germain 
Staggers 
Stallings 
Stark 
Stokes 
Studds 

Synar 
Tauke 
Tauzin 
Torricelli 
Towns 
Traficant 
Traxler 
Udall 
Valentine 
Vento 
Visclosky 
Volkmer 
Vucanovich 
Waldon 
Walgren 
Watkins 
Waxman 
Weaver 
Weber 
Weiss 
Wheat 
Whitehurst 
Whitley 
Whitten 
Williams 
Wilson 
Wirth 
Wolpe 
Wright 
Wylie 
Yates 
Yatron 
Young<AK> 
YoungCMO> 

NOT VOTING-10 
Carney 
Fowler 
Grotberg 
Gunderson 

D 1705 

Moore 
Roe 

Messrs. GAYDOS, LOWRY of 
Washington, MARKEY, SWINDALL, 
and CONTE changed their votes from 
"aye" to "no." 

Messrs. TAYLOR, SILJANDER, 
HUTTO, BARTON, DAUB, TALLON, 
and SWINDALL changed their votes 
from "no" to "aye." 

So the amendment was rejected. 
The result of the vote was an

nounced as above recorded. 
Mr. PANETTA. Mr. Chairman, I 

move to strike the last word. 
Mr. Chairman, I would like to engage 

the gentleman from Florida [Mr. LEH
MAN] in a colloquy to address the need 
for construction of a highway bypass 
project in my district. 

Contained in the Surface Transpor
tation Act of 1982 is a provision desig
nating the construction of a Highway 
101, bypass in Monterey County, CA, 
as a high-priority project. The desig
nation carries with it a guarantee of 
95-percent Federal funding. While this 
provision was seen by the concerned 
citizens of the county as an important 
step toward the completion of the 
much-needed Prunedale bypass, cir
cumstances faced by the California 
Department of Transportation have 
conspired to preclude meaningful 
progress toward construction of the 
project. 

As you know, California faces a 
number of serious problems with 
regard to highway construction and 
maintainance. The fast approaching 
deadline on the completion of the Na-
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tion's Interstate Program and limits 
on the State's obligational authority 
have caused lengthy delays on a 
number of important projects. These 
delays are particularly difficult for 
those areas in which there is no inter
state construction, such as Monterey 
County. Forced to compete for limited 
Federal and State funds with large 
interstate projects in the State's urban 
areas, projects such as the Prunedale 
bypass, though critically important to 
the rural areas which they would 
serve, have been continuously post
poned over the past few years. 

It is my hope to send a message to 
the California Department of Trans
portation that this project is a priority 
of the Congress and that every effort 
should be made to expedite its comple
tion. 

Currently, Highway 101, one of the 
two major north-south arteries in the 
State, narrows from four lanes to two 
as it passes through the Salinas Valley 
near Prunedale. Traffic traveling be
tween Los Angeles and San Francisco 
at freeway speeds is forced to slow to a 
crawl as it winds through the built-up 
business and residential district of the 
Prunedale-San Miguel area, creating a 
safety hazard for local residents and 
their children. Beyond the obvious 
problems caused by chronic traffic 
congestion and delays, the nonfreeway 
stretch has an accident rate 20 percent 
higher than the State average. 

There is widespread local support 
for the project, and Monterey County, 
which has received less than its statu
torily mandated fair share of available 
State highway funds, wants to see 
action on the bypass project as soon as 
possible. 

Mr. Chairman, I am hopeful that 
your committee will reserve the option 
of taking further action in support of 
this project if the State fails to allo
cate the funds necessary to complete 
the necessary environmental docu
ments, make purchases for right-of
way protection and undertake the 
design of the bypass. 

Mr. LEHMAN of Florida. Mr. Chair
man, if the gentleman will yield, I cer
tainly understand the frustration of 
the gentleman from California CMr. 
PANETTA] with regard to this project, 
and share his hope that the California 
Department of Transportation will 
take seriously the intention of Con
gress that construction of the bypass 
be expedited. Clearly, the designation 
of this project as a high priority in the 
Surface Transportation Act of 1982, 
and the high percentage of Federal 
funds made available under that act 
for the project should be utilized as in
tended and as expeditiously as possi
ble. The gentleman may rest assured 
that the Appropriations Subcommit
tee on Transportation will make every 
effort during the consideration of this 
bill to ensure that action is taken to 
begin this project. 

Mr. PANETTA. It is my understand
ing that $2 million is needed to com
plete work on the environmental 
impact statement and preliminary en
gineering studies for the project and 
that $10 million will be required to 
protect the right of way before con
struction can begin. 

Mr. LEHMAN of Florida. That is 
also my understanding, and the gentle
man may rest assured that the sub
committee will keep this project under 
consideration and will seriously exam
ine the need for further congressional 
action. 

D 1715 
The CHAIRMAN pro tempore <Mr. 

BROWN of California>. The Clerk will 
read. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
SEC. 330. (a) Section 112(b) of title 23, 

United States Code, is amended by striking 
out "Construction" and inserting in lieu 
thereof "(1) Except as provided in para
graph (2), construction" and by adding at 
the end thereof the following new para
graph: 

"(2) LIMITATIONS CONCERNING SOUTH 
AFRICA ON AWARDS OF CONTRACTS.-A State 
or local governmental body that is a recipi
ent of Federal funds under this title may 
prohibit or otherwise limit the award of 
contracts by providing for terms and condi
tions related to the contractor's business in 
South Africa in accordance with a State or 
local law if the State or local governmental 
body first enters into an agreement with the 
Secretary that any costs incurred as a result 
of such prohibition or limitation which are 
in excess of the costs that would otherwise 
have been incurred with respect to such 
project under this title will not, for pur
poses of this title, be considered to be a cost 
of such project.". 

Cb) Section 12Cb) of the Urban Mass 
Transportation Act of 1964 is amended by 
adding at the end thereof the following new 
paragraph: 

"(3) LIMITATIONS CONCERNING SOUTH 
AFRICA ON AWARDS OF CONTRACTS.-A recipi
ent of a grant under this Act may prohibit 
or otherwise limit the award of contracts 
with respect to a project under this Act by 
providing for terms and conditions related 
to the contractor's business in South Africa 
in accordance with a State or local law if 
such recipient first enters into an agree
ment with the Secretary that any costs in
curred as a result of such prohibition or lim
itation which are in excess of the costs that 
would otherwise have been incurred with re
spect to such project under this Act will not, 
for purposes of this Act, be considered to be 
a cost of such project.". 

SEC. 331. PROHIBITION ON LANDING RIGHTS 
OF SOUTH AFRICAN AIRCRAFT.-

Ca) PROHIBITION.-The Secretary of Trans
portation shall prohibit the takeoff and 
landing of any aircraft by a foreign air carri
er owned, directly or indirectly, by the Gov
ernment of South Africa or by South Afri
can nationals. 

(b) EXCEPTIONS FOR EMERGENCIES.-The 
Secretary of Transportation may provide 
for such exceptions from the prohibition set 
forth in subsection Ca) as the Secretary con
siders necessary to provide for emergencies 
in which the safety of an aircraft or its crew 
or passengers are threatened. 

(C) REGULATORY AUTHORITY.-The Secre
tary of Transportation shall issue such reg-

ulations, licenses, and orders as are neces
sary to carry out this section. 

(d) PENALTIES.-
( 1) FOR PERSONS OTHER THAN INDIVID

UALS.-Any person, other than an individual, 
that knowingly violates the provisions of 
this section or any regulation, license, or 
order issued to carry out this section shall 
be fined not more than $500,000. 

(2) FOR INDIVIDUALS.-Any individual who 
knowingly violates the provisions of this 
section or any regulation, license, or order 
issued to carry out this section shall be 
fined not more than $250,000, or imprisoned 
not more than 5 years, or both. 

(3) ADDITIONAL PENALTIES FOR CERTAIN IN
DIVIDUALS.-

CA) IN GENERAL.-Whenever a person com
mits a violation under paragraph (1) or (2)-

(i) any officer, director, or employee of 
such person, or any natural person in con
trol of such person, who willfully ordered, 
authorized, acquiesced in, or carried out the 
act or practice constituting the violation, 
and 

cm any agent of such person who willfully 
carried out such act or practice, 
shall be fined not more than $250,000, or 
imprisoned not more than 5 years, or both. 

(B) RESTRICTION ON PAYMENT OF FINES.-A 
fine imposed under subparagraph CA) on an 
individual for an act or practice constituting 
a violation may not be paid, directly or indi
rectly, by the person committing the viola
tion itself. 

(4) SEIZURE AND FORFEITURE OF AIRCRAFT.
Any aircraft used in connection with a viola
tion of this section or any regulation, li
cense, or order issued to carry out this sec
tion shall be subject to seizure by and for
feiture to the United States. All provisions 
of law relating to the seizure, forfeiture, and 
condemnation of articles for violations of 
the customs laws, the disposition of such ar
ticles or the proceeds from the sale thereof, 
and the remission or mitigation of such for
feiture shall apply to the seizures and for
feitures incurred, or alleged to have been in
curred, under this paragraph, insofar as 
such provisions of law are applicable and 
not inconsistent with the provisions of this 
section; except that all powers, rights, and 
duties conferred or imposed by the customs 
laws upon any officer or employee of the 
Department of the Treasury shall, for pur
poses of this paragraph, be exercised or per
formed by the Secretary of Transportation 
or by such persons as the Secretary may 
designate. 

(e) DEFINITIONS.-
( 1) AIRCRAFT AND FOREIGN AIR CARRIER.

The terms "aircraft" and "foreign air carri
er" have the meanings given those terms in 
section 101 of the Federal Aviation Act of 
1958 C49 U.S.C. App. 1301). 

(2) SOUTH AFRICA.-The term "South 
Africa" includes-

(A) the Republic of South Africa; 
CB) any territory under the administra

tion, legal or illegal, of South Africa; and 
CC) the "bantustans" or "homelands", to 

which South African blacks are assigned on 
the basis of ethnic origin, including the 
Transkei, Bophuthatswana, Ciskei, and 
Venda. 

(3) SOUTH AFRICAN NATIONAL.-The term 
"South African national" means-

(A) a citizen of South Africa; and 
CB) any partnership, corporation, or other 

entity organized under the laws of South 
Africa. 

(f) APPLICABILITY TO EVASIONS-This sec
tion and the regulations issued to carry out 
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this section shall apply to any persons who 
undertakes or causes to be undertaken any 
transaction or activity with the intent to 
evade this section or such regulations. 

SEC. 322. SUITABILITY OF AIR TRAFFIC CON
TROLLERS WHO PARTICIPATED IN THE 1981 
STRIKE.-

(a) AUTHORITY To APPOINT OR REINSTATE 
CERTAIN FORMER AIR TRAFFIC CONTROL
LERS.-Air traffic controllers whose appoint
ments were terminated on account of the 
strike of air traffic controllers which began 
on or about August 3, 1981, shall not, as a 
class, be considered unsuitable for appoint
ment or reinstatement in the Federal Avia
tion Administration. Determinations of suit
ability for appointment or reinstatement to 
any such position shall be made on a case
by-case basis by the Office of Personnel 
Management in accordance with part 731 of 
title 5 of the Code of Federal Regulations 
<as in effect on June 1, 1986). 

(b)(l) An individual may be appointed or 
reinstated under this subsection only if such 
individual is qualified, or would, after appro
priate retraining, be qualified, for the posi
tion involved. 

(2)(A) Except as provided in subparagraph 
CB), no claim may lie against the Govern
ment of the United States, or any officer, 
employee, or agency thereof, based on a fail
ure to appoint or reinstate a particular indi
vidual under this subsection. 

<B> Nothing in this paragraph shall pre
clude a claim based on discrimination on the 
basis of race, color, religion, sex, or national 
origin. 

<3) Nothing in section 3307(b) of title 5, 
United States Code, or in any rule or regula
tion prescribed thereunder, shall apply with 
respect to appointments under this subsec
tion. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. MOLINARI 
Mr. MOLINARI. Mr. Chairman, I 

offer an amendment which is made in 
order by the rule. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 
Clerk will report the amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. MOLINARI: 

Page 60, lines 1 through 16, redesignate 
paragraphs (1), (2), and (3) of section 332(b) 
as paragraphs (2), (3), and (4), respectively, 
and insert before paragraph (2), as so redes
ignated, the following new paragraph: 

< 1) Subject to the second sentence of sub
section (a), the Secretary of Transportation 
shall take such action as may be necessary 
to ensure that, in each of Fiscal years 1987 
and 1988, at least 500 individuals described 
in subsection (a) are placed, either by ap
pointment or reinstatement, in permanent, 
full-time positions as air traffic controllers. 
Individuals appointed or reinstated under 
this subsection shall be in addition to any 
individuals appointed or reinstated before 
October 1, 1986. 

Mr. MOLINARI <during the read
ing). Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous 
consent that the amendment be con
sidered as read and printed in the 
RECORD. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Is 
there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from New York? 

There was no objection. 
<By unanimous consent, Mr. MOLIN

ARI was allowed to proceed for an addi
tional 10 minutes.) 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 
gentleman from New York [Mr. MoL-

INARI] is recognized for 15 minutes in 
support of his amendment. 

Mr. MOLINARI. Mr. Chairman, 
next Sunday, it will be 5 years since 
the air traffic controllers' strike which 
resulted in the President's dismissal of 
11,700 controllers. Over these past 5 
years, many efforts have been made to 
rebuild the system. This rebuilding 
simply has not occurred. We have not 
achieved what was predicted, what was 
needed, nor what is necessary to 
ensure safety. That is why I am offer
ing this amendment here today. 

It seems clear that, after the strike, 
the greatest priority was given to in
creasing traffic back to 100 percent 
and a severely understaffed and inex
perienced controller force had to 
shoulder the burden of doing this. 
This has been building for 5 years and 
we now have an air traffic control 
system pushed beyond the limits of its 
human capacity. The controller force 
is now largely inexperienced, with 
large numbers of the controllers and 
supervisors with experience leaving 
the system through retirements, and, 
all the while, traffic volumes continue 
to increase. 

The signs of an overloaded air traffic 
control system are all around us. 

Over twice a day, pil-0ts are reporting 
near midair collisions; every other day, 
a near midair collision occurs where 
the planes come within 100 feet of 
each other. 

The General Accounting Office con
cludes that controllers at many facili
ties are being "stretched too thin" and 
recommends restrictions on air traffic. 

Seventy percent of controllers, on a 
recent GAO survey of 3,200 control
lers, stated they are required to 
handle more traffic during daily peak 
periods than they should be handling, 
and almost 60 percent said that the 
lack of fully qualified controllers is 
having a negative impact on safety. 

Both the Rose study update, com
missioned by FAA, and the GAO con
firm serious morale problems, burn
out, fatigue, forced overtime, and 
other problems caused by short staff
ing at various facilities. 

The Flight Safety Foundation, an 
international independent organiza
tion, concludes recently that the 
present air traffic control system does 
not provide the same level of safety as 
before the strike, when it was asked to 
make a similar evaluation by the FAA. 

We truly face a crisis in our air traf
fic control system today and we, in the 
Congress, have a responsibility to re
spond. The system needs relief before 
tragedy occurs. We could be looking at 
reducing traffic levels, as the GAO 
recommends, or at expanding the ca
pacity of the controller force. My 
amendment aims at strengthening the 
controller force and expanding its ca
pacity. And I would do this by mandat
ing the hiring of at least 500 of the 

best qualified former controllers in 
each of fiscal years 1987 and 1988. 

We hear repeatedly from the FAA 
that the system is fine, programs are 
in place, and goals will be met. Un
doubtedly, we will hear some of that 
in this debate. My colleagues, I cau
tion you not to readily accept such as
surances and promises. Let me give 
you a few examples of how FAA prom
ises regularly fall short: 

The F AA's goal for the controller 
work force in fiscal year 1986 is 14,480. 
As of March 1986, the work force to
taled 14,028. 

This is a net gain of 30 over the first 
6 months of the fiscal year. From 
April 1 to October 1, FAA needs to add 
452 more in order to achieve their 
goal. 

F AA's current staffing standard calls 
for 5,252 full performance levels, or 
fully qualified controllers at the 20 en 
route centers in the continental 
United States. Yet from September 
1985 to March 1986, the number of 
full performance level controllers, or 
FPL's increased from 3,032 to only 
3,148-or by about 1 FPL per center 
per month. To reach its own standard, 
FAA needs 2,104 more FPL's. At the 
present rate, this will take about 9 
years. 

On retirement rates: FAA estimated 
in February that 90 persons would 
retire during March, April, and May. 
Actual retirements, however, totaled 
147 for these 3 months-over 60 per
cent more than the FAA was planning 
for. 

In explaining how it will reach its 
staffing goal of 14,480 by the end of 
this fiscal year, FAA noted that it was 
assuming an overall training failure 
rate of 31 percent between February 
and October 1986. Yet the attrition 
rate at the training academy is now 
averaging over 40 percent. On top of 
that, for those that graduate from the 
academy, there is a field failure rate of 
35 percent at the centers. So the over
all failure rate for trainees hired for 
the centers is about 60 percent
almost double what the FAA is assum
ing. 

Those few examples show the need 
for skepticism in accepting FAA assur
ances and promises. They also show 
that the system is not only in poor 
shape now, it is getting worse. 

I am not oblivious to the other fac
tors bearing on our debate of this 
amendment. I implore my colleagues, 
however, not to let these other factors, 
in whole or in part, transcend or over
ride our obligations to public safety. 

This amendment is not a referen
dum on whether we think the Presi
dent was right or wrong when he dis
missed the air traffic controllers in 
1981. This is not the issue we should 
be debating. Some would argue that 
the strikers broke the law and should 
not be brought back into the system. 
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Others would say they have paid a 
just price. But that is not the issue we 
should be debating. 

My colleagues, I supported the Presi
dent in 1981 when he fired the con
trollers. I believed the strikers broke 
the law. I believed they had to pay a 
price for that. But I also feel very 
deeply that our air traffic control 
system is in serious trouble today and 
that some of these people have to be 
brought back into the system: Not for 
what it means in terms of those indi
viduals, but for what it means to the 
well-being of our air traffic control 
system in this country. 

We must be acting on the basis of 
what our air traffic control systems 
needs today. If safety is to be ad
vanced by bringing back some of these 
people, are we to prohibit this because 
we feel these people have not paid the 
proper price for striking? Are we going 
to give greater importance to ensuring 
more punishment for strikers or great
er sensitivity to some unknown factors 
such as how labor issues might be af
fected or how the administration 
might look than we are to safety? 

The crisis in our air traffic control 
system is great enough today that all 
other aspects of controller rehiring are 
secondary to increasing safety. It is a 
disservice to the American flying 
public to do otherwise. 

Experience is a key factor in the 
ability to handle air traffic, and can be 
particularly critical in pressure situa
tions. Now, I am not saying that the 
new controllers are not capable, dedi
cated professionals. They are. Yet to 
consistently make good decisions 
under trying conditions-such as 
heavy traffic, bad weather, and equip
ment failures-takes years of experi
ence and exposure to these conditions. 
We have already lost many of the ex
perienced controllers who did not 
strike. Of the 3,400 fully qualified con
trollers who stayed on, 870 have al
ready left the system as of this Janu
ary. 

The pilots are a body of people who 
have a real stake in a safe air traffic 
control system for obvious reasons. A 
pilot representative told a House sub
committee last month: "We have been 
convinced for some time that the 
system is not as 'healthy' as the FAA 
would like us to believe. Many ATC fa
cilities have not recovered from the ef
fects of the strike in terms of control
ler staffing retirements." He went on 
to state: "Lack of experience is evident 
in radio communications, radar vector
ing practices, and provision of timely 
services." The pilots are in full agree
ment with my amendment. 

Bringing back 1,000 controllers over 
the next 2 years will provide relatively 
quick relief to the current controller 
force and can be implemented smooth
ly. 

Rehired controllers would not take 
nearly as long to retrain as some 

claim, particularly if they return to 
their former duty stations. These re
hired controllers will not cause prob
lems with existing controllers. Two or 
3 years ago, this might have been true, 
yet now the great majority of those 
working controllers are so overbur
dened-talking about the enroute cen
ters now-and have been for so long 
that they would welcome the relief. 
We should remember that over 550 
dismissed controllers have already 
been reinstated through the appeals 
process with little morale problem and 
expeditious training. 

I have verified these points through 
my own survey of over 50 reinstated 
controllers and found that the average 
retraining period was about 2 months 
and that they easily fit back into the 
work force with their former col
leagues. 

If anyone thinks the provision al
ready in the bill, simply allowing the 
controllers to be rehired, the permis
sive language in the committee bill; is 
sufficient, and that the administration 
might rehire based on this language, I 
can assure you that is not the case. I 
can show you a number of letters sent 
to me from both Secretary Dole and 
Admiral Engen stating that the ad
ministration's position is firm, and re
hiring is not being considered. That is 
why I am here today. As a matter of 
fact, a letter I sent to the President on 
this matter last November, signed by 
78 other Members, received a nonsub
stantive, perfunctory reply from the 
White House and was referred to Sec
retary Dole. In short, the language 
currently in the bill will provide no 
real relief. I cannot emphasize this 
point too strongly. 

In closing, Mr. Chairman, I would 
like to illustrate graphically where our 
air traffic control system stands in 
terms of experience and how danger
ously close we are to tragedies in our 
skies. 

This first graph shows the composi
tion of the controller work force 
before the strike and as of June 30 
this year: 

Fewer FPL's; 
Two to three years training for 

FPL's versus 4 to 5 years before; and 
ATA's included. 
The second chart shows the ever

rising rate of near-midair collisions in 
our skies. 

758 last year; 175 termed critical; 
Definition of critical. 
The rising number of near-midair 

collisions are a clear call for action on 
Congress' part. The FAA will not pro
vide solutions because it does not even 
acknowledge the problems. 

With rising numbers of near-midair 
collisions, we can only reach a point 
where actual collisions do occur. Then 
I am sure we will have no problem en
acting relief measures, such as the 
amendment now before us. But this is 
the challenge we face today. Will we 

see the crisis in our air traffic control 
system? Will we give safety the para
mount priority it demands? And will 
we provide relief before tragedies 
occur? 

My colleagues, I sincerely ask for 
your support of my amendment. 

D 1725 

Mr. Chairman, if Members would 
look with me at this chart, it is la
beled, "Air Traffic Control Work 
Force," and by the way, this is the 
FAA's figures revised right up to cur
rently. Now, take a look at what we 
have done. 

Before the strike, this is what we 
had: 13,205 full performance level con
troll.ers, 

Developmental controllers: 3,039, 
Today, full performance level is 

9,107, and 
Developmental controllers level is 

3,609. 
And look at what they have done on 

top, as shown in green: 1,465 air traffic 
assistants. 

Do you know what they are? They 
are people doing clerks' jobs. They are 
not controllers. They never went to 
the Academy and probably they never 
will. 

Now, understand, you cannot com
pare this controller 0981) to that con
troller ( 1986). The controller before 
the strike took 4 to 5 years in training 
before they became an FPL. Today, it 
takes 2 to 3 years. That experience 
level is different, so you cannot really 
compare. 

There are 4,000 less, my friends, in 
the face of increasing traffic volumes. 

Would you please in the time re
maining take a look at the near midair 
collisions. 

Pilot reports: In 1983 there were 475. 
In 1984, 589, a record broken. 
By 1985, 758. 
But more importantly, take a look at 

the ones in red, critical. 
Let me first tell you what the FAA 

says critical near midair collisions 
mean. It is "where collision avoidance 
was due to chance, rather than any 
action taken by either pilot, less than 
100 feet of aircraft separation would 
be considered critical." 

There were 97 in 1983. 
There were 127 in 1984. 
There were 175 in 1985. Chance sep

arated those two planes, not any 
avoidance. 

We are lucky, my friends, we are 
lucky. If we do not move ahead and we 
do not do what we have to do here 
today, we have only ourselves to 
blame. 

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

Mr. MOLINARI. I am glad to yield 
to the gentleman from New York. 

Mr. McGRATH. Mr. Chairman, I 
stand in strong support of the amend-
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ment of the gentleman from New 
York. 

I think we have waited long enough. 
After 5 years we have waited long 
enough for the FAA to restore our Na
tion's air traffic control system to a 
safe and full and efficient capability. 

Some of the questions that are going 
to come up, Mr. Chairman, regarding 
some of the problems that are going to 
be articulated today, are these. I 
would like to know, if I could engage 
in a colloquy with the gentleman in 
the well, we are going to hear that 
there is going to be some resentment 
from those who stayed on the job 
some years back against those who 
might be rehired. 

In the gentleman's experience, 
through his interest in this particular 
subject, would that occur? 

Mr. MOLINARI. Let me be honest 
here. If you talk to those at the tower 
facilities, they are going to tell you 
they are opposed to this. They will tell 
you they are opposed to it, because 
they are pretty well fully staffed in 
the tower facilities. 

The need is most acute at seven or 
eight en route centers, about 35 to 40 
percent of our airspace in this coun
try, the en route centers where they 
are seriously understaffed. There you 
get a different story. They are working 
6 days a week without overtime, like 
the New York Center. For 5 years 
now, a recent study showed they will 
be doing the same thing for at least 5 
more years. They need relief. 

Mr. McGRATH. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman continue to yield? 

Mr. MOLINARI. I am glad to yield 
to the gentleman from New York. 

Mr. McGRATH. Mr. Chairman, 
there is going to be an argument that 
we should not hire back these people 
who were on strike for any reason at 
all. 

Is it not true that 550 controllers are 
already back? 

Mr. MOLINARI. Yes. 
Mr. McGRATH. Is it not true that 

some of the controllers who went on 
strike are presently military control
lers in our military? 

Mr. MOLINARI. As a matter of fact, 
yes. 

Mr. McGRATH. Is it not also true 
that some of those who struck are 
back in other Government jobs? 

Mr. MOLINARI. The irony of this 
whole thing is that there are people 
working for the military as air control
lers handing off planes to FAA con
trollers. 

As a matter of fact, when we had 
that plane crash in Gander, New
foundland. and the President flew out 
to Fort Campbell, KY, when he was 
landing they wanted the best control
lers they had available there. It was 
ironic to find that almost every one of 
those who were called to duty that 
night were former PATCO people who 
had been fired. 

Mr. McGRATH. In 1981, Admin'is
trator Helms said it would take just 
about a year or so to get the system 
back to 100 percent of its capability 
and they would be able to handle all 
the problems through their education 
sector in Oklahoma City. Has that in 
fact happened? 

Mr. MOLINARI. My recollection is 
that Administrator Helms said that it 
would take 2 V2 years and the system 
would be rebuilt to its full strength. 
We are now 5 years, twice that 
amount, and we are hardly at full 
strength. We are losing experienced 
people. 

Mr. McGRATH. Mr. Chairman, I be
lieve the amendment of the gentleman 
in the well has great merit and that it 
ought to be passed. 

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman from New York yield? 

Mr. MOLINARI. I am glad to yield 
to the gentleman from Michigan. 

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Chairman, I 
want to commend the gentleman for 
the timeliness of his amendment. 

In the Criminal Justice Committee 
of the Judiciary Committee, we have 
had testimony about the increasing 
dangers of air traffic. We have accord
ingly had to raise the criminal penal
ties because some of the airlines are 
falsifying the data submitted to the 
FAA and we find that we are in a 
much more dangerous condition in the 
air than I have kown before and the 
amendment of the gentleman from 
New York speaks very directly to cor
recting that problem and I commend 
the gentleman for it. 

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

Mr. MOLINARI. I yield to the gen
tleman from New York. 

Mr. WEISS. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding. I want to 
compliment the gentleman on his 
statement and on the amendment that 
he offers. It is filled with wisdom and 
is absolutely essential to provide great 
safety for the American public. 

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

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of 
the Molinari amendment, to permit 
the reappointment of some of those 
air traffic controllers who were fired 
because of their participation in the 
1981 PATCO strike. The Secretary of 
Transportation pledged last Septem
ber that the FAA would hire 1,000 new 
controllers during fiscal 1986 and 1987. 
The Molinari amendment would re
quire that 1,000 new air controllers be 
hired from among the fired controllers 
in the next 2 fiscal years. 

On March 6, the General Account
ing Office released a report entitled 
"Aviation Safety: Serious Problems 
Concerning the Air Traffic Control 
System." Two of its conclusions were: 
The Federal A via ti on Administration 
does not have as many fully qualified, 

experienced controllers at major air 
traffic control facilities as managers, 
supervisors, and controllers believe are 
needed and as are called for by F AA's 
standards and goals. Also: Controllers 
at major facilities are being stretched 
too thin and over time, the situation 
could impair their ability to continue 
to maintain the proper margin of 
safety. 

On May 2, DOT's inspector general 
released a review of air traffic control 
statistics which reported that the air 
traffic control system is operated with 
fewer controllers overall and less full 
performance-level controllers than 
before the strike, while traffic has re
turned to prestrike levels. The IG 
report casts doubt on whether the 
FAA will meet its hiring goals. 

On May 14, the National Transpor
tation Safety Board reported that 
more than a dozen measures should be 
undertaken to reduce the potential 
danger of aircraft collisions. These 
steps included improved training for 
tower controllers and better control 
tower supervision and coordination. 
On May 28, after a near collision at 
Chicago's O'Hare Airport, the Safety 
Board urged the immediate assign
ment of two extra tower controllers 
whenever intersecting runways are in 
use. 

Let me emphasize that no one ques
tions the skill, dedication, and hard 
work of the present controller force. 
In fact, it is a tribute to the present 
controllers, spread thin as they are, 
that we have not had more catastro
phes. But these reports confirm that 
we do not have enough controllers and 
therefore we must determine the best 
and fastest way to supplement that 
force with additional talent. 

It is logical to assume that the fast
est way to place additional skilled con
trollers on the job would be to hire 
from among those who were fired in 
1981. Many of them have maintained 
their skills by serving as controllers 
for the Defense Department or in 
foreign countries. Over 500 fired con
trollers have been able to return to po
sitions in the FAA, after successful 
appeals to the courts and the Merits 
Systems Protection Board. A group 
representing the fired controllers tells 
me that, for those 500, the average 
time needed to recertify has been 3 
months, and that the average washout 
rate has been less than 1 percent. 

I commend Congressman MOLINARI 
for offering Congress the opportunity 
to help address the dwindling margin 
of safety in the skies, and I urge my 
colleagues to support his amendment. 

0 1740 
Mr. LEHMAN of Florida. Mr. Chair

man, I move to strike the requisite 
number of words, and I rise in opposi
tion to the amendment. 
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Mr. Chairman, section 332 of the 

committee bill states that air traffic 
controllers who were fired as a result 
of the 1981 strike shall not, as a class, 
be barred from reemployment as air 
traffic controllers. It permits these in
dividuals, on a case-by-case basis, to be 
reemployed by the FAA. We believe 
this provision provides adequate op
portunity for the FAA to reinstate 
these former controllers if the safety 
of the air traffic control system re
quires their reemployment. 

The language proposed by the gen
tleman from New York CMr. MOLIN
ARI] would require the reemployment 
of these individuals who violated the 
law and struck against the Federal 
Government. I believe this would be 
unwise and could disrupt the current 
controller work force. 

Any striking controller coming back 
to work now would have been away 
from air traffic control duties for ap
proximately 5 years. While it took an 
average of 5 months to recertify as full 
performance-level controllers those in
dividuals reinstated as a result of the 
appeals process, these controllers, on 
the average, had only been away from 
control work for 20 months. For some
one who has been away from air traf
fic control work for three times as 
long-60 months-retraining could 
take 2 years. 

Although we have not surveyed the 
air traffic controller work force, we 
have been told by FAA and DOT wit
nesses that the majority of the cur
rent work force opposes reinstatement 
of the striking controllers. For exam
ple, the Deputy Secretary of Trans
portation testified: 

• • • the Secretary, Admiral Engen, and I 
have all personally been out visiting with 
controllers in recent months, talking with 
them without their line management in the 
room, talking sometimes separately to their 
immediate first level management, the im
mediate supervisors, who are often in con
trol rooms themselves, as you know. The 
overwhelming sentiment that the three of 
us have encountered in talking to these 
people is that we would have very severe ad
verse reaction from many, many of the 
people who are controllers today, if we 
brought those strikers back. That is a safety 
issue. 

That is a serious safety issue, because if 
you don't have the most harmonious work 
relationship possible between controllers, 
you have a problem. 

I do not think it is appropriate to 
equate those who may be reinstated 
under the amendment offered by the 
gentleman from New York with those 
who have returned to work following 
an appeals process. Those who have 
returned as a result of an appeal have 
done so because the action taken 
against them was determined to be in
appropriate. That would not be true of 
anyone reinstated under the pending 
amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, we have received re
peated assurances from Admiral 
Engen and Secretary Dole that the air 

traffic control system is operating 
safely and efficiently. I believe, if the 
safety of the system is threatened, the 
Secretary ·of Transportation will use 
the committee language to the extent 
necessary to maintain aviation safety. 
There is no need to force the Secre
tary of Transportation to reinstate in
dividuals who struck against the Fed
eral Government. 

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

Mr. Chairman, I rise in strong opposi
tion to the amendment offered by my 
colleague to mandate the rehiring of 
500 outlaw air traffic controllers in 
each of fiscal years 1987 and 1988. The 
Air Transportation System of this 
country is a safe one and I think we can 
all agree that improvements can be 
made. However, the gentleman's 
amendment would do more harm than 
good and is the wrong way to enhance 
the safety of the system. 

Back in 1981, these striking control
lers, who had signed an oath not to 
strike, broke that oath to the Ameri
can public. The action was in direct 
violation of 5 U.S.C. 7311 which says 
that a person may not accept or hold a 
Government job if he participates in a 
strike or asserts the right to strike. 
Notwithstanding this illegal action, 
the President did not immediately fire 
the strikers but gave them the oppor
tunity to return to work which most 
chose not to do. 

Mr. Chairman, if we mandate the re
hiring of these strikers we can expect 
a disruption of the air traffic control 
work force. Numerous air traffic con
trollers including pre- and post-strike 
employees have voiced strenuous op
position against rehiring the strikers. 
These employees have made great per
sonal sacrifices by putting in long 
hours and giving up vacations to keep 
the system going. Certainly, they do 
not deserve to have their morale ad
versely affected and we should not 
break faith with them by putting the 
illegal strikers back on the job. Loyal
ty, reliability, and dependability of 
employees constitute critical at
tributes for the Air Traffic Control 
System. The outlaws demonstrated a 
lack of these attributes when they 
walked off the job. 

Furthermore, if we enact the gentle
man's amendment, some controllers 
now on the job would undoubtedly 
retire and our efforts here would end 
up compounding the problem. 

It is argued that the strikers can be 
retrained in a matter of a few weeks. 
Not true. Since the strike almost 5 
years ago, the air traffic control 
system has acquired new equipment, 
new technology, and new procedures. 
Most of the en route facilities have un
dergone extensive airspace reconfigur
ations which have greatly changed all 
or part of the procedures within them. 

Even if an individual was rehired at 
the facility from which he was fired, 
he would be required to certify on es
sentially new positions of operations. 
This certainly adds time to the qualifi
cation process. 

According to the Federal A via ti on 
Administration, 1 to 2 years could be 
required to retrain a controller at a fa
cility from which he was fired. It 
would be 2 to 3 years if they were re
hired at a different facility. This is 
about the same as for a newly hired 
controller. You simply cannot say that 
a person away from a highly technical 
and sophisticated job for 5 years can 
reappear and take over as a fully 
qualified worker in a short period of 
time. 

Let's look at the facts. The Secre
tary of Transportation is committed to 
hiring an additional 1,000 controllers 
within 2 years. So far, the administra
tion is on schedule and will have in 
excess of 14,480 controllers by the end 
of 1986. This is over the previous level 
of approximately 14,000 and by the 
end of fiscal year 1987, DOT plans to 
have on board an additional 827 con
trollers. 

Mr. Chairman, rehiring fired con
trollers and recertif ying them takes 
time. It cannot be done overnight and 
therefore is not a solution to bringing 
additional controllers into the work 
force. The Department of Transporta
tion is dealing with the problem in an 
appropriate manner and we need not 
create a multitude of legal and morale 
problems by calling for the reinstate
ment of outlaw former controllers who 
participated in an illegal strike. To 
rehire the strikers would break a 
moral commitment with the law abid
ing loyal controllers who honored 
their oath not to strike in the face of 
severe harassment and abuse by dis
loyal employees. The strikers have 
openly used the Air Traffic Control 
System as a weapon to obtain their 
personal goals. We should not put 
these outlaws back in a position of re
sponsibility for the air traffic control 
system they previously abused. 

I urge my colleagues to vote down 
this amendment. 

D 1750 
Mr. LAGOMARSINO. Mr. Chair

man, will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. SNYDER. I yield to the gentle

man from California. 
Mr. LAGOMARSINO. Mr. Chair

man, I thank the gentleman for yield
ing. 

Mr. Chairman, I want to associate 
myself with the gentleman's remarks. 
I think the reasoning of the gentle
man is right on. It would be a breaking 
of faith with those who stayed on. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in strong oppo
sition to the amendment offered by 
Representative MOLINARI to the 
Transportation appropriations bill for 
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fiscal year 1987 which would mandate 
that the Secretary of Transportation 
rehire a minimum of 1,000 of the fired 
air traffic controllers. The proposal 
has already been considered and re
jected by the other body, the Appro
priations Transportation Subcommit
tee and the Transportation Depart
ment. 

A clear and simple case can be made 
for rejecting this amendment before 
us today. Federal law prohibits strikes 
by Federal employees and all air traf
fic controllers must take an oath de
claring that they will not strike 
against the Government. Passage of 
this amendment would say that the 
President's actions were wrong and it 
would give Federal unions a powerful 
argument when trying to persuade its 
members to strike illegally in the 
future. The right to fire illegal strikers 
must not be compromised. Further
more, I am concerned that this amend
ment would cause severe moral prob
lems if fired strikers were to return to 
work next to FAA personnel who 
stayed on the job long hours in the 
face of severe harassment and who 
now hold many of the supervisory po
sitions. The two unions who are trying 
to organize the air traffic controllers 
have not publicly endorsed the rehire 
effort because of their fear of antago
nizing the people in the towers. 

Mr. Chairman, the Department of 
Transportation is working hard to 
obtain substantial growth in the air 
traffic work force without compromis
ing safety. Because former controllers 
have not controlled traffic in nearly 5 
years, costly retraining would be re
quired. In addition, the fired control
lers have accumulated years of Feder
al service, which would allow earlier 
retirement than new trainees, thereby 
reducing the time over which the 
training costs can be amortized and 
leading to new training costs sooner. 

In closing, I would like to remind my 
colleagues that a similar amendment 
was already rejected by the other 
body, is opposed by the administration 
and the Supreme Court recently de
clined to reverse action taken against 
the strikers. I urge my colleagues to 
vote against this amendment. 

Mr. SNYDER. Mr. Chairman, the 
gentleman would be surprised how 
many of the present controllers would 
take early-out if you brought these 
folks back. 

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

Mr. Chairman, the issue before us 
was debated at length in the Subcom
mittee on Transportation, of which I 
am a member. There was some differ
ence of opinion as to whether the 
Patco controllers should be rehired. I 
have the highest regard and respect 
for my subcommittee chairman, the 
gentleman from Florida CMr. LEHMAN] 
and I regret that I disagree with his 

conclusion as to the Molinari amend
ment. 

There was no dispute in our subcom
mittee about the critical need in this 
Nation for more air traffic controllers. 
With the controller ranks decimated 
by the 1981 mass firings and the in
creased flight traffic resulting from 
deregulation, the need is absolutely 
critical. 

It is time for the administration to 
put their strident opposition to the 
Patco controllers aside. It will be no 
consolation to the families of those 
who may be injured or killed in an air 
crash due to controller error to be told 
that the administration had stood 
firm in its opposition to the Patco re
hirings. 

Our responsibility is to the millions 
of Americans who travel by air and 
our responsibility in Congress is to 
guarantee the safest possible air 
travel. The Molinari amendment is a 
sensible move toward making air 
travel safer in America. 

I support it. 
Mrs. BOXER. Mr. Chairman, will 

the gentleman yield? 
Mr. DURBIN. I yield to the gentle

woman from California. 
Mrs. BOXER. Mr. Chairman, I 

thank the gentleman for yielding. 
I am on the side of the gentleman 

from New York CMr. MOLINARI] in this 
debate. I feel it is important to think 
back to why these air traffic control
lers struck 5 long years ago. One, be
cause they felt working conditions 
were inadequate. Two, because they 
felt they were understaffed. Three, be
cause they felt the skies were just not 
safe enough. 

Now, today, what does the Depart
ment of Transportation find? What 
does Mrs. Dole tell us? One, working 
conditions are inadequate. Two, there 
is understaffing. Three, the skies are 
not safe. 

So the strikers who were fired for 
speaking the truth, we have proved 
that they are right. 

It makes sense to hire back these 
controllers. We need them because we 
need safe skies. In this world where 
right and wrong are often blurred, this 
is the right thing to do. 

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

Mr. DURBIN. I yield to the gentle
man from California. 

Mr. BOSCO. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of 
Mr. MoLINARI's efforts to allow very 
badly needed improvement to our Na
tion's air traffic control system. While 
there is still disagreement in the Con
gress over whether the air traffic con
trollers were treated fairly some 5 
years ago, I hope we can recognize 
that those who were punished have 
been punished enough, and to go fur
ther would be unnecessarily spiteful 
and punitive. The suffering experi-

enced by those who lost their jobs and 
the suffering of their families has 
surely by this time taught everyone a 
lesson-and it is now important that 
we take immediate action to send rein
forcements to a system that is over
worked, understaffed, undertrained 
and virtually living on borrowed time 
insofar as air safety is concerned. 

Mr. Chairman, for those in our 
House who find it necessary to remain 
punitive, let me implore them not to 
punish the wrong people. Indeed, if we 
refuse to allow hundreds of qualified, 
competent controllers to return to 
work we will run the risk of punishing 
innocent travelers who depend on the 
air traffic system for their safety. 

Mr. GRAY of Illinois. Mr. Chair
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. DURBIN. I yield to the gentle
man from Illinois. 

Mr. GRAY of Illinois. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
my friend Mr. DURBIN for yielding. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of the Molin
ari amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, there are two very important 
items in this bill concerning immediate air 
safety needs. 

In 1981, 5 short years ago, we had over 
16,000 air traffic controllers. Today we have 
13,000 air traffic controllers with a 25-percent 
increase in traffic. That, my friends, is not 
good safety. We must help FAA with this 
problem. They need help. 

Second, 13 years ago as a member of the 
Investigations and Oversight Subcommittee of 
the Public Works and Transportation Commit
tee, I asked the then FAA Administrator Mr. 
Kee, "How are you progressing on the colli
sion avoidance device research"? He an
swered, "Just around the corner." Thirteen 
years later I asked the present Administrator 
Admiral Engen, "How are you coming on your 
research on collision avoidance system known 
as TCAS II"? He said, "Just around the 
corner." Sounds familiar doesn't it. I want to 
commend the subcommittee chairman, Mr. 
LEHMAN, and the members of his committee 
for funding TCAS II for $4 million-plus and 
TCAS Ill for $3 million in fiscal year 1987. 

Mr. Chairman, we need to strongly urge 
FAA to get on with the deployment of TCAS II 
and research and deployment of TCAS Ill as 
soon as possible. 

This effort coupled with another 1,000 con
trollers will bring safer skies and certainly 
speed up the delays now being experienced 
at St. Louis, O'Hare Field in Chicago, Wash
ington National, and other congested airports 
around the country. I also call upon FAA to 
reopen our airport control tower at the Wil
liamson County, IL, airport. We have three 
scheduled airlines operating out of Williamson 
County. This is an accident waiting to happen. 
Admiral Engen promised Senator SIMON and 
me in writing last year that he would reopen 
our tower. He has not. 

Mr. Chairman, the committee has allowed 
$6.9 million over the budget request for traffic 
controllers. I now call upon FAA to reactivate 
the Williamson County tower on October 1, 
the beginning of the new fiscal year, now that 
they will have the funding. Thank you. 
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Mr. COUGHLIN. Mr. Chairman, I 

move to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to 
the amendment. 

My colleagues, let us understand 
where we are. The bill that is before 
you includes language stating that the 
terminated controllers shall not, as a 
class, be considered unsuitable for re
instatement. In other words, it re
moves any prohibition against rehiring 
the terminated controllers where that 
is appropriate. 

What the Molinari amendment 
would do is force the hiring of 1,000 of 
the terminated controllers. Force 
them. First, I ask you, how would you 
feel if you were one of the newly hired 
controllers, trained, doing a good job, 
and someone suddenly then comes in 
above you in seniority with more expe
rience? 

How would you feel? How would 
that be for your morale? Would that 
make the skies safer? I really do not 
think so. 

There was a Roper survey shortly 
after the strike occurred that was 
taken that indicated that the control
lers should not be rehired under any 
circumstances. We are saying that you 
can rehire them, but only where that 
is appropriate and where the depart
ment feels that they would fit. We 
want to enhance safety, not be a detri
ment. 

Second, remember that any control
lers who are rehired have to be re
trained. They cannot be put right back 
on the job. They have to be retrained 
and because they are older, they are 
going to be the first to retire. Hence 
we are not, in the long run, building a 
younger controlier system; we are 
building an older controller system 
which is likely to retire sooner and 
cause increased costs of making more 
new controllers be trained. 

Finally, it is important to under
stand that the selective process in 
trying to hire 1,000 of the terminated 
controllers has got to be almost impos
sible to administer. 
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How do you determine whom you 

are going to hire and whom you are 
not going to hire if you are in the De
partment? How do you make a selec
tion among people in identical catego
ries, to hire this 1,000 controllers that 
would be foisted upon the FAA? 

The Secretary is hiring 500 addition
al controllers in 1986, and another 500 
controllers in 1987. The Department is 
moving ahead to increase the numbers 
of controllers. This amendment will 
set back that effort and safety in the 
skies. 

It is very important, I think, my col
leagues, that this amendment be de
feated so that we can continue to 
move forward in air safety that is so 
important to all of us. 

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

Mr. COUGHLIN. I yield to the gen
tleman from New York. 

Mr. MOLINARI. Mr. Chairman, 
much has been said about the commit
tee print and the fact that it contains 
language granting permission to the 
FAA to rehire them on a case-by-case 
basis if they so desire; if it is appropri
ate, I think the gentleman's language 
was. 

Does the gentleman have any indica
tion that FAA or DOT or anybody in 
the administration is giving serious 
thought to the proposal? What does 
that mean, that language, if there is 
no plan or thought or idea of imple
menting it? 

Mr. COUGHLIN. Some 500 control
lers, as you know, have been hired, 
who were terminated--

Mr. MOLINARI. That was through 
the appeals process. 

Mr. COUGHLIN. Through the proc
ess of the Office of Personnel Manage
ment; they were hired and they are 
back at work. 

Mr. MOLINARI. If the gentleman 
will yield further, if I may just clarify 
that. 

They are not there through the gra
ciousness of F AA's heart. They were 
there through the legal rights that 
this country gave them. They went 
through the appeals process and suc
ceeded, and that is how they got back. 
Not because FAA said, "You're nice 
people, come on back, you're going to 
make great controllers." 

Mr. COUGHLIN. Where there are 
appropriate circumstances, the FAA 
and the Department might well hire 
controllers back where they are 
needed and where they feel they 
would fit in and not create a problem. 

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

Mr. COUGHLIN. I yield to the gen
tleman from New York. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Chairman, as a 
former member of that committee at 
that time, let me tell you we put in the 
appeals process for a reason. The 
reason was that we could take those 
controllers who wanted to appeal their 
case, those that were threatened and 
cajoled, and their lives were threat
ened and those of their families were 
threatened, and let those people who 
were forced out, and forced to be strik
ers, to let them come back through 
the appeals process and be hired. That 
is exactly why we set the system up 
that way, and that is why we did 
rehire 500 of them. 

Mr. MINETA. Mr. Chairman, I move 
· to strike the requisite number of 
words, and I rise in opposition to the 
amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I stand to oppose the 
amendment offered by my colleague 
from the Committee on Public Works 
and Transportation, the gentleman 
from New York (Mr. MOLINARI). 

The amendment now before us seeks 
to go around the very clear and very 
direct provisions of section 7311 of 
title V of the United States Code, 
which do not allow an individual who 
has participated in a strike from ac
cepting or holding a Federal Govern
ment position. 

As recently as June 23 of this year, 
the U.S. Supreme Court upheld these 
provisions when the Court refused to 
reverse the actions taken by the Presi
dent following the Patco strike. 

Now in contrast with the Molinari 
amendment, the language that was 
presented by our colleague from 
Michigan CMr. CARR] contained in 
H.R. 5205, would give the Federal 
Aviation Administrator the flexibility 
needed to benefit from the experience 
of the fired air traffic controllers, by 
allowing the FAA to carefully and se
lectively rehire former air traffic con
trollers. 

The appropriations bill would 
remove the automatic prohibition on 
rehiring any of the controllers who 
struck on August 3, 1981, by simple 
reason of their striking, without pre
judging how many of the former air 
traffic controllers were both willing 
and able to return to the current 
ranks of air traffic controllers by set
ting an arbitrary limit, H.R. 5205 
would allow the FAA to select those 
best able to contribute again, by main
taining the safety and integrity of the 
airways system. 

In sum, while I fully recognize the 
intent of the gentleman from New 
York, I am unable to support the 
amendment. While I do not question 
his commitment to aviation safety, I 
do not believe that his amendment 
will contribute to its furtherance. 

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

Mr. MINETA. I yield to the gentle
man from Michigan. 

Mr. CARR. Mr. Chairman, the chair
man has stated my sentiments with 
great eloquence, and the gentleman is 
indeed one of the experts in the Con
gress on aviation and aviation safety. 

That is what we are all concerned 
about here; and I know the gentleman 
from New York CMr. MOLINARI] is, and 
those who are going to support his 
amendment are sincere in their desire 
for a safer aviation system. 

I happen to have opposed the firing 
of the Patco strikers. There are indeed 
problems with FAA staffing levels 
today. The FAA and air traffic safety 
system are never quite as safe as we 
really want them to be, and I would 
suspect that even under more perfect 
circumstances we would be here criti
cizing the FAA for not doing more be
cause of how much we cherish the 
care that they devote toward safety in 
the air. 

We all have a desire for some quick
ly fixes, and it does seem that it is 



July 30, 1986 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE 18203 
fairly common sense that we have 
these air traffic controllers who were 
fired and, golly, we need some air traf
fic controllers, so does not that make a . 
match? 

Well, indeed, the committee consid
ered that very carefully, and with con
sultation with the gentleman from 
California [Mr. MINETA], we indeed do 
think it makes some sense. I think 
where we are disagreeing today is over 
the requirement of a specific number 
of hires. 

Mr. MoLINARI's amendment would 
require 500 people to be hired in each 
of 2 years. So far as I know, no com
mittee of Congress has held any exten
sive hearings on that particular point. 
Five hundred? Well, that is a good 
number, but what about 450? Or how 
about 500? Was there any hearing 
record developed that would indicate 
that there are indeed 500 people out 
there who, under a variety of circum
stances that we can assume to exist, 
might be available. Might we not be 
imposing a requirement on the Admin
istrator of the FAA? A requirement 
that would be impossible for him to 
attain, just so that we might be able to 
then criticize him because he did not 
hit that mark later on. 

Mr. Chairman, I think there is a 
GAO study, as a matter of fact, that is 
due in about a month on some of these 
points and which might shed some 
light, and I think that we would do 
well to hold back and see what the 
GAO has to say. 

Now I understand that there are 
people who are motivated to support 
Mr. MOLINARI on the grounds that 
they have an absolute lack of faith in 
this administration and our Secretary 
of Transportation and indeed in per
haps the Administrator of the FAA. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 
time of the gentleman has expired. 

<On request of Mr. CARR and by 
unanimous consent, Mr. MINETA was 
allowed to proceed for 2 additional 
minutes.) 

Mr. CARR. Mr. Chairman, if the 
gentleman will yield further, I must 
say that in conversations I have had 
with some of those officials, I am led 
to a similar feeling; that maybe they 
would not, under the permissive lan
guage of our appropriations bill, hire 
any of these controllers. 

It is a difficult situation when you 
force somebody to hire a particular 
category of people and you do it be
cause you do not trust them. If you 
have that kind of lack of trust in that 
administrative authority, it seems to 
me that lack of trust has then to 
extend to whether that administrative 
authority is going to happily integrate 
these people into the system. Whether 
the authority itself, never mind the 
workers out there, but whether the 
authority itself is not going to hassle 
their reintegration and delay it, and 
stall and a whole host of other things. 

In other words, I understand the mo
tivation and I understand the sincerity 
with which the 500 quota is offered. I 
simply do not think that it will work; I 
do not think that we have laid the 
foundation that we as legislators need 
to lay before we attempt such a thing. 

The committee carefully considered 
this, and with consultation with our 
expert on aviation, the gentleman 
from California CMr. MINETA], we 
adopted a middle course. Mr. Engen 
and Mrs. Dole have to come back to us 
for reauthorizations and more appro
priations. We can develop this record 
in the future, and if their answers are 
not satisfactory, maybe then a little 
bit longer from now, I will be here and 
I will be supporting a quota-type thing 
of Mr. MoLINARI's out of sheer frustra
tion. 

I have not reached that point yet, 
and I wanted to hopefully urge people 
to play with this just a little longer. 
We do have all safety at heart, and I 
would hope that we would vote down 
the Molinari amendment. 

Mr. MINETA. Mr. Chairman, I ap
preciate the remarks of my colleague 
from Michigan [Mr. CARR], but I 
would like to take everyone back to 
July 31, 1981, 3 days before the strike 
occurred. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 
time of the gentleman has expired. 

<By unanimous consent, Mr. MINETA 
was allowed to proceed for 3 additional 
minutes.) 

Mr. MINETA. Mr. Chairman, I was 
holding hearings on July 31 and I 
asked Mr. Poli, the president of the 
P ATCO organization at that time: 

"Mr. Poli, when's the last time that 
you negotiated in good faith with Mr. 
Helms?" The then-Administrator of 
the FAA. He said: 

"Mr. Chairman, I have never met 
Mr. Helms." I said: 

"Mr. Poli, are you not the president 
of the largest employee organization 
with the FAA?" 

"Yes, I am." 
At that point I recessed those hear

ings. I then called Mr. Helms and I 
said, "Lynn, I've got Mr. Poli before us 
and I understand from his response 
that he's never met you. He is the 
president of the largest employee or
ganization." 
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And so we went into a dialog about 

the possibility of his having negotia
tions start at that point. He said, 
"Well, I have people negotiating with 
PATCO, but I will tell you what. I 
really cannot do that." I then called 
the Secretary of Transportation Drew 
Lewis. And on that evening on the 31st 
of July, on Friday, Secretary Lewis 
then started negotiating with PATCO 
all day Saturday, all day Sunday, and 
at 3 a.m. on Monday, he then came to 
terms with PATCO. 

Now frankly at that time PATCO 
made that agreement, and then, if you 
will recall, Mr. Poli then went around 
the country speaking against the rati
fication of that agreement. To me that 
was bad-faith negotiating. You cannot 
go ahead and negotiate an agreement 
and then go around the country speak
ing against what you just got through 
signing as an agreement. And to me 
the law is still inviolate in the sense 
that that section 7311 of title V is 
there. I have as much compassion and 
feeling for the workers who have been 
fired and their families. But the law is 
specific, and the law was upheld as re
cently as the 23d of June of this year 
and I believe, as our colleague from 
Michigan has indicated, Mr. CARR, and 
our colleague the chairman of the 
Subcommittee on Appropriations, and 
its ranking Republican have indicated, 
I think that we ought to leave those 
provisions in law as they are. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from California CMr. 
MINETA] has expired. 

<On request of Mr. FORD of Michigan 
and by unanimous consent, Mr. 
MINETA was allowed to proceed for 3 
additional minutes.) 

Mr. FORD of Michigan. Mr. Chair
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MINETA. I yield to the gentle
man from Michigan, my fine friend, 
the chairman of the Committee on 
Post Office and Civil Service. 

Mr. FORD of Michigan. I thank the 
gentleman for yielding. 

Mr. Chairman, I am not going to 
trade with the gentleman for whom I 
have the highest regard. He knows 
there is no one I respect more than 
him in this body. I am not going to 
trade the bitterness of 5 years with 
him because I was on the other side of 
those phone conversations. I was 
called at home by the Secretary and 
Mr. Poli when they were illegally bar
gaining over wages. They had no right 
to be bargaining. And that contract 
that you are talking about was turned 
down was illegal, ab initio. They had 
no right. We set wages in the Commit
tee on Post Office and Civil Service for 
the employees, the FAA and every
place else. Nobody had any right to be 
negotiating wages in that situation. 

It was handled foolishly and stub
bornly. 

Now the reason that I wanted to 
take this from the gentleman's time is 
that he just stated the law wrong. I 
know he would not intend to mislead 
the House. 

There is no statute that says once 
having gone on strike, you are perma
nently barred from employment with 
the Federal Government. Indeed, the 
statute the gentleman quoted, United 
States Code, title V, section 7311, has 
never ever been interpreted to bar re
employment of a person who is fired. 
It requires the firing of a person who 
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participates in the strike. It says noth
ing about barring further employ
ment. It was not until December of 
1981 that the President delivered him
seli of a special message in which he 
said that the fired air traffic control
lers were unfit to come back to work 
for the FAA. And in his message he 
specifically said, "However, I am a 
humane man; they can come back to 
work for the Government any place 
they want as long as they don't come 
back to the job for which they are 
trained." Now, let us not blame the 
Congress for a silly law that would 
have provided a lifetime sentence for 
going on strike. Congress never passed 
such a law; there is no law, there has 
never been such a law. 

The President, unilaterally, acted. 
The language that is in the gentle

man's bill coming from Appropriations 
takes care of the bar. The language 
that is in Mr. MoLINARI's amendment 
goes the next step. 

I say to the gentleman from Calif or
nia, when he was negotiating with 
them, so was I. The attitude has not 
changed. 

I want to answer the gentleman 
from Michigan. I wish he had talked 
to his colleagues from Michigan. 

My committee has been keeping 
track of the manpower needs of the 
air traffic controllers for 5 years. We 
can tell you exactly how many tower 
people they are short, what hours 
they are workin~, how many retirees 
that we made it f}ossible to bring back 
who have left us. I can tell you that I 
have stacks of letters up to here, and 
my committee indeed has held hear
ings. Morale is lousy. We have these 
people writing to us and communicat
ing with us constantly saying, "You 
have got to relieve the pressure on us. 
You have the responsibility to make 
sure that we don't work this hard in 
the future." It is bad, I say to the gen
tleman from Michigan, and I wish he 
had talked to us about it. 

We have spent 5 years tracking it. 
My staff has been in centers and 
towers all over this country, and con
sistently for 5 years we have never met 
the targets that Helms said he was 
going to meet 3 years ago. We never 
got close to those. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of the Molin
ari amendment. 

This Sunday will mark the fifth anniversary 
of the Professional Air Traffic Controllers Or
ganization's [PATCO's] strike. Prior to the 
strike the Nation's air traffic control system 
was manned by more than 13,000 fully quali
fied, full-performance-level [FPL] controllers. 
Also on board were approximately 3,000 su
pervisors, managers, trainees, and support 
staff. As a result of the strike, more than 
11,000 workers were fired. 

Following the strike, then Administrator 
Helms assured the Congress the system 
would be rapidly rebuilt. In testimony before 
the Committee on Post Office and Civil Serv-

ice, he predicted the system would be fully re- However, the bill, as reported, does not go 
covered by mid-1984. far enough to ensure that a reluctant adminis-

Unfortunately, today, 5 years after the strike tration will rehire badly needed experienced 
and 2 years after the FAA's predicted recov- · controllers. Thus it is essential that the House 
ery date, the system is far from being recov- approve the Molinari amendment. 
ered. In fact we face a crisis in the skies as The gentleman from New York's amend
an understaffed, relatively inexperienced, and ment ensures that experienced controllers will 
overworked cadre of air traffic controllers be rehired, by requiring the FAA to rehire at 
struggle to cope with record levels of air traf- least 500 experienced controllers in each of 
fie. Consider these facts: the next 2 fiscal years. Once the rehiring 

Fully 5 years after the strike there are only begins, the FAA may decide it is prudent to 
9,000 full-performance-level controllers com- rehire even more than the number required by 
par~d to r:nore t~an 13,000 prior t? the s~rike; the Molinari amendment, but, in any event, we 

Air traffic has increased d~amat1cally with a will be ensuring that there will be a badly 
1-day record. of 111, 152 flights .under U.S. needed infusion of experience into the con-
control established on June 5 of this year; troller work force. 

The experience level ?f full-performance- Mr. Chairman, the air traffic control system 
level ~ontroll~r~ has de~lined as a result of faces a crisis. By adopting the Molinari 
expedited training, _pushing them to the full amendment, the House will be ensuring that 
performance level in ~ to 3 year~ as com- appropriate steps are taken to meet this crisis. 
pared to 4 to 5 years prior to the strike; I urge my colleagues to support the Molinari 

At the 20 air traffic control centers which amendment. 
are facing critical controller shortages, th_e The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. (Mr. 
number of full-performance-level controllers 1s BROWN of California). The time of the 
increasing at a rate of onl~ one controller per gentleman from California [Mr. 
center ~er mo.nth, according to the General MINETA] has expired. 
Accounting Office;. . Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Chairman, I ask 

GAO further est1r:nates 1t could tak~ 9 years unanimous consent that the gentle
for t~e centers to increase. from th~ir current man from California [Mr. MINETA] be 
staffing level of 3, 148 FPL s to their goal of allowed to proceed for 1 additional 
5,252; minute 

Meanwhile, by this Septe_mber m?r~ than The ·CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Is 
70? controller personnel will be eligible to there objection to the request of the 
retire, and many are expected to do so as the gentleman from Michigan? 
r~sult of th~ unf~vorable tax treatment of pen- Mr. ARMEY. Reserving the right to 
s1ons_ contained in both the House and Senate object, under my reservation I would 
tax bills. . like to remind this body that we are 
. Thos~ of us wh? . have been follo~1ng the now in extended debate on legislation 

~1r traffic control crisis closely recogn_1ze there in an appropriation bill, legislation 
1s only ~ne w_ay to address effectively t~e amending legislation both of whi h 
problem in a timely manner. We must rehire ' . c 
some of the fired controllers. They constitute are covered by protection under the 
the only source of experienced talent. rule. . . 

Presently, however, none of these fired con- We will, .I hope, sometime ge~ ~ack 
trollers can be rehired by the FAA. The Presi- t<? the ?usi~ess of t_he appropriations 
dent, on December 9, 1981, determined that bill, wh~ch is spendu~g money. And I 
the fired controllers were not suitable for re- would llke to see this debate. cut so 
employment by the FAA. I should point out that we ~a:r;i get back to the business of 
that, while Federal law, title 5, United States appropria~ions. . 
Code, section 7311, requires the dismissal of ~· Chair~a~, I withdraw my reser-
Federal employees who strike, it has never vation of obJection. 
been interpreted or applied by the Executive <O~ request of Mr. CONYERS and by 
as permanently barring an individual who unanunous consent, Mr. MIN~A. was 
strikes from reemployment with the Govern- allowed to proceed for 1 additional 
ment. Over the years, hundreds of employees minute.) . . 
who have been dismissed or otherwise disci- Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Chairman, will 
plined for striking have later been reemployed. the gentleman from _California yield? 
In fact the President's December 9 1981 Mr. MINETA. I yield to the gentle-
message specifically authorizes the re~mploy~ man from Michigan. 
ment of fired controllers in civil service posi- Mr. CO~~RS. I thank the gentle-
tions outside the FAA. The President's author- man for yielding. 
ity to impose a permanent bar on reemploy- . Mr. Chairman, I got lost in the ra
ment has been sustained by the Federal cir- ti~na~e of my other colleague from 
cuit in Wagner versus OPM. Clearly, however, Michigan, Mr. CARR, who supported 
the Congress may override that bar by statute. the air traffic controllers but now is 

Section 332 of H.R. 5205 removes the bar reluctant to move forward with this 
which precludes the FAA from rehiring con- amendment. 
trollers fired as a result of the strike. It per- May I ask through the gentleman 
mits, but does not require, the FAA to rehire from California: are there too many 
some of the experienced controllers. I com- people coming back, or does the gen
mend Chairman LEHMAN and his colleagues tleman not want to do it this way, or 
on the Transportation Subcommittee for seiz- what is the problem from one who was 
ing this opportunity to address the critical sympathetic with the strike in the be
shortage of experienced air traffic controllers. ginning? 
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Mr. MINETA. I yield to my col

league from Michigan, Mr. CARR. 
Mr. CARR. So far as I know, there 

have not been any hearings as to the 
validity of the 500 people, for exam
ple. Why not 450? Why not 550? When 
you are picking a number, it seems 
that you should pick it out of some 
kind of basis in fact or some evidence. 

Mr. LEHMAN of California. Mr. 
Chairman, I move to strike the requi
site number of words. 

Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con
sent that all debate on this amend
ment and all amendments thereto be 
limited to 30 minutes, with the time to 
be equally divided between the gentle
man from New York [Mr. MOLINARI] 
and myself. 

Mr. MOLINARI. Reserving the right 
to object, Mr. Chairman, I would like 
to engage in a colloquy on that point, 
if I could. 

Mr. Chairman, we have eight speak
ers who still want to speak in favor of 
the amendment. I would like to sug
gest that a time limit be set to accom
modate the gentleman. Judging by the 
time available, how about 40 minutes, 
20 minutes apiece? I think we can ac
commodate everyone then. 

Mr. LEHMAN of Florida. Twenty 
minutes on each side? 

Mr. MOLINARI. Twenty minutes on 
each side. 

Mr. LEHMAN of Florida. I have no 
problem with that Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. HAMMERSCHMIDT. Mr. 
Chairman, reserving the right to 
object, it might be interesting to see 
how many opposing the amendment 
might want time. I do not know 
whether we know what that is or not. 

Mr. LEHMAN of Florida. Mr. Chair
man, I ask unanimous consent that we 
have 40 mjnutes divided, 20 minutes 
on each side. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Is 
there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Florida? 

Mr. SOLOMON. Reserving the right 
to object, Mr. Chairman, and I may 
not object, but there has been sub
stantial use of time in favor of the 
gentleman's amendment. I for one 
would need 5 or 7 minutes. I have not 
objected to Members going for more 
than 10 minutes. I am just afraid we 
are going to get up and not have time 
to get our point across. I think it is a 
little early to make this time limita
tion. 

Mr. MOLINARI. I would have to 
agree, Mr. Chairman. I would have to 
agree based on what I have heard 
from some of my colleagues. 

I am sorry, Mr. Chairman, but I 
must object. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Ob
jection is heard. 

Mr. LEHMAN of Florida. Mr. Chair
man, I move that all debate on this 
amendment and all amendments 
thereto be limited to 40 minutes, with 
the time to be equally divided between 

the gentleman from New York [Mr. 
MOLINARI] and myself. I think that 
should give us enough time for those 
who want to speak. I will be generous 
with my time, I assure you. I will make 
this in the form of a motion. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. It is 
not in order for the gentleman to ap
portion the time, but it is in order to 
limit debate. The Chair, that is, this 
Chair will apportion the time. 

The question is on the motion of
fered by the gentleman from Florida 
[Mr. LEHMAN]. 

The question was taken, and on a di
vision <demanded by Mr. SOLOMON) 
there were-ayes 17, noes 14. 

So the motion was agreed to. 
The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 

Chair will apportion the time as sug
gested by the gentleman from Florida 
[Mr. LEHMAN], 20 minutes to be con
trolled by him and 20 minutes to be 
controlled by the gentleman from New 
York [Mr. MOLINARI]. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Florida CMr. LEHMAN]. 

Mr. LEHMAN of Florida. Mr. Chair
man, I yield myself 2 minutes. I just 
want to take these few minutes to reit
erate my opposition to the amendment 
of Mr. MOLINARI, and I just wanted to 
associate myself with the statement of 
the gentleman from California [Mr. 
MINETA] my colleague from Pennsyl
vania, the ranking minority Member 
[Mr. COUGHLIN] and also my associate 
on this subcommittee, the gentleman 
from Michigan [Mr. CARR]. 

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

Mr. MOLINARI. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 2% minutes to the gentlewoman 
from New Jersey [Mrs. RouKEMA]. 

Mrs. ROUKEMA. Mr. Chairman, I 
rise in support of the amendment of
fered by my colleague from New York. 
I believe that we have reached a point 
where air traffic volume has increased 
to such a level that the margin of 
safety to the traveling public is being 
stretched to its maximum tolerance. 

I am particularly concerned about 
the airspace above the New Jersey/ 
New York metropolitan area, which is 
among the busiest in the world. The 
combination of commercial, general 
aviation, and helicopter traffic pro
duces a complex mix of air traffic in 
this area. The increased demand for 
air service and the airlines' interest in 
satisfying that demand in this highly 
competitive environment have put a 
tremendous strain on the air traffic 
controllers, who, by the nature of 
their position, must do a flawless job. 

Despite the increasing demands on 
our aviation system, the reconstruc
tion of our air traffic control system in 
the wake of the Professional Air Traf
fic Controllers Organization [PATCOl 
walkout in 1981 has been inadequate. 
The percentage of full performance 
level controllers has dropped to 61 per
cent compared to 82 percent before 

the P ATCO strike. Although the Sec
retary of Transportation has a goal to 
have 15,000 controllers on duty by the 
end of fiscal year 1987, I am convinced 
that we must take additional action to 
return the air traffic control system to 
adequate experience levels. 

I believe that the only way to re
build the air traffic control system is 
to tap the existing pool of talented 
controllers fired during the P ATCO 
dispute. There is no question that 
President Reagan took the appropri
ate action in dealing with striking con
trollers in 1981 and I strongly support
ed the President. However, here we 
are, 5 years later, and we need to face 
the reality of our congested skies. This 
pool of talent, trained at substantial 
Government expense, could help alle
viate the pressure on today's air traf
fic control system. These controllers 
have paid a heavy price as a conse
quence of the strike. They lost their 
jobs, income, and pension benefits. Ad
ditionally, and of even greater conse
quence, the traveling public has also 
paid a heavy price through the in
creasing number of delays and a dwin
dling margin of safety. 

As we consider selectively rehiring 
those controllers who were fired 
during the strike, I would like to enter 
into a colloquy with my colleague, the 
gentleman from New York, to clarify 
some outstanding points which I be
lieve are vital to this debate. 

Mr. Chairman, I call upon my col
league, Mr. MOLINARI from New York, 
author of the amendment, to engage 
in a colloquy. 

Mr. MOLINARI. I would be delight
ed to do so. 

Mrs. ROUKEMA. Mr. Chairman, 
there have been a lot of statistical 
data thrown around here that seems 
contradictory. Opponents point to sta
tistics to prove that rehiring is not 
necessary. Your statistics obviously 
have proven the opposite, particularly 
on the subject of midair collisions. 
Could the gentleman please explain 
the contradiction with respect to 
midair collision statistics? 

Mr. MOLINARI. I would be delight
ed to respond. It puzzles me why the 
FAA has taken the position that using 
near-midair collision statistics to prove 
that rehiring is not necessary. The 
fact of the matter is, when we talked 
about air safety until 1984 with the 
Office of the Administrator Engen, he 
was quick to respond that the proof of 
the fact that the system was safe and 
building, was that the near-midair sta
tistics were declining by 50 percent 
since the strike. We found out later on 
that their statistics were seriously 
flawed. As a consequence, today they 
do not use those anymore to justify 
safety, but they are trying to use them 
in this case. 

Mrs. ROUKEMA. I thank the gen
tleman for his comment. 
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Mr. Chairman, as the ranking Re

publican on the Labor-Management 
Subcommittee, as such I am interested 
in whether rehiring would hinder the 
F AA's present plans for hiring new 
people. 

Mr. MOLINARI. Not at all, not at 
all. As a matter of fact, I think that it 
would simplify it. We have evidence, as 
I indicated before, of 50 controllers re
hired that we talked to, my staff. It 
took an average of 2 months to come 
back into the system. We had one 
fellow who left the system in 1970, 
came back in 1984, 14 years later. It 
was not automated in 1970. Fourteen 
years later, he came back to the 
system, qualified on three sectors 
within 5 months and was an FPL in 
less than 1 year, and presently is out 
at Chicago handling some of the most 
dangerous air space in the country. 

Mrs. ROUKEMA. I thank the gen
tleman. 

Mr. Chairman, the strikers have 
been out for 5 years, as he has indicat
ed. And they would need complete re
training, and there would be no sav
ings in time over new trainees, that is 
what some are saying. So why rehire? 
Why should we not just hire more 
trainees? 

0 1825 
Mr. MOLINARI. First of all, the pri

mary reason to rehire them is because 
of the question of safety: How do we 
get experience back into the system as 
quickly as possible? 

Mr. LEHMAN of Florida. Mr. Chair
man, I yield 4 % minutes to the gentle
man from New York [Mr. SOLOMON]. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman from Florida for 
yielding this time to me. 

Mr. Chairman, if I had more time, I 
would spend a great deal of that time 
heaping respect on Congressman GUY 
MOLINARI. The gentleman is a great 
American, a former marine who 
fought in the Korean war, and has 
done a great job here as a Congress
man. I know the gentleman speaks 
with sincerity in offering this amend
ment. But the gentleman is dead 
wrong. 

Mr. Chairman, I was on the subcom
mittee of the Committee on Public 
Works and Transportation at the time 
when this whole matter broke in 1981. 
We at that time begged the union 
leader, Mr. Poli, not to strike. We told 
him exactly what the circumstances 
were and what the results would be if 
they did. 

That union leader went out and 
misled many of the rank and file 
union members. 

In doing so, we went around this 
country talking to all of those control
lers, letting them know exactly what 
the circumstances were, and yet the 
strike went on. The strike went on be
cause many of those controllers were 
cajoled and were coerced. They were 

threatened. Their families were 
threatened and their children were 
threatened. 

In 1982, the Molinari-Levitas sub
committee of the Committee on Public 
Works and Transportation retained 
the Roper Organization, Inc., to 
survey the nonstriking air traffic con
trollers about their attitudes toward 
rehiring the Patco strikers. Mr. Burns 
Roper, chairman of the Roper Organi
zation reported: 

Let me read just seven of the com
ments that illustrate the views of the 
majority who said none of the strikers 
should be rehired. 

Here is the first one: 
Why don't you do a survey on what the 

striking PATCO controllers did to the non
striking controllers and supervisors. 

1. Sprayed at least 22 cars with acid. 
2. Hate letters, phone harassment at all 

hours of the night. 
3. Finding your car with four flat tires in 

your driveway. 
4. Car windows broken, deep scratches in 

paint. 
5. Home windows broken, home spray

painted. 
6. Telephone lines cut at your home. 
7. Harassing phone calls to your wife at 

her place of employment. 
8. Threats made while you're crossing the 

picket lines-daily. 
9. Road harassment when leaving work by 

PATCO strikers with their cars. 
The next comment: 
I feel a lot of sympathy for the people 

who are out, but I can't foresee anything 
but animosity and dissension if they were to 
return. I'm sure that there are a few strik
ers that could fit in, but it would be virtual
ly impossible to determine which ones and 
hire only those people. 

The next one: 
Before these people went out they would 

aim two airlines at each other trying to 
create a system error against a nonstriking 
controller. 

Would you want your family, or yourself, 
to be flying knowing that there was people 
on the ground trying to kill you? 

These are the conditions that you and 
your family flew under for the year preced
ing the strike. I personally was told, "We 
will get you when we come back." 

And this one: 
Air control is accomplished by controllers 

working together, with confidence and trust 
in each other. This will never be possible for 
me with the striking controllers. 

For months my life was threatened and 
obscenities heaped upon me as I reported 
for work. At night as I departed work cor
dons of police were required to protect me 
and my coworking controllers from this mob 
and many of their wives. 

If the strikers return, in the interest of air 
safety, my own physical and mental well 
being, I shall request against my own wishes 
a medical/ emotional retirement from the 
Federal Aviation Administration. 

Another: 
Those controllers who chose not to strike 

did so under tremendous personal pressure 
and in spite of threats to their careers by 
PATCO members. Those that went along si
lently without voicing dissent against these 
actions are as guilty as those that perpetrat-

ed them. A rehiring would, in my opinion, 
create a large internal rift at best and an 
unsurmountabale problem at worst. If the 
PATCO strikers were brought back in large 
numbers it would be tantamount to telling 
those that stayed to seek employment else
where. I can't believe even the FAA with its 
present uncaring policies could do that to 
those who stayed. 

And still another: 
The members of PATCO disrupted the 

system to the point of criminal intent. The 
system is much safer and the computers 
never seem to fail anymore. In the past the 
computers were deliberately overloaded to 
bring the system down. These criminals did 
not care that human life was at stake. 

And this final quote sort of covers 
all the bases mentioned by the 58 per
cent who said, "Don't hire any of 
them back:" 

Due to their actions on the picket line, 
plus the physical threats, I do not feel they 
should in any way return. They broke the 
law. We who stayed went through untold 
pressure plus not only us but our families. If 
they return, it would be a slap in the face to 
all of us. Plus also it would show Congress 
turns their backs to help the financial side 
in lieu of upholding the law. They broke the 
law and knew what actions the government 
would take if they did. It was a simple 
power play to see who would run the FAA. 
Management was at fault for not managing 
and let the union run over them. It is also 
clear that if they did return, all out war 
would prevail on the control room floors. 
Those who stay and those who didn't would 
be fighting and I mean fighting all the time. 
Plus those who went out would in fact 
forget the safety of the flying public to get 
back at us who stayed. If you don't believe 
this true you are a fool. We beat them. 
They will do anything to get back at us. 
Bring them back and someone not involved 
would be killed. 

That is the end of those comments. 
Mr. Chairman, we did set up a proc

ess whereby many of those controllers 
who were forced, who were forced to 
strike, could come back and appeal, 
and many of those good people were 
rehired, because it was obvious in the 
appeals process that they were forced 
out on strike. 

But under no circumstances should 
we be mandating today that all of 
those strikers be rehired, for the 
simple reason that they are the ones 
who created a criminal intent to actu
ally cause collisions in the air. What in 
the world are we doing here? 

If there is a problem facing this Con
gress today as far as air safety is con
cerned then we ought to do everything 
we can to train and hire more control
lers, or we should cut back on air traf
fic. We should have the guts to do 
that. If there is a time spread right 
now where we do not have enough 
controllers, then let us have the guts 
to stand up here and let us control the 
air traffic so that we do not have the 
serious problems that I am sure GUY 
MOLINARI sincerely believes exist out 
there. But under no circumstances 
should we be hiring back those men 
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who deliberately and willfully broke 
the law and struck. 

You know, when you go AWOL, 
when you desert your duty in the U.S. 
military, you are given a dishonorable 
discharge. Those men who have not 
been rehired, for the most part, were 
dishonorably discharged from their 
duty in the U.S. Government. Let us 
not be foolish and rehire them and 
create a serious morale problem for 
those patriotic traffic controllers who 
stayed on the job and obeyed the law. 

Mr. MOLINARI. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania [Mr. KANJORSKI]. 

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

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of 
the amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I probably, to my 
recollection, am the first virgin to take 
the floor today, since I was not here in 
1981 and I do not speak to the House 
with any preconceived prejudices or 
notions. 

I want to make it very clearly under
stood that I supported the Molinari 
amendment when the gentleman came 
to me in a bipartisan effort, because 
the gentleman assured me, and all of 
the evidence I have heard discussed 
here today, is that we had a safety 
crisis in American air. 

I would ask my colleagues, since I 
heard some of the recriminations on 
this floor, that we not allow Mr. Poli 
or former Secretary of Transportation 
Drew Lewis to bury the dead in the 
fatal accident that is inevitably going 
to occur because of the weaknesses of 
our present control system. 

But I would like to remind my col
leagues of the House that we are not 
reliving nor rearguing the strike of 
1981. We are talking about air safety 
in the summer of 1986. 

I would like to suggest to my col
leagues and various groups, perhaps to 
the southerners, they may recall that 
after the Civil War this Government 
had the good conscience to offer am
nesty to the South. In more recent 
times in my memory, in the midseven
ties in this country a President of the 
United States offered another Presi
dent of the United States a pardon. 
And most recently, a President of my 
party in 1979 offered people who de
serted the service of their country and 
went off to Canada amnesty. 

This country and this Congress is 
known for a reputation for forgiveness 
and forgetting. But most of all, it 
should be known for practicality. In 
the summer of 1986 innocent travelers 
in the American airs may suffer seri
ous injury or death because of a fact 
that we all agree upon, that our air 
traffic safety system is not fair. 

May I suggest if you cannot bury 
your recriminations of the past, may I 
off er this suggestion. Let us authorize 
the hiring of 1,000 of these qualified 

men and let us not put them to work 
for the FAA. Let us put them to work 
for the military, and take 1,000 of the 
military controllers and put them in 
the civilian force so that we have 
safety in the skies. 

Mr. LEHMAN of Florida. Mr. Chair
man, I yield 5 minutes to the gentle
man from Arkansas [Mr. IlAMMER
scHMIDT], the ranking member of the 
authorizing committee. 

Mr. HAMMERSCHMIDT. Mr. 
Chairman, I join the distinguished and 
knowledgeable chairman of the Avia
tion Subcommittee in opposition to 
the amendment. 

First of all, let me make clear that I 
share the commitment of the gentle
man from New York to improving the 
safety of our air transportation 
system. But, rehiring the fired control
lers is not the way to do this. Indeed, 
it might very well have exactly the op
posite effect. 

Before taking any action in this 
area, there are several factors we must 
consider. For one, bringing back the 
fired controllers would probably have 
a negative impact on the morale of 
those controllers who stayed on during 
the strike. Furthermore, there is no 
doubt that there would still be ill will 
between the two groups. 

If there is one thing that you do not 
want in an air traffic control tower, it 
is infighting between two groups of 
controllers. Controllers need to be 
working together as a team in order to 
ensure passenger safety. 

Another thing we must consider is 
the time it would take to retrain a 
fired controller. It has not been about 
5 years since the controllers were 
fired. Before we could bring them 
back, procedures would have to be de
veloped by the FAA. This would prob
ably take several months. 

A lot has happened in the 5 years 
that have passed since the controllers 
were fired. New equipment has been 
introduced and procedures have been 
changed. At an Aviation Subcommit
tee hearing last March, we were told 
that it took many months to retrain 
those fired controllers who the courts 
had found were not, in fact, strikers. 

On average, those individuals were 
away from control work for only 20 
months and it took an average of 
about 5 months to be recertified as 
full performance level controllers. The 
full range for this recertification was 
from 1 month to 3 years. This problem 
would likely become more severe as 
more time passes. 

In my opinion, it is better to recruit 
fresh controllers who are being 
trained properly on the current sys
tems. If we do anything on this issue, 
it should be to encourage the Depart
ment of Transportation to continue 
with its efforts to hire more control
lers. In many cases, they say that the 
quality of the new recruits they have 

been hiring is better than their pre
strike predecessors. 

Therefore, for all these reasons, I 
oppose the amendment and urge my 
colleagues to vote against it. 

D 1935 
Mr. MOLINARI. Mr. Chairman, I 

yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from 
Wisconsin [Mr. MOODY]. 

Mr. MOODY. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding me this time. 

Mr. Chairman, the fact is that there 
have been over 1,000 strikes of Federal 
employees since the founding of this 
Republic. This is not the first strike of 
Federal employees and not once until 
this strike have they been fired in this 
way. Bear in mind that this is not 
something new, that is, a strike of 
Federal employees. In fact, there were 
several under President Nixon; no one 
was fired. 

No. 2, the President said that the air 
traffic controllers are free to come 
back to work for the Federal Govern
ment but not as air traffic controllers. 
Does that make any sense? 

Fact No. 3, the fired air traffic con
trollers are in fact back as air traffic 
controllers for the military. But not 
for the civilian branch of the Govern
ment. Does that make any sense? 

Fact No. 4, the morale in the control 
towers and at the control centers is 
bad not because some air traffic con
trollers have been rehired on technical 
grounds, but because not enough have 
been hired because they are over
worked. The very conditions that led 
to the strike in 1981: Overwork, long 
hours, exhaustion, are back in the con
trol towers today, and if we need to al
leviate that however it is, it is much 
more important to do that than to 
continue this grudge match between 
Patco and the administration. 

I think it is very clear that this 
amendment is in good sense. We all 
know that they will not be hired 
unless we mandate it. We know the 
amendment of the committee's is un
necessary because, as Congressman 
FORD pointed out, the law already per
mits them to be rehired and no lifting 
of a bar is therefore necessary. 

I think this amendment is in order 
and I hope it will be supported. 

Mr. LEHMAN of Florida. Mr. Chair
man, I yield 5 minutes to the gentle
man from Oregon [Mr. DENNY SMITH]. 

Mr. DENNY SMITH. I thank the 
gentleman for yielding me this time. 

Mr. Chairman, I seldom take the 
well to talk about something as impor
tant as this. I feel compelled, however, 
as probably a uniquely qualified indi
vidual. I have been flying for 32 years 
now. I first flew as a teenager in a ci
vilian background; I went through 
military pilot training and flew jet 
fighters for a number of years and 
ending up, about 10 years ago, with 
my employment with Pan American 
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where I flew 707 jets on a worldwide 
basis. 

I think that makes me uniquely 
qualified as a user of the system to 
talk about the situation we see here. 
This is not a problem with strikers; 
this is not a problem of any kind it is 
made out to be. It is not a safety prob
lem. We do not have a safety problem 
with our aviation in this country. 

The fact is, and I think the record 
will show that the safest year in com
mercial aviation history was 1984. The 
only way you can stop aviation acci
dents from happening is not to fly air
planes. The only way you can stop 
aviation accidents is not to fly. It is 
going to happen a certain amount of 
the time. 

We have a very safe system. I oper
ate in the system on a fairly regular 
basis, and in the la.st two weekends I 
flew both under instrument flight 
rules and under visual flight rules. 
The system works. It works very well 
with the people that are operating it. 
We have areas of congestion. There is 
no doubt that we need many things to 
take away the problems that are in 
the areas of congestion. 

I would like to speak to something 
that Mr~ SOLOMON spoke about here. I 
have been in Pan American airplanes 
in the New York center area when 
those, I would like to just underline 
"devils," were in control, and I have 
almost been run out of fuel out over 
the ocean while they were trying to 
play their games to show that we had 
a problem in the system that did not 
exist. They were playing with the lives 
of the people in those airplanes, and I 
was not the only airplane there. 

Not only do I fly my own airplane in 
the system, but I have a cockpit pass 
to allow me to ride in the airliner cock
pits. I think that it is very important 
that those of us that are charged with 
this problem look at what the system 
is doing. It is not a bad system; it does 
not need this kind of input of people. 

There are areas, as Mr. SOLOMON 
mentioned, that we maybe have too 
many airplanes. The only thing that is 
going to solve that is not more radar, 
not more radar controllers, but reliev
er airports that will truly work and a 
collision avoidance system, that, like a 
"fuzzbuster" will give us the warning 
of a nearby airplane. 

I have been in situations were con
trollers put us very close to other air
planes. More controllers is not going 
to solve people being tired or people 
making mistakes. This is a human 
system in which you can make mis
takes and you will make mistakes. It is 
just a matter of when. 

I go back to the fact that there is 
not a crisis here. This is not something 
where we can make it safer by hiring 
more people. You do not throw money 
at the problem and make it better. I 
personally saw a lot of these strikers 
at the time of the strike in 1981, both 

before and after. They actually felt 
that the skies were going to be unsafe 
if they were not there. 

I come from a part of the country 
where you can turn off your radio and 
fly for days and never need the FAA, 
and yet we are taxed just like we are 
in the New York Metro area. 

This is not going to solve the prob
lem. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to the 
amendment proposed by Mr. MOLINARI. Mr. 
MOLINARI would force the Federal Aviation 
Administration to rehire 1,000 previously fired 
Patco air traffic controllers. His tactic and mo
tivation for doing so is fear-fear that not re
hiring those people who so irresponsibly 
walked off their jobs 5 years ago will some
how result in chaos in the skies. It's just not 
true. 

Air traffic control is not one person. It is a 
team-a team that has to work well together if 
the job is to get done right. If anything dis
rupts the teamwork, the safety of the entire 
system is jeopardized. 

We have a moral contract with the traffic 
controllers who stayed on the job 5 years ago. 
The controllers who stayed on the job are a 
team. What message do we send to the loyal 
if we grant amnesty to the disloyal? What kind 
of team do we build if the team's foundation 
stone is resentment? Finally, what kind of 
safety will exist if there is no teamwork? A dis
rupted work situation will not give us better air 
traffic control. Rehiring Patco will disrupt the 
working environment in our air traffic control 
towers, and will destroy the teamwork so nec
essary to maintaining safety in our air system. 

It has been argued that rehiring Patco will 
result in an immediately realizable increase in 
competent controllers. This is not the case. 

Because of the resentment that I mentioned 
earlier, it is very likely that, upon the rehiring 
of Patco, a number of senior air traffic control
lers would exercise their option to retire. The 
net result of rehiring of Patco would, there
fore, be an immediate decrease in the number 
of experienced controllers on the job. 

In addition, 5 years is a long time. The best 
estimates that I have heard claim that it would 
take 1 to 2 years to retrain a controller who 
has been off the job for five years. 

Finally, which 1,000 of the 11,000 initial 
strikers do you rehire? What do you do when 
the 10,000 who weren't rehired start scream
ing discrimination? This amendment would not 
only give the FAA a bunch of air traffic con
trollers it doesn't want, it would probably give 
them an equal or greater number of lawsuits 
that nobody wants. 

As former airline pilot, I have no fear about 
climbing into plane and flying into any airport 
in this country. The FAA has acknowledged 
that they need tq hire more controllers over 
the next few years, and in fact, that is exactly 
what they are doing. By the end of this year 
we will have 500 more controllers than we 
had at the beginning of this year. By the end 
of 1987, we will have a controller work force 
of 15,000. The FAA has this situation han
deled. Congress does not need to meddle. 

Let me again state that we do not have a 
crisis. There is no need to take the kind of 
action which this amendment recommends. 

Far more important is that we keep our word 
with the controllers we now have. 

Mr. MOLINARI. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from 
Arizona [Mr. UDALL]. 

Mr. UDALL. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding me this time. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of 
the amendment offered by the gentle
man from New York. Recent reports, 
including a General Accounting Office 
survey, make one thing clear: we need 
more air traffic controllers. The 
present work force is understaffed and 
overworked. 

What we have been shown in con
gressional testimony is a tragedy in 
the making. A tragedy that could take 
hundreds of lives. 

We would wait for the inevitable. 
And after the crash, we could set up a 
Commission to investigate the disas
ter. 

But let's act before it happens. 
Before those lives are lost. Let's hire 
the additional air traffic controllers 
that we need. 

We do not have to beat the bushes 
for new air traffic controllers. There 
are hundreds of former air traffic con
trollers that would like to work again. 

We are told that they broke the law. 
That they conducted an illegal strike. 
We are told that they knew what they 
were doing. They knew the risks. They 
took a gamble and lost. We are told 
that the law must be obeyed. 

Yes; the law must be obeyed. But 
the air traffic controllers have paid 
their debt. They deserve a chance for 
a new start. 

The Reagan administration is deter
mined that these fired air controllers 
will never work again as air traffic 
controllers. They must be punished 
forever. 

But I say, enough is enough. If we 
can give convicted felons a second 
chance in society, why can't we give 
fired air traffic controllers a chance to 
do a job that desperately needs to be 
done? 

Let's not be vindictive. We need ex
perienced air traffic controllers. We 
need their skills. So let's rehire them. 
If not for their sakes, for the sake of 
the American public. How many near 
misses will it take, before we act? 

We can save lives. Lives that might 
otherwise be lost in some air tragedy. 
If you want to save those lives, vote 
for the amendment offered by the 
gentleman from New York. 

Mr. MOLINARI. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from 
Michigan [Mr. CONYERS]. 

Mr. CONYERS. I thank the gentle
man for yielding to me this time. 

Mr. Chairman, this has been a 
slightly incredible debate. We all fly 
and yet there are Members of the 
House of Representatives standing up 
here talking about the airlines being 
safe. 
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The air traffic is more dangerous 

than ever, and not too long ago, the 
president of the A via ti on Safety Insti
tute was before the Subcommittee on 
Criminal Justice which I chair, to pro
pose increases in the penalties for mis
reporting to the FAA. He said an im
portant thing at those hearings: 

I do not hesitate to say that in the past 
few years there have been instances in 
which nearly every Member of Congress has 
stepped into a commercial aircraft that you 
assume was safe when in fact dangerous 
conditions had been deliberately concealed 
or carelessly overlooked. 

That is indicative of the pattern in 
the entire industry. 

If you really do not understand that 
the airways are dangerously unsafe 
and increasingly so, listen to a Public 
Institute of Safety member who has 
testified already before the Congress. 
For goodness sakes, let us vote for a 
few more air traffic controllers who 
are retiring at a larger number than 
the number that is proposed that be 
hired here in this amendment. 

Mr. MOLINARI. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 4 minutes to the gentleman from 
New York [Mr. ACKERMAN]. 

D 1845 
Mr. ACKERMAN. Mr. Chairman, I 

rise today in support of the Molinari 
amendment to appoint certain air traf
fic controllers who were fired because 
of the PATCO strike of 1981. 

Let me first say that the Subcom
mittee on Human Resources of the 
Committee on Post Office and Civil 
Service which I chair has studied the 
Federal air traffic control system in 
depth, as well as the amendment of
fered by the gentleman from New 
York [Mr. MOLINARI], and I have come 
to the absolute conclusion that there 
is a clear and immediate need for more 
controllers, and that the Molinari 
amendment is absolutely appropriate. 
I urge all the Members of this body to 
support it at this time. 

Very simply, during the hearings 
before my subcommittee last month, 
the General Accounting Office report
ed that-and I quote-"controllers at 
major facilities are being stretched too 
thin and over time the situation could 
impair their ability to continue to 
maintain the proper margin of 
safety." 

Unfortunately, Mr. Chairman, the 
Federal Aviation Administration has 
complicated the issue by continuing to 
count as controllers air traffic assist
ants and Academy trainees, neither of 
whom actually controls traffic. 

The FAA claims to have 14,028 em
ployees in the controller work force. 
However, a report by the Department 
of Transportation inspector general 
reveals that there were only 8, 700 full 
performace level controllers and 1,750 
developmental controllers, for a total 
of 1,450 controllers. The truth is 25 
percent short of what the FAA claililS. 

The F AA's practice of inflating the 
numbers of the controller work force 
only serves to confuse the public and 
deceive the Congress by providing a 
dangerously false sense of security. 

The inspector general also reported 
that-and I continue to quote him
"The air traffic system is operating 
with fewer controllers overall and less 
full performance level controllers than 
before the strike while air traffic has 
returned to pres trike levels." 

Mr. Chairman, the amendment of
fered by the gentleman from New 
York CMr. MOLINARI] is by no means a 
negative reflection on the abilities of 
the current controller work force. 
They have shouldered an extraordi
nary burden while helping to rebuild 
the system. Indeed it is a tribute to 
the current controllers that we have 
avoided a major catastrophe. But the 
glaring fact remains that the skies are 
not safe and we need more controllers. 

Recognizing the problem, in answer 
to the statement and the questions 
asked previously by the gentleman 
from Michigan, Secretary Dole herself 
has announced that she will rehire 
1,000 new controllers by the end of 
fiscal year 1987-men and women who 
will then only begin the very long 
training process which is attended by 
a very large dropout rate. This amend
ment would guarantee that the tax
payers will get 1,000 people who are 
fully qualified to control traffic by the 
end of fiscal year 1987 and be able to 
do that with a minimal amount of re
training. 

Mr. Chairman, we all know that 
Congress would respond rapidly and 
forcefully after a disaster. Yet right 
now the rate of near collisions-I call 
them "near collisions," although the 
FAA calls them "near misses" -the 
rate of those near collisions is explod
ing. 

Let us do our second-guessing before 
innocent lives are lost. Let us do our 
Monday morning quarterbacking 
today. The quickest way to get the 
system to perform at its peak is to ap
point controllers from those who were 
fired in 1981. 

Mr. Chairman, the question before 
us remains: Do we continue to punish 
after 5 years those who sought to pro
vide more for their families by going 
on strike for 3 days? If they had mur
dered their families, they would be 
back on the job today. Do we continue 
to hold a grudge after 5 years? Do we 
continue to stand on ceremony after 5 
years? 

Mr. Chairman, for those who 
answer, "yes," please know that they 
do so at the risk of holding American 
public safety hostage. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair wishes 
to inform the gentleman from New 
York [Mr. MOLINARI] that he has 8 
minutes remaining and the gentleman 
from Florida CMr. LEHMAN] has 8 min
utes remaining. 

Mr. LEHMAN <>f Florida. Mr. Chair
man, I yield 2 minutes to my collegues, 
the gentleman from Florida CMr. 
SHAW]. 

Mr. SHAW. Mr. Chairman, I very 
much appreciate having these 2 min
utes. 

I think it is most unfortunate that 
after 5 years we are revisiting this 
question and opening up some old 
wounds that had perhaps started to 
heal. I have really no friend in this 
House whom I would consider a better 
friend than the gentleman from New 
York CMr. MOLINARI]. However, one of 
the things that we have learned is 
that when we disagree, we can dis
agree peacefully, we can disagree as 
friends, and we can disagree as violent
ly and strongly as possible and then 
leave this floor as friends. 

In this situation the gentleman from 
New York [Mr. MOLINARI] is wrong. 
There is no doubt that these workers 
went on strike, and they went on 
strike in violation of Federal law. 
They took an oath that they would 
not strike. They did strike. They were 
asked to come back. They were given 
the opportunity to come back, and 
they chose not to come back. At that 
point the President did, I believe, what 
he could only do honorably in the dis
charge of his duty, and that was to en
force the law and replace them, in 
doing so, to rebuild the traffic control 
system for this country. 

We have come a long way since 1981. 
We know that by 1987 the goal of 
having 15,000 comtrollers in this coun
try will be reached. And we have done 
this without compromising the safety 
of air travel for the traveling public. 

I think this is a great tribute not 
only to the administration but to the 
new traffic controllers that have been 
hired. And we must also thank those 
who remained on the job, those who 
did not turn their backs on the Ameri
can traveling public and remained on 
the job all these years. 

Yes, they have been harassed. They 
have been harassed greatly. I do not 
think there is any question but that to 
mandate the rehiring of these traffic 
controllers would create tremendous 
problelilS in the tower, and that would 
probably be more to the detriment of 
the safety of the American traveling 
public than anything else we could do 
at this point. 

Mr. Chairman, under the bill that 
we are considering it is quite permissi
ble for the Secretary to rehire these 
people, but we must not mandate the 
rehiring of those who broke the law. 

Mr. MOLINARI. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 1112 minutes to the gentleman 
from Minnesota [Mr. OBERSTAR]. 

Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. Chairman, the 
issue is not what happened in August 
1981. The issue, in all dead serious
ness, is the safety of the Nation's air 
traffic control system. That system 
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has gained less than 300 controllers 
systemwide since September 30, 1985. 
At current rates it will take 4 years to 
reach the full performance level staff
ing standards at en route centers. 

According to the projections by the 
GAO, FAA will fall short of the work 
force staffing goal of 14,480 this fiscal 
year and likely will fall short of next 
year's goal of 15,000 air traffic control
lers. 

The rate of controller retirement 
continues to be greater than FAA has 
anticipated, and that is a further 
threat to the system. FAA programs to 
manage the system, such as flow con
trol and the Cross Option Program, 
have for the most part fallen by the 
wayside because of insufficient funds 
and insufficient staffing. 

Contracting out of controller training 
and data systems specialists may not 
be cost effective and will move very 
few controllers back to the boards. 

The system has increased the flow of 
air traffic by 20 percent overall since 
1981, and it is even more in certain of 
the congested air traffic centers 
throughout the United States. 

A number of important systems have 
experienced slippage. The NEXRAD 
evaluation system has slipped 3 
months. FAA has not yet settled on 
specifications for the Doppler weather 
radar system. They are way behind in 
installing Doppler weather radar sys
tems. There were 420 operational 
errors reported to airport air traffic 
control towers in 1985. 

Mr. Chairman, all of these reports 
are indications that we need more 
people. This amendment will put more 
people to work in that system. 

Mr. LEHMAN of Florida. Mr. Chair
man, I yield 2 minutes to the gentle
man from Tennessee [Mr. SUNDQUIST]. 

Mr. SUNDQUIST. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the distinguished subcommittee 
chairman for yielding time to me, and 
I join my colleagues in praising our 
colleague, the gentleman from New 
York [Mr. MOLINARI], and at the same 
time telling him that I think he is 
wrong with this amendment. We are 
engaged in true bipartisan debate, and 
that is refreshing. I rise in opposition 
to the amendment. 

0 1855 
Rather than debate the issue back 

and forth, I would like to clear up 
three or four points that I think were 
made in error. 

The gentlewoman from California 
implied that Secretary Dole, the Sec
retary of Transportation had said that 
the skies are not safe. 

I do not believe the Secretary of 
Transportation has said the skies are 
not safe. 

Let it be said that the Secretary of 
Transportation is opposed to the Mol
inari amendment. I think we ought to 
be clear on that. 

Second, in her address to this body 
she said that it is a matter of what is 
right and wrong. I do not believe that 
is true, because what could be more 
right than the law and what could be 
more wrong than those who have 
broken the law; so if you believe in 
what is right and wrong, you ought to 
vote "no" on the Molinari amendment. 

The gentlewoman from California 
earlier said that the Molinari amend
ment states that we may hire. Well, 
that is not true. The bill says we may 
hire. The Molinari amendment says 
we must hire. 

So if you are opposed to forcing the 
hiring of a thousand more people, 
then you ought to vote "no" on Molin
ari. 

Then there was a discussion about 
the appeal process, as if the appeal 
process has failed. The fact that 500 
people have been hired as the result of 
the appeal process to me tells me that 
the process is working and those who 
should be rehired have been rehired. 

So I would submit, Mr. Chairman, 
that it is a question of discipline and it 
is a question of appeal. We have an op
portunity to vote in opposition to the 
Molinari amendment and support the 
distinguished chairman and ranking 
member on the Appropriations Sub
committee, the distinguished chair
man and ranking member of the Sub
committee on Public Works and 
Transportation. 

Mr. Chairman, I ask for a "no" vote. 
Mr. MOLINARI. Mr. Chairman, I 

yield 4 minutes to the gentlewoman 
from Connecticut [Mrs. JOHNSON]. 

Mrs. JOHNSON. Mr. Chairman, I 
ask that the Members of this body 
consider carefully the amendment 
that the gentleman from New York 
has proposed, to examine what it does 
in the context of today's system. It 
allows selective rehiring of strikers, 
and so the FAA appeal process has al
lowed selective hiring of strikers. 

More importantly and more instruc
tively, the U.S. military has deliberate
ly reemployed strikers and so control
lers in my tower routinely every single 
day hand off plans to men they used 
to work with. They are working to
gether, Mr. Chairman. They can work 
together. The system is capable of for
giving and forgetting because the ur
gency, the safety issue is there present 
daily. 

The second thing this amendment 
does is to mandate, but look at how it 
mandates. It mandates with enormous 
discretion. The Secretary of Transpor
tation can rehire only strikers who 
have been employed as controllers 
since the strike. That shoots down 
completely the issue of retraining and 
that it will take these men as long to 
retrain as new hires. 

She can require that strikers who 
are going to be rehired forgo their se
niority. I think that would be fair to 
the men and women who have come 

onto the system since the strike ·who 
are looking at upward mobility oppor
tunities and fear they will be threat
ened by the rehiring of former strik
ers. 

Mr. Chairman, there is no limit to 
the discretion granted to the Secre
tary of Transportation in implement
ing this mandate. The purpose of the 
mandate is to bring into the system 
experience. We need not only the Sec
retary's commitment to hiring 1,000 
new trainees, but the commitment of 
this amendment to hiring 500 experi
enced people. We need them both, and 
why do we need them both? Because 
we have a serious problem that threat
ens the safety of our air travelers. 
Look at the overtime figures, Mr. 
Chairman. See what that says about 
the tensions in the towers and the cen
ters that are regulating our safety. 

In 1980, there were 377,000 hours of 
overtime. 

In 1985, 908,000 hours of overtime, 
almost three times the overtime, and 
yet this overtime is being handled by 
controllers who on the average have 
less experience than the controllers in 
1981. 

We are not only understaffed, we are 
underexperienced. We are not only un
derstaffed and underexperienced, but 
we are facing the retirement of 2,000 
controllers in the next 2 years. 

If we adopt the Secretary's program 
of hiring 1,000 new controllers and the 
proposal of the gentleman from New 
York to hire 500 a year of the old 
strikers, we will barely, barely keep up 
and begin to make good on the staff
ing levels promised in 1981. 

Now, the FAA has made tremendous 
progress. The leadership has been out
standing. 

The FAA adopted an aggressive pro
gram right after the strike to recruit 
and train controllers to meet reasona
ble staffing goals, but they had almost 
a 50-percent dropout rate amongst 
those selected for training. To this 
day, 6 months ago, our training pro
gram had a 42-percent failure rate. 

So it is not easy, this business of 
training and bringing controllers on 
line and we have failed to bring people 
into the system at a rate that guaran
tees the number of experienced con
trollers needed, particularly in view of 
the increase in the volume of traffic 
managed by the system. 

With a 20-percent increase in traffic, 
with a 40-percent reduction in staff
ing, with experience problems, Mr. 
Chairman, we need both programs, 
the Secretary's 1,000 and the 500 of 
the gentleman from New York for the 
safety of the traveling public. 

Mr. LEHMAN of Florida. Mr. Chair
man, I yield 2 minutes to the gentle
man from Illinois [Mr. Hyde]. 

Mr. GLICKMAN. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 
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Mr. HYDE. I yield to the gentleman 

from Kansas. 
Mr. GLICKMAN. Mr. Chairman, re

luctantly, I rise in opposition to the 
Molinari amendment. While I cospon
sored his bill dealing with this same 
issue, my cosponsorship was done pri
marily to express my concern with the 
current underemployment of air traf
fic controllers. The Appropriations 
Committee resolved most of my con
cerns, as it included language in this 
bill encouraging the rehire on a case
by-case basis of the fired controllers. 

But, I have become convinced that a 
mandatory requirement to rehire the 
controllers would create significant 
chaos in the air traffic system. Not
withstanding the discretion given to 
the Secretary of Transportation on 
the methods used to hire these 1,000 
controllers, a mandatory rehire would 
no doubt lead to the bumping of exist
ing controllers, causing significant ill 
will and problems in control towers 
and en route centers around America. 

I remain concerned that air safety is 
being substantially ignored by this ad
ministration, particularly by the 
budget folks at OMB. We need more 
controllers, more equipment and hard
ware, and the necessary resources to 
carry out our commitment to the 
flying public. I just feel that this 
amendment would be destabilizing to 
creating a safer flying environment. 

Mr. HYDE. Mr. Chairman, I would 
like to say to my friend, the gentleman 
from Wisconsin [Mr. SIKORSKI], who 
mentioned amnesty following the Civil 
War, that I acted with my colleagues 
on the Judiciary Committee on the ap
plication of Robert E. Lee to be rein
stated as a citizen about 4 years ago. 

Let me thank the gentleman from 
Minnesota [Mr. OBERSTAR]. 

Mr. Chairman, the only problem I 
have with this motion by this excel
lent friend of mine is that there is a 
principle at stake. The principle is the 
law, the sanctity of the law-that may 
sound strange, but the Federal law 
says that you cannot strike if you 
work for the Government. 

Now, the second principle is they 
took an oath that they would not 
strike. Now, it may be strange and it 
may be rare, but standing for a princi
ple, as the President has done, is not 
vindictive. It is not a grudge fight, but 
it says that principle is important. 

Now, as we talk, tons of garbage are 
piled up in Detroit with the concomi
tant rats, disease, and unsanitary con
ditions, because a public union says, 
"The public be damned." 

The same thing in Philadelphia. 
What messages do we send? When 

you work for the Government, the 
people are your employers, and you 
give something up and that is a privi
lege. You give up the right to strike. 

Safety-they did not care about 
safety when they went on strike, did 

they? Safety be damned. They went 
on strike. 

The principle is important. It applies 
in Detroit. It applies in Philadelphia, 
as it applies at the National Airport or 
O'Hare. 

Now, if the skies are unsafe, let us 
grasp the nettle and cut flights. Let us 
cut the flights to meet the available 
resources we have. 

We will not do that, because that 
might take some money away from 
somebody, but that is infinitely prefer
able to saying to people who broke 
their oath and broke the law, "Come 
back, all is forgiven." 

Mr. MOLINARI. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield such time as he may consume to 
the gentleman from New York [Mr. 
MRAZEK]. 

Mr. MRAZEK. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in support of the amendment by my 
colleague from New York, Mr. MOLIN
ARI, requiring the rehiring of certain 
air traffic controllers terminated in 
1981. 

I support this amendment as some
one who is deeply concerned about the 
current state of our air transportation 
system, and the reluctance of the Fed
eral Aviation System to address this 
problem. 

In 1981, when Patco went on strike, 
it did so, rightly or wrongly, because of 
the tremendous dissatisfaction that 
many controllers felt about their 
working conditions, and the reluctance 
of the FAA to address shortsighted
ness and lack of sufficient resources 
dedicated to our air traffic control 
system. 

As a result of the 1981 strike, we 
find ourselves in an ever-worsening sit
uation. Controllers have been working 
6 days a week in many facilities with 
no time off for the past few years. 
Towers and en route centers are un
derstaffed and the FAA is failing to 
meet any reasonable goals in training 
a sufficient number of controllers to 
pick up the slack. 

Mr. Chairman, this is not a partisan 
issue. Increased safety and confidence 
in the minds of the flying public is nei
ther Democratic or Republican. Also 
no one on either side of the aisle 
wants to see a major tragedy before 
the Federal Government acts. 

No clearer indication of the apoliti
cal nature of this problem is the posi
tion of the Airline Pilots Association. I 
am convinced that no one knows more 
about safety in our skies than this 
group of individuals. In 1981, they sup
ported the action of the Reagan ad
ministration in firing the striking con
trollers. Now, they are in the forefront 
of the movement to rehire some of 
these same controllers because they 
believe we are facing a dangerous situ
ation that requires immediate action. 

I ask my colleagues to support this 
amendment in the interests of the 
flying public-our constituents; in the 
interests of the men and women who 

have made our air transportation 
system the greatest in the world; and 
in the interests of those controllers 
who know the problems we face and 
who have suffered too much for too 
long and want to make a contribution 
to improving the safety of the aviation 
industry. 

Mr. MOLINARI. Mr. Chairman, 
would the gentleman from Florida like 
to proceed, so that I can close the 
debate? 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will 
advise the gentleman from New York 
that the gentleman from Florida [Mr. 
LEHMAN] has the right to close debate. 

Mr. MOLINARI. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield myself the remainder of my 
time. 

Mr. Chairman, there is one group of 
people who are in the middle in this 
whole thing. On the one side, we have 
the FAA and management saying 
some things that I do not agree with. 
On the other side, we have myself and 
others who are saying that it is really 
bad out there, maybe worse than we 
think. 

I have spent an awful lot of time 
traveling around the country visiting 
facilities, talking to the men and 
women in the trenches. That is why I 
put this amendment together today. 

But the pilots are that group in be
tween. Let us talk about ALPA for a 
moment. ALP A took a very unusual 
position. They supported President 
Reagan. The union supported Presi
dent Reagan in 1981 when he fired the 
controllers. In the days following the 
strike, ALP A worked closely with the 
FAA to insure that the airline oper
ations were as safe as possible. 

I am quoting from a letter from Mr. 
Duffy, and when Mr. Helms, the Ad
ministrator, gave assurances that he 
would rebuild the system in whole in 
2 % years, ALP A worked with him 
toward that goal. 

Only 18 months ago when they real
ized that that goal was not going to be 
met for years and years, ALPA said, 
"We get off." 

In a recent survey of their entire 
membership, the pilots who are en
trusted with the lives of our constitu
ents, said, 62 percent considered delays 
to be a safety problem and an over
whelming majority, 76 percent, cite 
midair collisions as the greatest risk in 
airline operations. 

In conclusion, they say they are con
vinced that the shortage of experi
enced controllers is the biggest prob
lem and the most logical solution to 
this problem is to go to a ready pool of 
veteran controllers who could be re
qualified in a relatively short period of 
time. 

Mr. Chairman, a pilot testified a 
month ago before our committees and 
he said that he has been flying for 26 
years. On one mission approaching 
Boston Center, he had not one but two 
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midair collisions due to the fault of a 
controller. Here is what he said: 

I, sir, am angry. I would like to know what 
I can do to keep body and soul together in 
our "safe skies," let alone do the same for 
the paying passengers I am sworn to keep 
safe. I think the FAA is lying to us as to 
their efficiency and I think, further, that 
there is a potential pool of adequate person
nel available in the form of the ex-PATCO 
people who could make the system work if 
only they could be utilized. Will it take an
other massive loss of life before the FAA 
acts? 

Some of my colleagues have respect
fully said that I am wrong. Maybe I 
am wrong, but I will tell you some
thing, I am leaving here tonight con
vinced that what I am doing is right 
and I am terribly concerned about the 
future. 

Mr. LEHMAN of Florida. Mr. Chair
man, I yield 1 minute to the gentle
man from California [Mr. MINETA]. 

Mr. MINETA. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank my colleague from Florida for 
yielding me this time. 

I think really the bill itself does set 
the stage for us to be conciliatory in 
approach, because we can in fact gain 
from the experience of the fired air 
traffic controllers, because it really 
gives to the FAA the ability to rehire 
these people on a case-by-case basis. It 
does end the punishment that some 
people have talked about and it will 
allow our system to meet the traffic 
growth, as well as the possible retire
ments that have been talked about. 

We can do so without setting an ar
bitrary limit of 500 to be hired on an 
annual basis in fiscal year 1987 and 
fiscal year 1988. 

It seems to me rather than to have 
an arbitrary limit of 500 to be set, that 
we would be better suited really to 
take care of our responsibilities 
through our oversight responsibilities. 

Mr. LEHMAN of Florida. Mr. Chair
man, I yield such time as she may con
sume to the gentlewoman from Ohio 
[Ms. OAKAR]. 

Ms. OAKAR. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
support of the Molinari amendment. 

Mr. LEHMAN of Florida. Mr. Chair
man, in conclusion, I would just like to 
say that the question is not one of vin
dictiveness. The question is not to 
punish. The question is not to forgive 
and the question is not amnesty. 

The question on my mind is safety. 
I believe that forcing these new 

people down the throats of the FAA is 
going to create unbearable tensions 
and hostilities that will create the 
kind of environment in the control 
towers that will make our air system 
much less safe. 

Mr. LIGHTFOOT. Mr. Chairman, I rise in op
position to the amendment offered by the dis
tinguished gentleman from New York, my 
friend and colleague on the Public Works Sub
committee on Aviation. The gentleman's con
tributions in the field of aviation are many, and 
I regret that we disagree over this particular 
issue. 

However, I am strongly opposed to the 
amendment the gentleman has offered to re
quire the Federal Aviation Administration 
[FAA] To rehire at least 1,000 of the air traffic 
controllers who were dismissed in 1981. 

First, I want to point out that this is not a 
safety issue, despite attempts by some to por
tray it as such. Over the past year, air safety 
has been the subject of many congressional 
hearings. If there is one overriding consensus 
that came out of those hearings it is that air
line industry in this country is not in the middle 
of a safety crisis. We tend to associate the 
year of 1985 with a high number of airline 
crashes, but even that year is not particularly 
bad compared to other years in the past 
decade. 

With regard to midair collisions, a statement 
the gentleman made in a letter I received is 
somewhat misleading. The letter reads: 

The number of midair collisions, a key ba
rometer for judging the safety of the 
system, has been at record levels in the last 
two years, reaching an all time high of 758 
in 1985. 

There are two important points that this 
statement overlooks. First, it doesn't mention 
that this increase coincides with the FAA's 
adopting a new midair collision reporting 
system. The old system relied on pilot reports. 
If there was a close call, then the pilot had to 
make a judgment as to whether he or she 
thought what constitutes a near miss oc
curred. However, under the new monitoring 
system near misses are automatically taken 
down by computer, so there are no subjective 
judgment calls. There is every reason to be
lieve that this accounts for most of, if not all, 
of the increase in the past year. 

Another fact that the letter fails to point out 
with regard to midair collisions is that 95.4 
percent of the 758 reports to which the gen
tleman's letter refers involved only general 
aviation aircraft in uncontrolled areas. Be
cause they were in uncontrolled areas, these 
collisions or near misses are not related to the 
number or experience level of air traffic con
trollers that we have working out there. 

We do have room for improvement in air 
safety, but the problems we face simply are 
not related to whether or not we rehire the air 
traffic controllers that were dismissed as a 
result of the 1981 strike. In fact, our rehiring 
of those controllers could quite possibly crip
ple our efforts to improve air safety. It is hard 
for us to imagine the morale problems this 
would create for the controllers who had the 
courage and dedication to work through the 
strike. According to Secretary Dole in a letter 
to the chairman of the Appropriations Commit
tee, she and the Administrator of the FAA, Mr. 
Engen, are convinced that, and I quote: 

• • • the morale and dedication of the 
FAA personnel who stayed on the job and 
who now hold many of the supervisory posi
tions vacated in the strike, would be demon
strably harmed by a return to FAA employ
ment of strikers who had no legal justifica
tion for their absences. This is not vindic
tiveness, but rather the measured judgment 
of the FAA Administrator who seeks to 
avoid any harm to our air safety programs. 

The tension that would result would be 
reason enough to cause some of the more 
senior controllers to retire early, adding further 
to the controller shortage. 

Another problem with rehiring former con
trollers is that because they have not con
trolled traffic in 5 years, retraining would be 
required. Since these controllers have already 
accumulated years of Federal service, they 
will be eligible to retire earlier than the new 
trainees, reducing the time over which training 
costs could be amortized and leading to new 
training costs sooner. 

Mr. Chairman, beyond these issues we 
need to address some basic questions about 
the obligation of Government employees not 
to strike, particularly for those occupations 
upon which the public safety greatly depends. 
To put it plain and simple, it is against Federal 
law for Federal employees to engage in 
strikes. This is a well-founded principle that 
has been reviewed and upheld in the courts. 
Moreover, all air traffic controllers take an 
oath declaring that they will not strike against 
the Government. The law states that if they 
do strike they will never again be part of the 
Federal work force. 

By ignoring the law in this case we would 
start a very bad precedent. If we allow air traf
fic controllers to get by with a strike, where do 
we draw the line? There are few positions in 
the Federal Government that do directly affect 
the public safety. Should the armed services 
also be allowed to strike? These are ques
tions that clearly must be answered in favor of 
the public interest and not in favor of a few 
who are concerned primarily with their own 
self-interests. 

The FAA is well on its way to attaining the 
prestrike number and experience level of air 
traffic controllers. As of the end of June of 
this year the FAA had employed 14,262 air 
traffic controllers and they are committed to 
reaching their goal of 14,480 by September 
30. By the end of fiscal year 1987 they expect 
to have over 15,000 controllers on board. If 
our goal is to rebuild our air traffic control 
force, then it would be self-defeating for us to 
disrupt these efforts by passing the Molinari 
amendment. 

Again, Mr. Chairman, the rehiring of the air 
traffic controllers dismissed as a result of the 
1981 strike is not a safety issue. It more 
closely resembles a labor issue that the FAA 
is fully capable of handling without unwarrant
ed intervention by Congress. I, therefore, 
strongly urge my colleagues to vote against 
the Molinari amendment. 

Mr. SOLARZ. Mr. Chairman, I rise in support 
of the amendment to the transportation appro
priations bill which would require the rehiring 
of 1,000 of the air traffic controllers fired as a 
result of the 1981 PATCO strike. 

Our primary focus here must remain safety. 
We must, therefore, handle the critical short
age of air traffic controllers as a most serious 
challenge to air safety and not look beyond a 
viable and readily available solution. 

The rehiring of these controllers offers a 
practical remedy inasmuch as it would permit 
the utilization of developed skills and existing 
training. As the FAA has found that it contin
ues to fall short of its staffing goals, it be
comes essential to realize that this pool of ex-
perienced air traffic control personnel must be 
drawn upon. 

It is also clear that the demand for experts 
to monitor air traffic will continue to grow with 
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the increase in air travel. As such, the reacti
vation of those rehired would not merely be a 
precautionary measure, but would be a neces
sary move toward the safe management of 
the airways. Controllers who are stretched too 
far in terms of time and coverage would likely 
welcome the relief provided by the proposed 
rehiring. 

The current shortage of air traffic controllers 
is at a crisis stage. By supporting passage of 
this amendment we can demonstrate that we 
would rather act intelligently to correct crisis 
condidtions before a mishap than to act re
gretfully in response to a tragedy in aviation. 

Mr. TOWNS. Mr. Chairman, I want to rise in 
support of the gentleman from New York's 
amendment to rehire at least 500 air traffic 
controllers. Last year, a number of us signed 
a letter to the President urging him to rehire 
some of the PATCO controllers among the 
1,000 new controllers hired by the Department 
of Transportation. 

The reason for this action is quite obvious, 
Mr. Chairman; 1985 was the second worst 
year for deaths due to airplane crashes. The 
headlines caused by these accidents made a 
lot of us wonder about airline safety. Certainly, 
one immediate way to address this problem is 
to put experienced air traffic controllers back 
on the job. In light of the recent accidents, it 
is time to put politics aside and concentrate 
our efforts on minimizing the risks of future air 
disasters. Moreover, evidence has now sur
faced that some of the air traffic controllers 
fired during the PATCO strike were actually on 
official leave. Yet their attendance records 
were altered to give the impression that they 
were strike participants when in fact they were 
simply on vacation. Certainly, these workers 
should be among the first rehires under this 
amendment. 

Let us restore safety to our skies by sup
porting this amendment and putting experi
enced controllers back to work. 

D 1910 
Mr. LEHMAN of Florida. Mr. Chair

man, I yield back the balance of my 
time. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentle
man from New York CMr. MOLINARI]. 

The question was taken; and the 
Chairman announced that the noes 
appeared to have it. 

RECORDED VOTE 

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

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

device, and there were-ayes 193, noes 
226, not voting 12, as follows: 

Ackerman 
Akaka 
Alexander 
Anderson 
Annunzio 
Applegate 
Asp in 
Atkins 
Au Coin 
Bates 
Beilenson 
Bentley 

CRoll No. 2671 

AYES-193 
Berman 
Biaggi 
Boehle rt 
Boggs 
Boland 
Boner CTN> 
Bonior CMI> 
Borski 
Bosco 
Boucher 
Boxer 
Brooks 

Brown CCA> 
Bruce 
Bryant 
Burton CCA> 
Bustamante 
Carper 
Chandler 
Clay 
Coelho 
Coleman CTX> 
Collins 
Conte 

Conyers 
Coyne 
Crockett 
Davis 
Dellums 
Dingell 
DioGuardi 
Dixon 
Donnelly 
Dowdy 
Downey 
Durbin 
Dwyer 
Dymally 
Early 
Eckart COH> 
Edgar 
Edwards CCA> 
Evans CIL> 
Fascell 
Fazio 
Feighan 
Fish 
Florio 
Foglietta 
Foley 
Ford CMI> 
Ford CTN> 
Frank 
Frost 
Garcia 
Gaydos 
Gejdenson 
Gephardt 
Gilman 
Gonzalez 
Gordon 
Gray <IL> 
Gray CPA> 
Guarini 
HallCOH> 
Hamilton 
Hawkins 
Hayes 
Hertel 
Horton 
Howard 
Hoyer 
Hughes 
Jacobs 
Jeffords 
Johnson 
Kanjorski 

Andrews 
Anthony 
Archer 
Armey 
Badham 
Barnard 
Bartlett 
Barton 
Bateman 
Bennett 
Bereuter 
Bevill 
Bilirakis 
Bliley 
Bonker 
Boulter 
Broomfield 
Brown CCO> 
Burton CIN> 
Byron 
Callahan 
Campbell 
Carr 
Chapman 
Chappell 
Chappie 
Cheney 
Clinger 
Coats 
Cobey 
Coble 
Coleman CMO> 
Combest 
Cooper 
Coughlin 
Courter 
Craig 
Crane 
Daniel 
Dannemeyer 

Kaptur 
Kastenmeier 
Kennelly 
Kil dee 
Kleczka 
Kolter 
Kostmayer 
LaFalce 
Lantos 
LehmanCCA> 
Leland 
Levin CMI> 
Levine CCA> 
Lipinski 
Long 
LowryCWA> 
Luken 
MacKay 
Manton 
Markey 
Martinez 
Mavroules 
McCioskey 
McDade 
McGrath 
McHugh 
Michel 
Mikulski 
Miller CCA> 
Mitchell 
Moakley 
Molinari 
Mollohan 
Moody 
Morrison CCT> 
Mrazek 
Murphy 
Murtha 
Natcher 
Oakar 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Owens 
Panetta 
Pease 
Penny 
Pepper 
Perkins 
Price 
Rahall 
Rangel 
Reid 
Richardson 

NOES-226 

Rinaldo 
Rodino 
Roe 
Rostenkowski 
Roukema 
Russo 
Sabo 
Savage 
Scheuer 
Schneider 
Schroeder 
Schumer 
Seiberling 
Sikorski 
Smith CFL> 
Smith CIA> 
SmithCNJ> 
Snowe 
Solarz 
Spratt 
St Germain 
Staggers 
Stallings 
Stark 
Stokes 
Studds 
Swift 
Torres 
Torricelli 
Towns 
Traficant 
Traxler 
Udall 
Vento 
Visclosky 
Waldon 
Walgren 
Waxman 
Weaver 
Weiss 
Wheat 
Williams 
Wilson 
Wirth 
Wise 
Wolpe 
Wortley 
Wyden 
Yates 
Yatron 
YoungCMO> 

Darden Hatcher 
Daschle Hefner 
Daub Hendon 
de la Garza Henry 
DeLay Hiler 
Derrick Hillis 
De Wine Holt 
Dickinson Hopkins 
Dicks Hubbard 
Dorgan <ND> Huckaby 
Doman CCA> Hunter 
Dreier Hutto 
Duncan Hyde 
Dyson Ireland 
Eckert <NY> Jenkins 
Edwards COK> Jones CNC> 
Emerson Jones COK> 
English Jones CTN> 
Erdreich Kasich 
Evans CIA> Kemp 
Fawell Kindness 
Fiedler Kolbe 
Fields Kramer 
Flippo Lagomarsino 
Franklin Latta 
Frenzel Leach CIA> 
Fuqua Leath CTX> 
Gallo Lehman <FL> 
Gekas Lent 
Gibbons Lewis CCA> 
Gingrich Lewis <FL> 
Glickman Lightfoot 
Goodling Livingston 
Gradison Lloyd 
Green Loeffler 
Gregg Lott 
Hall, Ralph Lowery CCA> 
Hammerschmidt Lujan 
Hansen Lungren 
Hartnett Mack 

Madigan 
Marlenee 
Martin CIL> 
Martin CNY) 
Matsui 
Mazzo Ii 
McCain 
McCandless 
McColl um 
Mccurdy 
McEwen 
McKernan 
McKinney 
McMillan 
Meyers 
Mica 
Miller COH> 
Miller CWA> 
Mineta 
Monson 
Montgomery 
Moorhead 
Morrison CW A> 
Myers 
Neal 
Nelson 
Nichols 
Nielson 
Olin 
Ortiz 
Oxley 
Packard 
Parris 
Petri 
Pickle 
Porter 
Pursell 

Quillen 
Ray 
Regula 
Ridge 
Ritter 
Roberts 
Robinson 
Roemer 
Rogers 
Rose 
Roth 
Rowland <CT> 
Rowland <GA> 
Roybal 
Rudd 
Saxton 
Schaefer 
Schuette 
Schulze 
Sensenbrenner 
Sharp 
Shaw 
Shelby 
Shumway 
Shuster 
Siljander 
Sisisky 
Skeen 
Skelton 
Slattery 
Slaughter 
Smith CNE> 
Smith, Denny 

(QR) 
Smith, Robert 

CNH> 
Smith, Robert 

COR> 

Snyder 
Solomon 
Spence 
Stang eland 
Stenholm 
Strang 
Stratton 
Stump 
Sundquist 
Sweeney 
Swindall 
Synar 
Tallon 
Tauke 
Tauzin 
Taylor 
ThomasCCA> 
ThomasCGA> 
Valentine 
Vander Jagt 
Volkmer 
Vucanovich 
Walker 
Watkins 
Weber 
Whitehurst 
Whitley 
Whittaker 
Whitten 
Wolf 
Wylie 
YoungCAK> 
YoungCFL) 
Zschau 

NOT VOTING-12 
Barnes 
Bedell 
Breaux 
Carney 

Fowler 
Grotberg 
Gunderson 
Lundine 

D 1920 

Moore 
Nowak 
Pashayan 
Wright 

Mr. DUNCAN and Mr. SCHAEFER 
changed their votes from "aye" to 
"no." 

Mr. MARKEY and Mr. WILSON 
changed their votes from "no" to 
"aye." 

So the amendment was rejected. 
The result of the vote was an

nounced as above recorded. 

D 1930 
Mr. McKERNAN. Mr. Chairman, I 

move to strike the last word. 
Mr. Chairman, I rise to engage the 

gentleman from Florida [Mr. LEHMAN] 
and the gentleman from Pennsylvania 
[Mr. COUGHLIN] in a colloquy on the 
future of competitive rail service in 
the Northeast. 

The Guilford System operates the 
Maine Central, the Boston & Maine 
and the Delaware & Hudson. This 
system creates the only rail competi
tion with Conrail for most New Eng
land shippers on traffic going to the 
West and the South. Guilford was re
cently engaged in a strike between 
Maintenance of Way employees and 
the Maine Central. While an uneasy 
truce appears to exist at this time be
tween management and labor, the un
derlying economic dispute has not 
been resolved. The financial stress on 
Guilford has caused the managers of 
that railroad to speculate that the 
Delaware & Hudson Railway could be 
put into bankruptcy. This has led to a 
persistent and continuing rumor that 
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the Delaware & Hudson could cease 
operations on short notice as a result 
of cashlessness. Most of us in the New 
England delegation hope that these 
rumors are not true. Recent conversa
tions with Guilford management indi
cate that Guilford intends to indefi
nitely operate the Delaware & 
Hudson. 

However, a cessation of operations 
on the D&H would be a serious matter 
for shippers throughout the region. 
D&H provides the only competitive 
outlet to Conrail which connects many 
of the region's shippers to such sys
tems as CSX and Norfolk Southern. In 
the event that the D&H encounters a 
problem, I would urge that we in Gov
ernment do everything in our power to 
preserve this essential competition. 

Mr. Chairman, I am happy to yield 
to the subcommittee chairman for his 
response. 

Mr. LEHMAN of Florida. Mr. Chair
man, I thank the gentleman from 
Maine [Mr. McKERNAN] for bringing 
this to our attention. 

I, too, am concerned about the Dela
ware & Hudson situation in the North
east, and its impact on the economy 
and rail competition in the region. As 
the gentleman knows, under the Inter
state Commerce Commission's directed 
Rail Service Program, other carriers 
could be directed to provide service 
over these lines if the D & H did in 
fact file for bankruptcy. I hope that 
does not happen. But if it does, we 
would expect the ICC to give prompt 
attention to directing competitive serv
ice along the critical routes of the D & 
H system. 

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

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

Mr. McKERNAN. I yield to the gen
tleman from New Jersey. 

Mr. FLORIO. Mr. Chairman, for the 
gentleman's information, tomorrow 
there is going to be a hearing before 
the subcommittee that I chair. Repre
sentatives from Guilford will be there 
as we deal with some proposals to have 
a cooling-off period for the Maine 
Central difficulty. 

What we are going to attempt to do 
is get some answers on the Delaware & 
Hudson question the gentleman has 
presented to this body. I think the 
gentleman is scheduled to testify. 
Hopefully we can present these ques
tions to the appropriate representa
tives and get some answers. 

Mr. McKERNAN. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman for his leader
ship on this issue, and helping us to 
resolve what is a very difficult situa
tion. 

I now yield to the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania [Mr. COUGHLIN]. 

Mr. COUGHLIN. Mr. Chairman, I 
just want to say that I agree with the 
gentleman from Florida [Mr. LEHMAN]. 
The matter of preservation of compe-

tition is of great concern to all of us, I 
think, and of great concern to this 
subcommittee in particular. 

Mr. MCKERNAN. I thank the gen
tleman. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will 
read. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
(C) REGULATIONS.-The Secretary of Trans

portation may prescribe regulations to carry 
out this section <excluding the second sen
tence of subsection <a». 

(d) DEFINITION.-For the purpose of this 
section, the term "air traffic controller" has 
the meaning given such term by section 
2109 of title 5, United States Code. 

Mr. GINGRICH. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike the last word to have a 
colloquy with the chairman. 

Mr. Chairman, as a strong and con
sistent supporter of Federal aviation 
noise regulations to require noncom
pliant aircraft to meet Federal noise 
standards so as to bring relief to mil
lions of citizens living near noise im
pacted airports, I have reviewed with 
much concern and alarm the commit
tee's report language which addresses 
this issue. I am concerned that the 
committee's report language is setting 
the stage for yet another round of ex
emptions for carriers who have failed 
to comply with the January l, 1985 
deadline and are now attempting again 
to obtain waivers from the Federal 
Aviation Administration and Depart
ment of Transportation. As a member 
of the Aviation Subcommittee, which 
has exercised continuing oversight on 
this issue, I wonder if the distin
guished chairman of the subcommit
tee would be willing to engage in a col
loquy for purposes of determining 
whether he intends to support an
other round of exemptions for thP.se 
carriers and to understand the circum
stances surrounding the need for a 
special waiver for these carriers. 

It is my understanding that there 
are approximately 12 operators with 
22 airplanes which have petitioned 
FAA for an exemption where no 
"hush kit" supplier has received a sup
plemental type certification prior to 
September 30, 1985. Can the distin
guished subcommittee chairman 
advise me of the dates on which any of 
these operators signed contracts with 
suppliers that are seeking their sup
plemental type certification, and the 
dates by which they expect to receive 
installation so that their aircraft meet 
Federal aviation noise rules. 

I yield to the chairman of the sub
committee, the gentleman from Flori
da [Mr. LEHMAN]. 

Mr. LEHMAN of Florida. Mr. Chair
man, I thank the gentleman from 
Georgia [Mr. GINGRICH]. As you say 
and as you know, the report language 
in our bill directs the FAA to provide 
precisely the information that the 
gentleman is seeking. 

Certainly I will be happy to share 
this information with the gentleman 

and his colleagues on the Aviation 
Subcommittee when we receive it next 
month. 

Mr. GINGRICH. Good. It is my un
derstanding. Mr. Chairman, that the 
report language does not intend to be 
a blanket waiver for all 22 aircraft and 
for all 12 airlines. 

Mr. LEHMAN of Florida. Mr. Chair
man, if the gentleman will yield fur
ther, the only reply I can make to the 
gentleman from Georgia [Mr. GING
RICH] is that I have not seen that in
formation yet, and when we get it, we 
will try to work with it together. 

Mr. GINGRICH. Mr. Chairman, I 
am concerned that any further con
gressional change to the regulatory 
deadlines set forth in the Federal 
Aviation noise regulation for four
engine aircraft sends an inappropriate 
signal to those carriers which are now 
facing compliance with the two-engine 
deadline on January 1, 1988. I would 
strongly urge the Appropriations Com
mittee to refrain from further initia
tives in this area so that the relief we 
promised to millions of Americans 
when the Federal Aviation noise rules 
were established can be realized. 

As the representative for the Atlan
ta airport, which is an inner city air
port with a lot of noise right around 
the neighborhoods near the airport, I 
would really appreciate the Appropria
tions Committee being very cautious 
in setting up any procedure which 
would slow down the rate at which 
companies buy quieter aircraft and 
buy hush kits. 

I thank the chairJllan. 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. TRAFICANT 

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Chairman, I 
off er an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. TRAFICANT: 

Page 60, after line 22, insert the following 
new section; 

SEC. 333. None of the funds made available 
in this Act may be used to purchase any 
nondomestic goods or services. 

POINT OF ORDER 
Mr. ARMEY. Mr. Chairman, I have 

a point of order. 
The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 

will state his point of order. 
Mr. ARMEY. Mr. Chairman, I make 

a point of order against the amend
ment. The amendment is a nonlegisla
tive limitation to a general appropria
tion bill. Under revised clause 2, rule 
XXI, such amendments are not in 
order during the reading of a general 
appropriation bill: 

Mr. Chairman, the revised rule 
states, in part: 

Except as provided in paragraph Cd), no 
amendment shall be in order during consid
eration of a general appropriation bill pro
posing a limitation not specifically con
tained or authorized in existing law for the 
period of the limitation. 
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Mr. Chairman, the gentleman's 
amendment is a limitation, is not spe
cifically contained or authorized in ex
isting law and therefore is in violation 
of rule XXI, clause 2(d). 

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Chairman, 
may I be heard? 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Ohio is recognized. 

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Chairman, I 
differ. It is a strict limitation placed 
upon an appropriation measure of 1 
year. And I believe it should be upheld 
and be allowed insofar as it offers no 
clarifying language or any amplifica
tion on any other provision or provi
sions which could expand upon a legis
lative initiative. 

The CHAIRMAN <Mr. PANETTA). 
The Chair is prepared to rule. The 
gentleman from Texas is correct only 
because the Clerk has not completed 
the reading of the next two lines. 

So the Chair will sustain the point 
of order at this point under clause 2(d) 
rule XXL 

The Clerk will continue to read. 
Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Chairman, I 

had two amendments at the desk. 
The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 

will withhold until the Clerk com
pletes the reading of the bill. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
This Act may be cited as the "Department 

of Transportation and Related Agencies Ap
propriations Act, 1987". 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. TRAFICANT 
Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Chairman, I 

off er an amendment. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. TRAFICANT: 

Page 60, after line 22, insert the following 
new section: 

SEC. 333. None of the funds made available 
in this Act may be used to purchase any 
nondomestic goods or services. 

POINT OF ORDER 
Mr. ARMEY. Mr. Chairman, I have 

a point of order against the amend
ment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
will state his point of order. 

Mr. ARMEY. Mr. Chairman, the 
amendment violates clause 2(b) of rule 
XXI, the prohibition against legisla
tion in an appropriations bill. The 
amendment imposes prohibition re
strictions on spending not contained in 
existing law and, as such, constitutes 
an effort to legislate on an appropria
tions bill. 

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentle
man from Ohio desire time to re
spond? 

Mr. TRAFICANT. Yes; I do, Mr. 
Chairman. 

It is a strict limitation placed upon 
the appropriation of the funds. It does 
not off er any legislative initiative over 
and above it with any provisos to am
plify upon any action taken by the 
Congress. It is a strict limitation and it 
should be allowed. 

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentle
man from Texas wish to respond? 

Mr. ARMEY. Mr. Chairman, I would 
just make the point that we have 
spent over 2 hours legislating in an ap
propriation bill under protection of 
the Rules Committee. I feel it is time 
to get back to appropriations. I believe 
that my point of order is correct, and I 
will hold my point of order. 

The CHAIRMAN (Mr. PANETTA). 
The Chair is prepared to rule. 

Under Cannon's, volume 7, section 
1697, an amendment prohibiting the 
use of an appropriation for the pur
chase of commodities not produced in 
the United States was held in order as 
a limitation. 

So the point of order is overruled, 
and the gentleman is recognized for 5 
minutes in support of his amendment. 

Mr. TRAFICANT. Thank you, Mr. 
Chairman, for clarifying an issue of 
great concern to all of us. 

Very simplistically, my amendment 
is simply a buy-American amendment. 
This country has in excess of $150 bil
lion trade deficit, and one of the cardi
nal sins of this country is we continue 
to expend taxpayers' dollars on items 
not produced in this country. In addi
tion to talking about the exporting of 
jobs and the literal rape of the manu
facturing sectors of this country, we 
continue now to expend taxpayers' 
dollars on Government projects. 

I believe the Congress here today 
has an opportunity with this act to 
clarify very carefully that we should 
keep those taxpayers' dollars as they 
deal with American procurement and 
American expenditures for American
produced goods and services. I feel 
very strongly to that extent. I also add 
that this is a 1-year appropriation. 
There is much concern that maybe 
this type of a thing could have an 
overriding effect on some existing con
tracts. My first amendment dealt with 
that. It has a proviso that would 
exempt existing contracts. When I was 
found with this opposition, I had no 
alternative. I believe we are taking at 
issue today the American dollars being 
spent on American projects. We 
should confine it to those producers 
within America to produce quality 
services and goods. 

Finally, I would like to add this: 
With the current fluctuation of the 
dollar and the tremendous impact of 
trade and negative deficit trade Amer
ica has been having, these types of leg
islative initiatives in appropriation 
acts would bring some of these foreign 
producers into America who want to 
bid on our projects. We are the con
sumer marketplace of the world. If we 
are going to continue to have foreign 
penetration, it should be on a level 
playing field. Now, if we cannot get 
this administration to take a look at 
that, then maybe through these ap
propriate actions we can make that 
happen. 

I believe that this measure will send 
a signal. And for those who stand in 
opposition who are concerned about 
the impact on appropriations in the 
future, they have the conference with 
the other body and they can prepare 
within a reasonable timeframe to add 
additional clarification language that 
could speak to the issue. 

I believe it is not only germane, but I 
think it is the right thing for us to do. 

My area has lost nearly every manu
facturing job that it had in steel, and 
every other job is threatened. Now, I 
can understand the international mar
ketplace, how it works, and the Presi
dent's position as he debates certain 
elements of it, but I cannot under
stand the American Government ex
pending American taxpayer dollars on 
American projects and continuing to 
let the foreign penetration into this 
country. 

Now, I know I am going to have op
position from the committee on it. I 
know I am going to have strong oppo
sition from people who do not know 
what the further ramifications will be. 

I am asking those who are sensitive 
in this area to take a look at it for 1 
year, a 1-year appropriation within 
that 1-year period, maybe we can 
study this thing through the practical
ities of the legislative initiative that 
speaks to a serious problem. I am 
asking your help, and I am asking that 
the buy-America provision that I bring 
forward today be accepted by this 
Congress and meet the scrutiny of the 
opposition who will debate it. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 
Mr. LEHMAN of Florida. Mr. Chair

man, I move to strike the last word, 
and I rise in opposition to the amend
ment. 

Mr. Chairman, I do understand the 
problems that the gentleman is speak
ing about. But our committee has 
never had any hearings on this. We do 
not know what the, as he said, the 
ramifications are going to be. We do 
not know what the effects are going to 
be on transportation procurements. 
There is no dollar differential calcula
tion dealing with the cost of American 
goods in relation to what those same 
materials would cost you if purchased 
elsewhere. We do not know what 
effect it would have on the availability 
of purchasing goods and services for 
the FAA, the Coast Guard, or urban 
mass transit or any of the other areas 
covered under our jurisdiction on ap
propriations. 

I would promise the gentleman that 
during our hearing procedure next 
year we will address this issue, and we 
will consider these problems, but I do 
not think at this moment we should 
make the kind of decision that he sug
gests without knowing what the re
sults of such a decision would be, even 
over the next 12 months. 



18216 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE July 30, 1986 
Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal

ance of my time. 
Mr. BONKER. Mr. Chairman, I 

move to strike the requisite number of 
words, and I rise in opposition to the 
amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I do not think 
anyone in this Chamber feels more 
strongly than I do about the stagger
ing trade deficit which truly threatens 
our long-term economic well-being. 
That is why many of us worked hard 
to put forth a trade bill that would 
help improve America's competitive
ness and deal with unfair trade prac
tices abroad. 

But the United States must set a 
higher standard if we expect other 
countries to adhere to the trade prac
tices that I think will foster and 
expand the world trading system. This 
amendment, and other buy-American 
provisions, are really protectionism in 
disguise. It is another way of saying 
that we are going to greatly inhibit im
ports to protect domestic industries. 
And I would strongly object to this ap
proach. 

I am also concerned that we greatly 
increase the cost of the Department of 
Transportation, which must look, in 
terms of competitive bidding, at get
ting quality products at the lowest 
price. And if you exclude a lot of bid
ders or competitors, then I am not 
sure we are doing justice to the De
partment of Transportation and thus 
the Federal Government, and we are 
not giving the taxpayers the best for 
their money. 

I would like to ask the sponsor of 
the amendment about the scope of his 
amendment. He says that none of the 
funds made available in this act may 
be used to purchase any domestic 
goods or services. What kind of money 
are we talking about? Is this the entire 
Department of Transportation 
budget? 

Mr. TRAFICANT. This is any 
amount of dollars subject to the act of 
which we have debated here today. 
But it is not any domestic goods, it is 
any nondomestic goods. In other 
words, it would be confined to buying 
American goods and services without a 
percentile figure placed on it for do
mestic content or anything. 

Mr. BONKER. I understand. 
So that means that a French bidder, 

who offers a much lower price and a 
much better quality product, would be 
ineligible to participate in products 
that would otherwise be acquired by 
the Department of Transportation. 

Mr. TRAFICANT. If you are further 
yielding to me, if that would be the 
case, yes. However, that French manu
facturer, that French bidder can open 
a subsidiary in America and hire 
Americans to produce his products and 
bid on these types of projects. This is 
exactly what I think has to be done. 

And if the gentleman would yield 
further, I have great respect for the 

chairman and the committee, but 
these buy-American provisions could 
have been studied for many years with 
the trade deficits we have had. 

My amendment, to the point, is 
saying this: "If you want to bid on 
American projects, why don't you 
move into America, hire Americans 
and then go ahead and bid on these 
projects?" 

Mr. BONKER. Mr. Chairman, if I 
may reclaim my time, the House con
sidered the Eximbank authorization 
bill just a few weeks ago, and anybody 
who followed that issue knows that 
U.S. exporters are competing in many 
contracts abroad, and many of those 
contracts are Government related. In 
other words, if the country of India or 
Egypt or Pakistan, is government pur
chasers of United States products. It 
would be ineligible to bid. I think we 
set a very bad example here if we are 
to impose a buy-American provision, 
thus disallowing others to compete in 
our domestic market, and expect it to 
have access to their markets. It is a 
double standard, and it certainly will 
not wash. 

Mr. Chairman, I strongly urge that 
my colleagues oppose this amendment 
and get on with the task of a free and 
open trading system. 

Mr. ARMEY. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike the requisite number of 
words, and I rise in opposition to the 
amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, we have in this body 
a Committee on Ways and Means that 
has many excellent Members of the 
body which deals with trade issues. 
This is the Appropriations Committee, 
and I think everybody here will agree 
that the Committee on Appropriations 
works long and hard trying to bring to 
this body the best possible appropria
tions bills. 

Certainly we try to improve on their 
work when they get to the floor, as it 
affects appropriations. This is a trans
portation bill for domestic transporta
tion, and we are making foreign trade 
policy with an amendment at the 11th 
hour. And under the allegation that 
trade policy has not been studied. Cer
tainly it has not been studied by the 
Committee on Appropriations; that is 
not their job. 

I urge this body to vote "no" on this 
amendment and to get to the seripus 
work of appropriations. 

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

Mr. GONZALEZ. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike the requisite number of 
words, and I rise in support of the 
amendment. I would like to say how 
much I admire the author of this 
amendment, the gentleman from Ohio 
[Mr. TRAFICANT]. We may say that this 
matter has not been studied, but it has 
been studied ad nauseam. What we 
have not had has been an opportunity 
to have it considered seriously on any 
level, appropriation or any other. 

But I would like to yield at this time 
to the gentleman from Ohio, the 
author of the amendment, so that he 
can have further time to rebut the al
legations that have been made in op
position to his amendment. 

Mr. TRAFICANT. I thank the chair
man. 

Mr. Chairman, I appreciate that 
very much. 

My first amendment had clarifying 
language that gave an opportunity, if 
there was no domestic substitute, that 
that foreign product could be pur
chased. 

My first amendment was struck 
down on a point of order. It gave an 
opportunity where there was no do
mestic substitute that a foreign item 
could be purchased. 

It also said that any existing con
tracts would be exempt. But that type 
of language which is necessary and 
can be offered in the other body or 
can be offered in clarifying activities 
and legislation action now by this 
Committee, before it goes to the other 
body, in that conference they can clar
ify it. I did not want to bring a 
straightforward "buy American" with
out those provisions. 

D 1955 
But I was struck down. 
I am saying this: Even at this level it 

would absolutely make us take a look 
at our American producers, and if 
these foreign competitors are going to 
be bidding on American projects, move 
into America and produce the product 
here with American hands. 

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

Mr. GONZALEZ. I yield to the gen
tleman from Michigan. 

Mr. CARR. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding for the 
purpose of asking my good friend, the 
gentleman from Ohio, a question. 

With respect to the auto industry, 
we make cars on both sides of the 
border, and parts from one side of the 
border are shipped back and forth. 
They are under a special agreement all 
of their own, as a matter of fact. 

My question is, under the language 
of the gentleman's amendment which 
says "nondomestic," suppose one of 
the agencies covered in this appropria
tion bill wants to procure a number of 
automobiles to carry out their duties. 
Would this amendment prohibit the 
purchase of automobiles that, say, 
were assembled in Canada? 

Mr. TRAFICANT. If the gentleman 
from Texas [Mr. GONZALEZ] will yield 
to me, I would tell the gentleman from 
Michigan that the amendment is right 
to the point. If the American Govern
ment, through any of its agencies, is 
going to purchase an automobile, it 
should not only purchase an American 
automobile, but one that is not made 
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overseas and one that is made in the 
States. 

Mr. CARR. What about one that is 
maybe assembled in Canada from 
parts that are made in the United 
States or vice versa? 

Mr. TRAFICANT. If the gentleman 
will further yield, that is all fine and 
good. What is wrong with parts made 
in America and also assembled in 
America. There are other models that 
are comparable values. 

Mr. CARR. There is nothing wrong 
with it. All I am pointing out to the 
gentleman is that we do have a unique 
agreement in the auto industry be
tween the United States and Canada 
wherein all of North America is con
sidered essentially domestic. 

If the gentleman were by way of leg
islative intent to tell me that domestic 
would not infringe on that legislation 
we have inside the auto industry, I 
then might be more enthusiastic about 
the gentleman's amendment. 

Mr. TRAFICANT. If the gentleman 
will further yield, if someone can show 
me where an American-made car pro
duced overseas or produced in Canada 
is coming in at any lower price of any 
significant difference, I might accept 
that. 

What I am saying is if the American 
Government or any of its agencies is 
buying an automobile, it should be not 
only buying an American automobile, 
but it could find one that is made in 
the States. 

I would further like to state as a 
Member whose district would be im
pacted upon by auto losses in the 
future, in October 1985 there was a 
30.4-percent penetration of foreign
made autos in America, and in Novem
ber 1985 it was almost 35 percent. 

Anybody who could see what hap
pened with steel can see the future 
happening with auto. I think that we 
speak directly to it. 

Mr. CARR. If the gentleman will 
further yield, I would say that there is 
no Member of Congress more interest
ed in protecting American auto jobs 
than this Member of Congress from 
Pontiac and East Lansing and Lansing, 
MI. I want to make sure that our auto
workers are building cars while--

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Texas [Mr. GONZALEZ] 
has expired. 

<On request of Mr. CARR, and by 
unanimous consent, Mr. GONZALEZ was 
allowed to proceed for 2 additional 
minutes.) 

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

Mr. GONZALEZ. I yield to the gen
tleman from Michigan. 

Mr. CARR. Mr. Chairman, my only 
point to the gentleman is that the gen
tleman understands there is a complex 
trade and legislative environment in 
treating automobiles between the 
United States and Canada. We are not 
talking about the Japanese or the Ger-

mans or anything else, we are talking 
about Canada. 

I am going to support the gentle
man's amendment, but I am going to 
want to look to see if that legislation 
in any way impacts on that trade 
agreement so that we can make sure 
that our North American auto indus
try is vibrant. 

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

Mr. GONZALEZ. I yield to the gen
tleman from Ohio. 

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Chairman, I 
appreciate that, and I know the gen
tleman has been a leader and the gen
tleman is concerned about those auto 
imports, et cetera. 

One of the things we can do is clari
fy it very well by putting it to the test. 
But one thing is for sure, if it is not 
being assembled in America, it is not 
being assembled by an American 
worker. I think that sooner or later, 
we should look at the dynamics of the 
American worker and the American
made goods, especially with our own 
procurement practices. 

We are not talking about the total 
system. We are talking about America 
and American purchasing. 

Mr. CARR. Mr. Chairman, if the 
gentleman will yield further, I would 
only tell the gentleman that there are 
jobs in my district as well creating 
parts which are shipped for final as
sembly in Canada, too. So it is very 
complex in the auto industry. 

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

Mr. Chairman, I wou1-:i like to be 
able to support the gentleman's 
amendment, and I wonder if the gen
tleman would answer a couple of ques
tions for me. 

It is my understanding that the 
Coast Guard is in the process of pur
chasing helicopters for the purpose of 
drug interdiction. Those particular 
helicopters are being built in Texas. 
They are being built by a French firm 
in Texas. There are French parts 
being used in those helicopters. · 

It is my understanding in consulting 
with committee counsel that, under 
the gentleman's amendment, the 
Coast Guard will not now be able to 
purchase those helicopters, that the 
drug interdiction program will be set
back and that, in fact, we will under
cut some of the very efforts that we 
have talked about out here on the 
floor. 

Is that the intention of the gentle
man's amendment? 

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

Mr. WALKER. I yield to the gentle
man from Ohio. 

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Chairman, I 
would like to answer that. 

The gentleman is saying it is a 
French firm in Texas, and they would 
qualify. Americans are building it, 

except for one thing, the gentleman is 
saying they are French parts. What 
the French would have to do is make 
sure they buy American parts and 
they could still produce it in this coun
try. 

Second of all, there is another issue 
here. 

Mr. WALKER. Let me reclaim my 
time. 

Mr. TRAFICANT. Let me answer 
the question. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Pennsylvania [Mr. WALKER] re
claims his time. 

Mr. TRAFICANT. The gentleman 
has asked the question. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Pennsylvania has the time. 

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Chairman, I will 
yield to the gentleman, but I simply 
want to reclaim my time for a moment 
to explain to the gentleman that the 
helicopters that have been contracted 
for have been contracted for at a 
price, and they are going to be built 
out of French parts. 

Under the gentleman's amendment, 
they will not be able to build those 
helicopters and, therefore, the drug 
interdiction program will be setback as 
a result of the gentleman's amend
ment. 

I am asking the gentleman whether 
or not the gentleman thinks that is a 
reasonable outcome of his amend
ment. 

Mr. TRAFICANT. Yes; I am glad to 
see the gentleman so concerned about 
drug interdiction. There have been 
gentlemen like myself who have 
worked for 15 years in the problem of 
narcotics. I am hoping that the gentle
man's votes on the floor for helping 
the narcotics affairs come about when 
the time is do. 

But I will say this in answer to your 
question. All the French firm has to 
do is buy American parts and make 
them in America and they can bid. But 
if the gentleman did not oppose my 
original amendment, it would have 
given an exemption to this existing 
contract. 

There is one other thing. They could 
purchase them from Hughes made in 
America. 

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Chairman, I 
want to yield to the gentleman from 
Florida [Mr. LEHMAN], because I do 
not think we have really gotten an ex
planation. Maybe the gentleman from 
Florida can clarify for us what the sit
uation is. 

Mr. LEHMAN of Florida. Mr. Chair
man, I thank the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania for yielding to me. 

The gentleman raised an issue about 
the Coast Guard. This amendment is 
so loosely drawn that, to my under
standing, if the Coast Guard tried to 
buy for some of its vessels oil in the 
Caribbean, from one of the countries 
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in that region, they would be prohibit
ed from buying it. 

The gentleman from Ohio also 
stated in relation to automobiles that 
if there was enough differential in 
cost, the gentleman would not object 
to buying cars from overseas. 

What I am afraid of is that in this 
amendment we do not know how it is 
going to affect the vital functions of 
the various agencies in the Depart
ment of Transportation. We do not 
have any idea what the costs are going 
to be in dealing with these kinds of 
problems. I would hope that the gen
tleman from Ohio would reconsider 
his amendment and bring it back to us 
in the committee next year so that we 
could study it and go forward in a logi
cal way so that we know what we are 
doing when dealing with this type of 
amendment. 

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Chairman, if I 
understand what the gentleman from 
Florida just told us, in the drug inter
diction program where we send Coast 
Guard vessels into the Caribbean to 
try to interdict drug supplies that they 
would not be able to purchase fuel in 
other countries under the provisions 
of this amendment. That further un
dercuts the drug program in addition 
to the fact that they would not be able 
to buy the helicopters. 

I do not think that that is something 
that this House wants to do. The very 
last thing we ought to be doing out 
here as we are talking about a poten
tial war on drugs is passing an amend
ment that would undercut and per
haps destroy our drug program. 

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

Mr. WALKER. I yield to the gentle
man from Ohio. 

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Chairman, I 
think we could fight drugs with Amer
ican-made helicopters made by Ameri
can hands in American plants. If the 
foreign competitors want to bid on our 
helicopters, they could come into 
America and hire Americans. 

Mr. WALKER. I understand what 
the gentleman is saying, but that is ex
actly what the French firm is doing. 
They have come to America and they 
are building them in Texas. They are 
doing exactly that, and the gentle
man's amendment will prevent them 
from doing so. 

That is not exactly the signal that I 
would want to send, nor do I want to 
have a situation where drugs are al
lowed into the country. 

0 2005 
Mr. LEVIN of Michigan. Mr. Chair

man, I move to strike the requisite 
number of words. 

Mr. Chairman, let me address my re
marks mainly to my colleagues from 
Ohio because we have stood together 
on so many matters. It is late, but let 
me point out if I might some ques
tions. The gentleman has been inhibit-

ed by the rules here. I think we ought 
to understand the inhibitions and the 
problems. 

We have been negotiating, for exam
ple, with the Japanese over the build
ing of their airport outside of Toyko. I 
forget the exact amount; it is $5 or $6 
or $7 billion. Possibly $8 billion. We 
have been beginning to insist that that 
contract, the whole construction be 
opened to American firms. We should 
make sure that we have forced open 
the Japanese market to such bids. For 
us to now, in this form say that no 
government moneys can be used for 
any nondomestic product or goods, es
sentially destroys our effort to open 
up the market in Japan or any other 
place. 

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

Mr. LEVIN of Michigan. I yield to 
the gentleman from Ohio. 

Mr. TRAFICANT. I thank the gen
tleman for yielding to me. 

Mr. Chairman, I believe that our sta
tistics show that there are certain in
dustries where we cannot even pene
trate certain foreign markets, and per
haps maybe if America sends a signal 
that we are now prepared to deal with 
this trade problem in a way where the 
American taxpayers' dollar spent for 
American projects would go to Amer
ica, maybe they would reconsider some 
of their past stances. 

Mr. LEVIN of Michigan. Here is my 
fear: My fear is that it will send the 
opposite message. My fear is that if we 
say that not a single dollar in this bill, 
and we are talking about billions, can 
be used to buy any product that has 
any content overseas, it is going to 
give the Japanese, for example, a per
fect argument saying, 

Look what you introduce in an act or try 
to enact in the United States; we are simply 
trying to do in Japan what you have or
dered the government to do in the United 
States. 

That is just one example. There is 
another example. So many products 
have a piece of foreign content. That 
is true of 50 or 75 percent of the vehi
cles in this country. I have been with 
the gentleman fighting for more 
American, domestic content. But if we 
take the position that not a single 
dollar here could ever be used to buy 
any product that has any bit of for
eign product-what we are essentially 
saying to the other countries is: 

Forget about our insistence, yours and 
mine, that you open up your markets. Not 
only Japanese but French and German and 
the rest, to our products, because we are 
closing our markets to yours. 

I think it undercuts our whole effort 
for reciprocity. It undercuts it. I think 
we ought to find a better vehicle to 
carry that out. I hope the gentleman 
finds a way to send that message that 
I agree with for reciprocity and not 
this message. 

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

Mr. LEVIN of Michigan. I yield to 
the gentleman from Ohio. 

Mr. TRAFICANT. I thank the gen
tleman for yielding. 

Mr. Chairman, I would like the 
theory of reciprocity, but I think reci
procity should start at home. You 
have been on the forefront and you 
have been fighting, and I do not mean 
to have an engagement with the gen
tleman here today that makes it look 
like you are not sensitive to this prob
lem we have in our manufacturing 
sector. 

I am saying that charity starts at 
home; reciprocity starts at home, and 
we should send a signal today around 
the world: "You get fair with us, and 
we will get a little bit fair with you, be
cause we are going to tighten our 
ship." 

Mr. LEVIN of Michigan. What I am 
afraid it does is to send not that mes
sage but the message that we are clos
ing our doors to you so therefore you 
can close your doors to us. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentle
man from Ohio [Mr. TRAFICANT]. 

The question was taken; and the 
Chairman announced that the noes 
appeared to have it. 

RECORDED VOTE 

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

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

device, and there were-ayes 133, noes 
281, not voting 17, as follows 

Ackerman 
Alexander 
Annunzio 
Applegate 
Bennett 
Bentley 
Bevill 
Biaggi 
Bonior <MI> 
Brown <CA> 
Bryant 
Carr 
Chapman 
Clay 
Coble 
Coleman <MO> 
Coleman <TX> 
Collins 
Conte 
Conyers 
Coyne 
Crockett 
Daniel 
Davis 
Derrick 
Dingell 
Donnelly 
Dowdy 
Dymally 
Eckart <OH> 
Eckert <NY> 
Edgar 
Emerson 
Erdreich 
Feighan 
Flippo 
Florio 
Foglietta 
Ford<MI> 

[Roll No. 2681 
AYES-133 

Ford CTN> 
Frost 
Garcia 
Gaydos 
Gilman 
Gonzalez 
Goodling 
Gray <IL> 
Hall <OH> 
Hall, Ralph 
Hawkins 
Hayes 
Hefner 
Hendon 
Hertel 
Howard 
Hubbard 
Hunter 
Jacobs 
Jenkins 
Jones <NC> 
Jones <TN> 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Kil dee 
Kindness 
Kolter 
Latta 
Leath CTX) 
Leland 
Lipinski 
Lujan 
Luken 
Manton 
Martinez 
Mavroules 
McDade 
McEwen 
Mica 

Mikulski 
Miller<OH> 
Mitchell 
Moakley 
Mollohan 
Murphy 
Murtha 
Natcher 
Neal 
Nichols 
Nowak 
Oakar 
Oberstar 
Owens 
Pepper 
Perkins 
Price 
Rahall 
Rangel 
Regula 
Rinaldo 
Ritter 
Robinson 
Rogers 
Rose 
Russo 
Savage 
Schumer 
Seiberling 
Sharp 
Shelby 
Shuster 
Sikorski 
Smith <NJ> 
Snyder 
Solomon 
Staggers 
Stokes 
Tallon 
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Taylor 
Torres 
Towns 
Traficant 
Traxler 
Visclosky 

Akaka 
Anderson 
Andrews 
Anthony 
Archer 
Armey 
Asp in 
Atkins 
Au Coin 
Badham 
Barnard 
Bartlett 
Barton 
Bateman 
Bates 
Beilenson 
Bereuter 
Berman 
Biliraki.& 
Billey 
Boehlert 
Boggs 
Boland 
Boner<TN> 
Bonker 
Borski 
Bosco 
Boucher 
Boulter 
Boxer 
Brooks 
Broomfield 
Brown<CO> 
Bruce 
Burton <CA> 
Burton <IN> 
Bustamante 
Byron 
Callahan 
Carper 
Chandler 
Chappell 
Chappie 
Cheney 
Clinger 
Coats 
Cobey 
Coelho 
Combest 
Cooper 
Coughlin 
Courter 
Craig 
Crane 
Dannemeyer 
Darden 
Daschle 
Daub 
De Lay 
Dell urns 
De Wine 
Dickinson 
Dicks 
DioGuardi 
Dixon 
Dorgan<ND> 
Dornan<CA> 
Downey 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Durbin 
Dwyer 
Dyson 
Early 
Edwards <CA> 
Edwards <OK> 
English 
Evans <IA> 
Evans <IL> 
Fascell 
Fawell 
Fazio 
Fields 
Fish 
Foley 
Frank 
Franklin 

Volkmer 
Waldon 
Walgren 
Weaver 
Whitley 
Wilson 

NOES-281 

Wise 
Wolpe 
Yatron 
Young<MO> 

Frenzel Moody 
Fuqua Moorhead 
Gallo Morrison <CT> 
Gejdenson Morrison <WA> 
Gekas Mrazek 
Gephardt Myers 
Gibbons Nelson 
Gingrich Nielson 
Glickman Obey 
Gordon Olin 
Gradison Ortiz 
Gray <PA> Oxley 
Green Packard 
Gregg Panetta 
Guarini Parris 
Hamilton Pease 
Hammerschmidt Penny 
Hansen Petri 
Hatcher Pickle 
Henry Porter 
Hiler Pursell 
Hillis Quillen 
Holt Ray 
Hopkins Reid 
Horton Richardson 
Hoyer Ridge 
Huckaby Roberts 
Hughes Rodino 
Hutto Roe 
Hyde Roemer 
Ireland Rostenkowski 
Jeffords Roth 
Johnson Roukema 
Jones <OK> Rowland <CT> 
Kasich Rowland <GA> 
Kastenmeier Roybal 
Kemp Rudd 
Kennelly Sabo 
Kleczka. Saxton 
Kolbe Schaefer 
Kostmayer Scheuer 
Kramer Schneider 
LaFalce Schroeder 
Lagomarsino Schuette 
Lantos Schulze 
Leach <IA> Sensenbrenner 
Lehman <CA> Shaw 
Lehman <FL> Shumway 
Lent Siljander 
Levin <MI> Sisisky 
Levine <CA> Skeen 
Lewis <CA> Skelton 
Lewis <FL> Slattery 
Lightfoot Slaughter 
Livingston Smith <FL> 
Lloyd Smith <IA> 
Loeffler Smith <NE> 
Long Smith, Denny 
Lott <OR> 
Lowery <CA> Smith, Robert 
Lowry <WA> <NH> 
Lungren Smith, Robert 
Mack <OR> 
Madigan Snowe 
Markey Solarz 
Marlenee Spence 
Martin <IL> Spratt 
Martin <NY> St Germain 
Matsui Stallings 
Mazzoli Stangeland 
McCain Stark 
McCandless Stenholm 
McColl um Strang 
Mc Curdy Stratton 
McGrath Studds 
McHugh Stump 
McKernan Sundquist 
McKinney Sweeney 
McMillan Swift 
Meyers Swindall 
Michel Synar 
Miller <CA> Tauke 
Miller <WA> Tauzin 
Mineta Thomas <CA> 
Molinari Thomas <GA> 
Monson Torricelli 
Montgomery Udall 

71-059 0-87-12 (Pt. 13) 

Vander Jagt 
Vento 
Vucanovich 
Walker 
Watkins 
Waxman 
Weber 
Weiss 

Wheat 
Whitehurst 
Whittaker 
Whitten 
Williams 
Wirth 
Wolf 
Wortley 

Wright 
Wyden 
Wylie 
Yates 
Young<AK> 
Young<FL> 
Zschau 

NOT VOTING-17 
Barnes 
Bedell 
Breaux 
Campbell 
Carney 
de la Garza 

Fiedler 
Fowler 
Grotberg 
Gunderson 
Hartnett 
Lundine 

D 2025 

MacKay 
Mccloskey 
Moore 
Pashayan 
Valentine 

Mrs. BOXER and Mrs. JOHNSON 
changed their votes from "aye" to 
"no." 

Mr. MICA and Mr. COBLE changed 
their votes from "no" to "aye." 

So the amendment was rejected. 
The result of the vote was an

nounced as above recorded. 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. ARMEY 

Mr. ARMEY. Mr. Chairman, I offer 
an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. ARMEY: Page 

60, after line 22, insert the following new 
section: 

SEc. 333. Notwithstanding any other pro
vision of this Act, each amount appropri
ated or otherwise made available by this Act 
which is not required to be appropriated or 
otherwise made available by a provision of 
law is reduced by 1.23 percent. 

Mr. ARMEY. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent that debate on 
this amendment and any amendments 
thereto be limited to 10 minutes. 

I further request that the 10 min
utes be equally divided between myself 
and the distinguished gentleman from 
Florida [Mr. LEHMAN], the chairman 
of the subcommittee. 

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

There was no objection. 
The CHAIRMAN. The time is divid

ed, the gentleman from Texas [Mr. 
ARMEY] to be recognized for 5 minutes 
and the gentleman from Florida [Mr. 
LEHMAN] to be recognized for 5 min
utes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Texas [Mr. ARMEY]. 

Mr. ARMEY. Mr. Chairman, I would 
like to preface my comments by advis
ing the body that I will call for a re
corded vote. I do so because we have 
spent some 3 hours on legislation with 
two recorded votes and we are just mo
ments away from final passage. Most 
of the body is here; otherwise, I might 
not be doing that. 

This amendment is a simple and 
straightforward amendment. My rhe
torical and persuasive abilities will 
have little bearing on the outcome. 

We are at the point we seem to 
reach in every appropriation bill 
before all the legislative debate. We 
had made several efforts to cut by line 
item cuts in the bill. All were defeated. 

This gives me no choice but to off er an 
across-the-board cut at this point. 

We want to cut discretionary spend
ing by 1.23 percent. It would cut 
$312,668,000 in budget authority from 
the bill, bringing the appropriation in 
line with the postsequester for the 
fiscal year 1986 appropriation. 

I urge my colleagues to enact this 
freeze amendment. 

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

Mr. ARMEY. I yield to the gentle
man from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. WALKER TO THE 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. ARMEY 

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Chairman, I 
off er an amendment to the amend
ment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. WALKER to the 

amendment offered by Mr. ARMEY: After 
the word "percent" strike the period and 
add "except for those funds specified on 
page 4, line 11 of the bill." 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Pennsylvania [Mr. WALKER] will 
have to get his time from the gentle
man from Texas [Mr. ARMEY]. 

Mr. ARMEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
1 minute to the gentleman from Penn
sylvania [Mr. WALKER]. 

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Chairman, I will 
take 1 minute to explain to the body 
that my amendment to the gentle
man's amendment exempts the drug 
interdiction program of the Coast 
Guard from the provisions of the dis
cretionary cut, so that in voting for 
my amendment what you are doing is 
voting to exempt the drug interdiction 
program from the across-the-board 
cut. 

Mr. ARMEY. Mr. Chairman, I would 
be happy to accept the gentleman's 
amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentle
man from Florida wish to address the 
amendment? 

Mr. LEHMAN of Florida. No, Mr. 
Chairman, I do not. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentle
man from Pennsylvania [Mr. WALKER] 
to the amendment offered by the gen
tleman from Texas [Mr. ARMEY]. 

The amendment to the amendment 
was agreed to. 

Mr. ARMEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
1 minute to the gentleman from Cali
fornia [Mr. HUNTER]. 

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding. 

I support the gentleman's amend
ment, as I have a number of amend
ments that the gentleman has offered 
today, because he has attempted to 
inject some discipline into this budget 
process that is leading us right now 
down the path toward sequestration. 

I would simply remind my colleagues 
that even if we came up with the num-



18220 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE July 30, 1986 
bers that the committees are coming 
back with in reconciliation and even if 
we sell Conrail twice, we are heading 
toward sequestration. It is only by 
coming up with some amendments like 
the ones the gentleman from Texas 
[Mr. ARMEYl has been offering us that 
we are going to be able to avoid that 
sequestration by coming in at 154 less 
in deficits. 

I commend the gentleman. He has 
been courageous all day and I support 
him on his amendment. 

Mr. ARMEY. Mr. Chairman, I re
serve the balance of my time. 

Mr. LEHMAN of Florida. Mr. Chair
man, I yield myself 2 minutes. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to 
the amendment. 

This bill is within our subcommit
tee's discretionary 302(b) allocation 
for new budget authority. In addition, 
if you consider all the funds provided 
for similar activities in fiscal year 
1986, this bill is below the fiscal year 
1986 level. To state that this bill is 
more than fiscal year 1986, one has to 
ignore the $456,625,000 provided for 
Coast Guard programs and activities 
in the Department of Defense Appro
priations Act for 1986. I do not believe 
it is appropriate to ignore these 1986 
funds. We have received no indication 
that any similar funding will be pro
vided for the Coast Guard in the fiscal 
year 1987 Department of Defense Ap
propriations Act. Therefore, this bill is 
below the fiscal year 1986 level provid
ed for similar activities. 

Mr. Chairman, although a 1.23-per
cent reduction sounds like a relatively 
insignificant sum, I just want the 
Members to know what this amend
ment would mean. 

This amendment would require a 
$34.4 million cut in FAA operations
that is money needed to run one air 
traffic control system. A cut of this 
size would essentially eliminate the 
committee increase for additional air 
traffic controllers and aviation safety 
inspectors. This is not the time to cut 
either of the activities. 

The amendment would also require 
a $24.6 million cut in mass transit for
mula grants. These grants are for 
public transportation in both urban 
and rural areas throughout the coun
try. 

These are but a few of the programs 
that would be hurt by such an amen
dent. 

Mr. Chairman, this bill is within our 
discretionary 302(b) budget authority 
allocation. It is less than the amount 
provided for similar programs in fiscal 
year 1986. 

I urge a "no" vote on the amend
ment. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 minutes to 
my colleague, the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania CMr. COUGHLIN]. 

Mr. COUGHLIN. Mr. Chairman, as 
the gentleman from Florida [Mr. 
LEHMAN] has correctly pointed out, 

this bill is below the 302(b) allocation. 
It is below last year. 

In outlays, it is half a billion dollars 
below the 302(b) allocation and with 
respect to last year it is $657 million 
below, more than half a billion dollars 
below what we had last year. 

We just have been talking about air 
safety. We have been talking about air 
traffic controllers. We have been talk
ing about inspectors. What are we 
going to do now, cut them all, cut the 
things we were just talking about and 
have air safety, have Coast Guard 
safety, for all these programs we are 
now going to cut money out of them? 
That would be the height of idiocy as 
I see it. 

I hope the House will vote down this 
amendment. 

Mr. ARMEY. Mr. Chairman, accord
ing to the testimony given by the 
chairman of the Budget Committee 
before the Government Operations 
Committee just last week, if we meet 
all our 302(b) obligations, we will still 
face a Gramm-Rudman sequestration 
of $25 billion. That Gramm-Rudman 
sequestration train is rolling down the 
track. When it gets here, I want to tell 
my constituents who are in favor of a 
strong defense that I tried to do some
thing to avoid the problem. 

I want to tell my constituents who 
are facing losing their retirement 
COLA that I tried to do something to 
avoid it. 

If we do not do something, if we do 
not act now and make judicious cuts 
now, we will face a Gramm-Rudman 
meat cleaver that will cut everything. 
These programs will not be exempt. 
They will be cut and they will be cut 
worse by the $10 billion bonus in cuts 
that is forced by sequestration. 

It is time this body either faces the 
music now or swallow a mean and 
bitter pill later this year. 

I urge the body to vote for a respon
sible cut in spending. 

Mr. LEHMAN of Florida. Mr. Chair
man, I yield my final minute to the 
gentleman from Kansas [Mr. GLICK
MAN]. 

Mr. GLICKMAN. Mr. Chairman, for 
all those of you who fly and for the 
millions of people who fly in this 
country, I want you to know that this 
amendment would cut $35 million out 
of the operation of the FAA, which 
has been frozen since last year. That 
means $35 million fewer numbers of 
inspectors who inspect all the airlines 
that we fly, both new and old airlines, 
deregulated carriers as well as older 
carriers. 

It means $35 million less worth of 
controllers .. 

Air safety is probably the most im
portant function of government. Drug 
interdiction is, but so is the fact that 
our airplanes must be safe. The ability 
of our planes to fly in a safe manner is 
as important to our constituents as 
anything else. 

If you vote for this amendment, as 
far as I am concerned, you are voting 
against air safety. 

Vote "no" on the amendment. 

D 2040 
The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 

the amendment offered by the gentle
man from Texas CMr. AR.MEY], as 
amended. 

The question was taken; and the 
Chairman announced that the noes 
appeared to have it. 

RECORDED VOTE 

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

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

device, and there were-ayes 143, noes 
270, not voting 18, as follows: 

[Roll No. 269] 

AYES-143 
Archer Hansen Porter 
Armey Hartnett Ray 
Bad.ham Hendon Ritter 
Bartlett Henry Roberts 
Barton Hiler Roemer 
Bilirakis Hillis Roth 
Bliley Hopkins Roukema 
Boehlert Hubbard Rudd 
Boulter Huckaby Saxton 
Broomfield Hunter Schneider 
Brown<CO> Hutto Schuette 
Burton <IN> Hyde Schulze 
Callahan Ireland Sensenbrenner 
Carper Kasi ch Sharp 
Chandler Kemp Shaw 
Chappie Kindness Shumway 
Cheney Kolbe Shuster 
Clinger Kramer Siljander 
Coats Lagomarsino Skelton 
Cobey Latta Slaughter 
Coble Leach <IA> SmithCNE> 
Combest Lightfoot Smith, Denny 
Craig Lloyd <OR> 
Crane Loeffler Smith, Robert 
Daniel Lott CNH> 
Dannemeyer Lujan Smith, Robert 
Daschle Lungren <OR> 
Daub Mack Snyder 
De Lay Martin CIL> Solomon 
Derrick McCain Spence 
De Wine McCandless Stange land 
DornanCCA> Mccloskey Stenholm 
Dreier McColl um Strang 
Dyson McEwen Stump 
Eckert <NY> McKernan Sundquist 
Evans CIA> McMillan Sweeney 
Fawell Meyers Swindall 
Fields Michel Tauke 
Franklin MillerCOH> Tauzin 
Frenzel MillerCWA> ThomasCCA> 
Gallo Monson VanderJagt 
Gekas Moorhead Walker 
Gingrich Morrison <WA> Weber 
Goodling Nichols Whitehurst 
Gradison Nielson Wortley 
Gregg Oxley Wylie 
Hall com Packard Young<FL> 
Hall, Ralph Penny Zschau 
Hamilton Petri 

NOES-270 
Ackerman Bennett Brown<CA> 
Akaka Bentley Bruce 
Alexander Bereuter Bryant 
Anderson Berman Burton<CA> 
Andrews Bevill Bustamante 
Annunzio Biaggi Byron 
Anthony Boggs Carr 
Applegate Boland Chapman 
As pin Boner CTN> Chappell 
Atkins Bonior <MD Clay 
Au Coin Borski Coelho 
Barnard Bosco Coleman <MO> 
Bateman Boucher Coleman <TX> 
Bates Boxer Collins 
Beilenson Brooks Conte 
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Conyers Kennelly 
Cooper Kildee 
Coughlin Kleczka 
Coyne Kolter 
Crockett Kostmayer 
Darden La.Falce 
Da~s Lantos 
Dellums Leath <TX> 
Dickinson Lehman <CA> 
Dicks Lehman <FL> 
Dingell Leland 
DioGuardi Lent 
Dixon Le~ <MU 
Donnelly Le~e <CA> 
Dorgan <ND> Lewis CCA> 
Dowdy Lewis <FL> 
Downey Lipinski 
Duncan Livingston 
Durbin Long 
Dwyer Lowery <CA> 
Dymally Lowry <WA> 
Early Luken 
Eckart <OH> Madigan 
Edwards CCA> Manton 
Edwards COK> Markey 
Emerson Marlenee 
English , Martin <NY> 
Erdreich Martinez 
Evans <IL> Matsui 
Fascell Mavroules 
Fazio Mazzoli 
Feighan Mccurdy 
Fish McDade 
Flippo McGrath 
Florio McHugh 
Foglietta McKinney 
Foley Mica 
Ford CMI> Mikulski 
Ford CTN> Miller <CA> 
Frank Mineta 
Frost Mitchell 
Fuqua Moakley 
Garcia Molinari 
Gaydos Mollohan 
Gejdenson Montgomery 
Gephardt Moody 
Gibbons Morrison <CT> 
Gilman Mrazek 
Glickman Murphy 
Gonzalez Murtha 
Gordon Myers 
Gray <IL> Natcher 
Green Neal 
Guarini Nelson 
Hammerschmidt Nowak 
Hatcher Oakar 
Hawkins Oberstar 
Hayes Obey 
Hefner Olin 
Hertel Ortiz 
Holt Owens 
Horton Panetta 
Howard Parris 
Hoyer Pease 
Hughes Pepper 
Jacobs Perkins 
Jeffords Pic.kle 
Jenkins Price 
Johnson Pursell 
Jones <NC> Quillen 
Jones <OK> Rahall 
Jones <TN> Rangel 
KanJorski Regula 
Kaptur Reid 
Kastenmeier Richardson 

Ridge 
Rinaldo 
Robinson 
Rodino 
Roe 
Rogers 
Rose 
Rostenkowski 
Rowland <CT> 
Rowland <GA> 
Roybal 
Russo 
Sabo 
Savage 
Schaefer 
Scheuer 
Schroeder 
Schumer 
Seiberling 
Shelby 
Sikorski 
Sisisky 
Skeen 
Slattery 
Smith <FL> 
Smith <IA> 
SmithCNJ> 
Snowe 
Solarz 
Spratt 
St Germain 
Staggers 
Stallings 
Stark 
Stokes 
Stratton 
Studds 
Swift 
Synar 
Tallon 
Taylor 
Thomas<GA> 
Torres 
Torricelli 
Towns 
Traficant 
Traxler 
Udall 
Valentine 
Vento 
Visclosky 
Volkmer 
Vucanovich 
Waldon 
Walgren 
Watkins 
Waxman 
Weaver 
Weiss 
Wheat 
Whitley 
Whittaker 
Whitten 
Williams 
Wilson 
Wirth 
Wise 
Wolf 
Wolpe 
Wright 
Wyden 
Yates 
Yatron 
Young<AK> 
Young<MO> 

NOT VOTING-18 
Barnes 
Bedell 
Bonker 
Breaux 
Campbell 
Carney 

Courter 
de la Garza 
Edgar 
Fiedler 
Fowler 
Gray CPA> 

0 2050 

Grotberg 
Gunderson 
Lundine 
Mac Kay 
Moore 
Pas hay an 

Mr. ACKERMAN and Mr. NEAL 
changed their votes from "aye" to 
"no." 

Mrs. LLOYD and Mr. 
changed their votes from 
"aye." 

GEKAS 
"no" to 

So the amendment, was rejected. 

The result of the vote was an
nounced as above recorded. 

Mr. FIELDS. Mr. Chairman, I commend the 
appropriations committee for its continued 
support of the modernization of the U.S. 
weather radar system. 

This bill contains $88 million for the pro
curement of NEXRAD weather radar systems 
for 14 airports which experience turbulent 
weather conditions. One of the airports, Hous
ton Intercontinental, is located in my district. 

As my colleagues may be aware, our cur
rent weather system, built in the late 1950's, 
is dangerously outdated. Our current system is 
dangerously outdated because it does not 
have the capability of detecting windshear. 

I remember all to clearly the tragic Delta ac
cident in Dallas last summer which took the 
lives of all but 29 of that flight's 163 passen
gers. Windshear almost certainly was the cul
prit. High fatalities also resulted in windshear 
accidents at Kennedy Airport in 1975 and at 
the New Orleans Airport in 1982. According to 
a study done by the National Academy of Sci
ences, between 1964 and 1982, windshear re
sulted in 27 airplane incidents or accidents. 

The new generation of weather radars can 
prevent potential future tragedies like the 
Dallas, New Orleans, and New York tragedies 
from ever occurring. The NEXRAD radar can 
detect microbursts, the most threatening type 
of windshear, as well as other threatening 
weather conditions. Although the NEXRAD 
radar was built to detect weather patterns 
while a plane is enroute, the radar can be 
adapted to monitor weather disturbances 
during flight landings and takeoffs-when 
windshear conditions are most dangerous. 

I am pleased that the committee recognizes 
that the detection of windshear is so vital that 
we should not wait for the deployment of the 
doppler weather radar. 

When the doppler weather radar is ready to 
be deployed, the NEXRAD weather radars will 
be redeployed to detect inflight weather condi
tions, as it was originally intended. The tempo
rary deployment of NEXRAD radars to provide 
windshear information and other critical 
weather information is a cost-effective solu
tion. But, more importantly, it is a solution 
which may save hundreds of American lives. 

Mr. DREIER of California. Mr. Chairman, 
debate over funding for a project crucial to 
residents of southern California is conspicu
ously absent from today's consideration of ap
propriations for Federal transportation pro
grams. That project is, of course, the Los An
geles Metro Rail System, and the lack of chal
lenge to funding for the project contained in 
this bill is as significant as any of the numer
ous hurdles Metro Rail has overcome. This 
important link in southern California's develop
ment is finally becoming a reality. 

I stated some years ago that Metro Rail 
was quite possibly the best use of Federal 
public transportation dollars, and my support 
for the project has only strengthened. The 
need for this system has increased with every 
day that has passed. The traffic problem in 
downtown Los Angeles has certainly not gone 
away, nor has the rapid development of com
mercial space abated. No one believes that 
an 18-mile rail system can solve all the transit 
problems of a city as large and complex as 

Los Angeles. But that system will be the linch
pin of a truly modern transit system which will 
serve commuters for decades to come. 

Metro Rail has solved every challenge to its 
construction, and outlasted every delay. The 
Los Angeles business community's support for 
this project, which includes the highest private 
funding participation of any mass transit 
project, has endured. And today, Congress is 
holding up its part of the bargain. Metro Rail is 
finally on the way. 

Mrs. COLLINS. Mr. Chairman, I rise in sup
port of H.R. 5205, Department of Transporta
tion Appropriations for fiscal 1987. 

The Appropriations Committee, and espe
cially the gentleman from Florida [Mr. 
LEHMAN], have done an exceptional job in 
fashioning this bill. 

I have two quick comments to make on 
items of special interest to me and my Gov
ernment Activities and Transportation Sub
committee. 

The first comment is on this legislation's 
provision to direct the Amtrak inspector gener
al to investigate claims of employee abuse. 
For the past 2 years, my subcommittee has 
investigated claims that Amtrak management 
has systemmatically violated fair-employment 
practices. We have been only partially suc
cessful in forcing Amtrak management to ad
dress this problem. Their reaction, overall, has 
been to wait for this attention to management 
terror to die down. 

Mr. Chairman, the Appropriations Commit
tee, with their bill, has sent an unmistakable 
signal to Amtrak management. The employee 
grievance procedures and equitable dismissal 
policies are being watched carefully. I com
mend Congressman LEHMAN and his subcom
mittee for their efforts. 

Let me mention a second provision on this 
bill which also deserves support. H.R. 2505 
provides for a Department of Transportation 
study of the flow of hazardous materials on 
our Nation's highways. I will not go into great 
detail here today, except to say that this study 
is badly needed and the Appropriations Com
mittee is to be commended for recognizing 
that need. 

Federal policy toward emergency prepared
ness for hazardous materials transportation 
accidents has essentially been to let States 
and localities fend for themselves. Since so 
much of this dangerous cargo moves inter
state, a clear Federal role exists in informing 
States and localities about the types and fre
quency of hazardous material moving in their 
community. With this information, then, States 
and localities can better prepare for any emer
gencies. They can better target resources. 
They can avoid having to set-up unnecessary 
emergency equipment. 

Mr. Chairman, a hazardous material flow 
study is long overdue. It will not be expensive, 
yet it can save lives and property. Hearings by 
my subcommittee and by other subcommit
tees have documented the need for a Federal 
census of hazardous cargo. 

I support these provisions as well as the 
entire bill. 

I urge its adoption. 
Mr. RAHALL. Mr. Chairman, today I rise in 

strong support of H.R. 5205, Transportation 
Appropriations for fiscal year 1987. Included in 
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the legislation are appropriations for many 
programs which are of great importance not 
only to my State of West Virginia but to the 
entire Nation. Among the highlights of the bill 
are funding for the Federal Aviation Adminis
tration, obligations for Federal-aid highways, 
funding for the urban mass transportation for
mula grant program, and obligations for the 
discretionary grant program of the Urban 
Mass Transportation Administration. There is 
a general provision of H.R. 5205 which pro
vides that the air traffic controllers who were 
fired as a result of the 1981 strike shall not, 
as a whole, be barred from reemployment as 
air traffic controllers. Another general provi
sion prohibits the take-off and landing of any 
foreign air carrier aircraft owned directly or in
directly by the South African Government or 
by South African nationals. 

The bill also includes funding for Amtrak; in
cluded is a total of $613 million for grants to 
Amtrak. Although President Reagan has con
sistently proposed the elimination of Federal 
aid to Amtrak, the Congress has repeatedly 
rejected his proposals. It is expected that this 
funding level will allow for the continuation of 
all existing routes and services. This includes 
the Cardinal line which runs through southern 
West Virginia and provides one of the only 
means of transportation for many in that area. 
We have suffered the loss of bus service and 
other essential transportation systems 
throughout West Virginia and cannot afford a 
loss of Amtrak services. I strongly support this 
funding provision of the bill. 

Mr. LEHMAN of Florida. Mr. Chair
man, I move that the Committee do 
now rise and report the bill back to 
the House with sundry amendments, 
with the recommendation that the 
amendments be agreed to and that the 
bill, as amended, do pass. 

The motion was agreed to. 
Accordingly the Committee rose; 

and the Speaker pro tempo re [Mr. 
BROWN of California] having assumed 
the chair, Mr. PANETTA, 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. 5205) 
making appropriations for the Depart
ment of Transportation and related 
agencies for the fiscal year ending 
September 30, 1987, and for other pur
poses, had directed him to report the 
bill back to the House with sundry 
amendments, with the recommenda
tion that the amendments be agreed 
to and that the bill, as amended, do 
pass. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu
ant to House Resolution 507, an 
amendment striking the colon and all 
that follows on page 23, line 19 
through line 25 and inserting a period 
in lieu thereof is considered as having 
been agreed to. 

Without objection, the previous 
question is ordered. 

There was no objection. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is a 

separate vote demanded on any 
amendment? If not, the Chair will put 
them en gros. 

The amendments were agreed to. 

D 2100 
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. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the passage of the bill. 

The question was taken; and the 
Speaker pro tempore announced that 
the ayes appeared to have it. 

RECORDED VOTE 

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Speaker, I 
demand a recorded vote. 

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

device, and there were-ayes 329, noes 
87, not voting 15, as follows: 

Ackerman 
Akaka 
Alexander 
Anderson 
Andrews 
Annunzio 
Anthony 
Applegate 
Asp in 
Atkins 
Au Coin 
Barnard 
Bateman 
Bates 
Beilenson 
Bennett 
Bentley 
Bereuter 
Berman 
Bevill 
Biaggi 
Bilirakis 
Bliley 
Boehlert 
Boggs 
Boland 
Boner CTN> 
Bonior <MI> 
Bonker 
Borski 
Bosco 
Boucher 
Boxer 
Brooks 
Broomfield 
Brown <CA> 
Bruce 
Bryant 
BurtonCCA> 
Bustamante 
Byron 
Callahan 
Carper 
Carr 
Chandler 
Chapman 
Chappell 
Clay 
Clinger 
Cobey 
Coble 
Coelho 
Coleman <MO> 
Coleman <TX> 
Collins 
Conte 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Coughlin 
Courter 
Coyne 
Crockett 
Daniel 
Darden 
Daschle 

[Roll No. 2701 

AYES-329 
Davis Howard 
Dell urns Hoyer 
Derrick Huckaby 
Dickinson Hughes 
Dicks Hutto 
Dingell Jacobs 
DioGuardi Jeffords 
Dixon Jenkins 
Donnelly Johnson 
Dorgan <ND> Jones <NC> 
Dowdy Jones <OK> 
Downey Jones CTN> 
Duncan Kanjorski 
Durbin Kaptur 
Dwyer Kasi ch 
Dymally Kastenmeier 
Dyson Kemp 
Early Kennelly 
Eckart <OH> Kildee 
Edwards <CA) Kleczka 
Edwards <OK> Kolter 
Emerson Kostmayer 
English Kramer 
Erdreich LaFalce 
Evans <IL> Lantos 
Fascell Leath <TX> 
Fazio Lehman CCA> 
Feighan Lehman <FL> 
Flippo Leland 
Florio Lent 
Foglietta Levin <MI> 
Foley Levine <CA> 
Ford <MI> Lewis CCA> 
Ford CTN> Lewis <FL> 
Frank Lipinski 
Franklin Livingston 
Frost Lloyd 
Fuqua Loeffler 
Gallo Long 
Garcia Lowery CCAl 
Gaydos Lowry <WA> 
Gejdenson Luken 
Gekas Madigan 
Gephardt Manton 
Gibbons Markey 
Gilman Martin <NY> 
Glickman Martinez 
Goodling Matsui 
Gordon Mavroules 
Gray <IL> Mazzoli 
Gray CPA> McCain 
Green Mccloskey 
Guarini McColl um 
Hall <OH> Mccurdy 
Hamilton McDade 
Hammerschmidt McGrath 
Hatcher McHugh 
Hawkins McKernan 
Hayes McKinney 
Hefner McMillan 
Hendon Mica 
Henry Michel 
Hillis Mikulski 
Holt Miller CCA> 
Horton Mine ta 

Mitchell 
Moakley 
Molinari 
Mollohan 
Montgomery 
Moody 
Morrison <CT> 
Morrison <WA> 
Mrazek 
Murphy 
Murtha 
Myers 
Natcher 
Neal 
Nelson 
Nichols 
Nowak 
Oakar 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olin 
Ortiz 
Owens 
Panetta 
Parris 
Pashayan 
Pease 
Pepper 
Perkins 
Pickle 
Porter 
Price 
Pursell 
Quillen 
Rahall 
Rangel 
Regula 
Reid 
Richardson 
Ridge 
Rinaldo 
Ritter 
Robinson 
Rodino 
Roe 

Archer 
Armey 
Badham 
Bartlett 
Barton 
Boulter 
BrownCCOl 
Burton <IN> 
Campbell 
Chappie 
Cheney 
Coats 
Combest 
Craig 
Crane 
Dannemeyer 
Daub 
DeLay 
De Wine 
Dornan CCA> 
Dreier 
Eckert <NY> 
Evans CIA> 
Fawell 
Fields 
Frenzel 
Gingrich 
Gonzalez 
Gradison 
Gregg 

Roemer 
Rogers 
Rose 
Rostenkowski 
Roth 
Roukema 
Rowland <CT> 
Rowland <GA> 
Roybal 
Russo 
Sabo 
Savage 
Saxton 
Schaefer 
Scheuer 
Schneider 
Schroeder 
Schuette 
Schulze 
Schumer 
Seiberling 
Sharp 
Shaw 
Shelby 
Sikorski 
Sisisky 
Skeen 
Skelton 
Slattery 
SmithCFL> 
Smith CIA> 
Smith CNE) 
Smith CNJl 
Smith, Robert 

COR> 
Sn owe 
Snyder 
Solarz 
Spratt 
St Germain 
Staggers 
Stallings 
Stangeland 
Stark 
Stokes 

NOES-87 
Hall, Ralph 
Hansen 
Hartnett 
Hertel 
Hiler 
Hopkins 
Hubbard 
Hunter 
Hyde 
Ireland 
Kindness 
Kolbe 
Lagomarsino 
Latta 
Leach <IA> 
Lightfoot 
Lott 
Lujan 
Lungren 
Mack 
Marlenee 
Martin <IL> 
McCandless 
Meyers 
Miller <OH> 
MillerCWAl 
Monson 
Moorhead 
Nielson 
Oxley 

Stratton 
Studds 
Sundquist 
Swift 
Synar 
Tallon 
Tauzin 
Taylor 
ThomasCGA> 
Torres 
Torricelli 
Towns 
Traficant 
Traxler 
Udall 
Valentine 
VanderJagt 
Vento 
Visclosky 
Volkmer 
Vucanovich 
Waldon 
Walgren 
Watkins 
Waxman 
Weaver 
Weiss 
Wheat 
Whitley 
Whitten 
Williams 
Wilson 
Wirth 
Wise 
Wolf 
Wolpe 
Wortley 
Wright 
Wyden 
Yates 
Yatron 
YoungCAKl 
Young<FL> 
YoungCMO> 
ZSchau 

Packard 
Penny 
Petri 
Ray 
Roberts 
Rudd 
Sensenbrenner 
Shumway 
Shuster 
Siljander 
Slaughter 
Smith, Denny 

<OR> 
Smith, Robert 

CNHl 
Solomon 
Spence 
Stenholm 
Strang 
Stump 
Sweeney 
Swindall 
Tauke 
ThomasCCA> 
Walker 
Weber 
Whitehurst 
Whittaker 
Wylie 

NOT VOTING-15 

Barnes 
Bedell 
Breaux 
Carney 
de la Garza 

Edgar 
Fiedler 
Fish 
Fowler 
Grotberg 
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So the bill was passed. 

Gunderson 
Lundine 
Mac Kay 
McEwen 
Moore 

The result of the vote was an
nounced as above recorded. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 
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REPORT ON H.R. 5294, TREAS

URY, POSTAL SERVICE, AND 
GENERAL GOVERNMENT AP
PROPRIATION BILL, 1987 
Mr. ROYBAL, from the Committee 

on Appropriations, submitted a privi
leged report <Rept. No. 99-723) on the 
bill <H.R. 5294) making appropriations 
for the Treasury Department, the U.S. 
Postal Service, the Executive Office of 
the President, and certain independ
ent agencies for the fiscal year ending 
September 30, 1987, and for other pur
poses, which was ref erred to the Union 
Calendar and ordered to be printed. 

Mr. SKEEN reserved all points of 
order on the bill. 

REPORT ON RESOLUTION OF IN
QUIRY DIRECTING THE PRESI
DENT TO PROVIDE INFORMA
TION CONCERNING ACTIVITIES 
OF LT. COL. OLIVER NORTH 
REGARDING ASSISTANCE TO 
NICARAGUAN RESISTANCE 
Mr. NICHOLS, from the Committee 

on Armed Services, submitted a privi
leged report <Rept. No. 99-724, Part I) 
on the resolution (H. Res. 485) direct
ing the President to provide to the 
House of Representatives certain in
formation concerning activities of Lt. 
Col. Oliver North or any member of 
the staff of the National Security 
Council in support of the Nicaraguan 
resistance, which was ordered to be 
printed. 

REPORT ON LIBYAN SANCTION 
REGULATIONS OF 1986-MES
SAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT 
OF THE UNITED STATES <H. 
DOC. NO. 99-249) 
The SPEAKER pro tempore <Mr. 

HUTTO) laid before the House the fol
lowing message from the President of 
the United States; which was read and, 
together with the accompanying 
papers, without objection, ref erred to 
the Committee on Foreign Affairs and 
the Committee on Ways and Means 
and ordered to be printed: 

<For message, see proceedings of the 
Senate of today, July 30, 1986.) 

TRIBUTE TO HON. JOHN N. 
DALTON 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
a previous order of the House, the gen
tleman from Virginia [Mr. BATEMAN] is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. BATEMAN. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
in great sorrow to advise my col
leagues of the untimely death at age 
55 of a distinguished son of the Com
monwealth of Virginia who was also 
an outstanding Governor of the Com
monwealth, the Honorable John N. 
Dalton, who lost his courageous strug
gle with cancer earlier today. 

It was my pleasure to have known 
John Dalton in his role as a devoted 

and loving husband and father. The 
quality of his personal family and pro
fessional life was exemplary and car
ried over into his career as a public 
servant. John Dalton and I served to
gether in the General Assembly of Vir
ginia, he as a member of the House of 
Delegates originally, and I as a 
member of the Virginia Senate. 

Later he was elected to the Senate, 
and in 1973 was elected Lieutenant 
Governor of Virginia. In that capacity 
he served as president of the Virginia 
Senate. 

He was an able and an effective leg
islator, presiding officer of the senate, 
and in 1977 the people of Virginia 
elected him Governor of our Common
wealth. 

John served as our Governor with 
great distinction and with the dignity 
and integrity that have so long been 
associated with that high office. 

My personal relationship with John 
Dalton was always a close and friendly 
one. It became even closer during the 
time he served as our Lieutenant Gov
ernor and Governor. 

Along with the many thous.ands of 
his friends, I mourn his passing and 
will miss him greatly. These words are 
grossly inadequate to express the loss 
that I feel and the profound condo
lences I would communicate to my 
dear friend's wife, Eddie, their four 
children, and all the Dalton family. 

0 2125 
Virginia takes pride in John Dalton, 

for he was indeed one of Virginia's 
finest sons. 

TRIBUTE TO BISHOP WILLIAM 
R. JOHNSON 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
a previous order of the House, the gen
tleman from California [Mr. DORNAN] 
is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. DORNAN of California. Mr. 
Speaker, I also rise in sorrow tonight 
because one of the shepherds of the 
Catholic Church in America, our won
derful bishop of the Diocese of Orange 
in California passed away yesterday. 
Bishop Johnson of Orange County 
was truly one of those princes of the 
church who dedicated his entire life to 
the service of others. 

Bishop William R. Johnson went to 
his eternal reward on Monday, July 
28, after a heart attack. He was in
stalled as the first and the only bishop 
of the Diocese of Orange in a ceremo
ny at the Holy Family Cathedral on 
June 19, 1976, after that diocese had 
been carved out of the massive and 
growing Diocese of Los Angeles, the 
largest Catholic diocese in the United 
States. 

In 10 years, with the continued rapid 
growth of Orange County, Bishop 
Johnson utilized a management style 
that encourage those around him to 
participate actively in the administra-

tion of his diocese. He was always 
ready to listen to new ideas and to put 
those ideas to work for the benefit of 
his See. 

He was a very warm and friendly 
and a relaxed person. I recall him 
saying, "It is just not enough to know 
the formulas; you have to do some
thing and to be someone." Well, 
Bishop Johnson certainly made his 
mark. He has been an inspiration to 
all those who knew him. 

He was not only a friend to the 
Roman Catholic community, but to 
the poor and to the immigrant com
munity of all backgrounds in Orange 
County. One of his pet projects was 
the establishment of subsidized hous
ing for poor seniors. He was also very 
concerned with the youth of our 
county, as demonstrated by the Youth 
Ministries Program developed in each 
one of his parishes. 

Bishop Johnson's dedication started 
at a very early age. He attended St. Ig
natius Roman Catholic Church and its 
elementary school in Highlands Park. 
At that time he decided to become a 
priest because, "the priests in my 
parish were happy men," he said. 

If you will forgive me an aside, it is 
probably they were not dabbling in 
politics. In those days when he was a 
young man, the focus was on the city 
of God, not the city of man. 

After graduating from Los Angeles 
in 1938, Bill Johnson attended St. Pat
rick's Seminary in Menlo Park, and 
then on to St. John's Seminary in Ca
marillo where my brother spent 5 
happy years. He was ordained May 28, 
1944. Bishop Johnson then earned a 
master's degree in social work at our 
own Catholic University of America 
here in the District of Columbia. 

In 1948, he was appointed assistant 
director of the Catholic Welfare 
Bureau and became director of that 
organization in 1956. Along with his 
work as director of the Welfare 
Bureau, Bishop Johnson served as the 
pastor of Holy Name Church in Los 
Angeles from 1962 to 1968, and then as 
pastor of one of my former parishes, 
American Martyrs in Manhattan 
Beach from 1968 to 1970. 

Pope Paul VI named him Auxiliary 
Bishop of Los Angeles in 1971-5 years 
later, he launched the clerical ship of 
state in Orange County. 

He was for all these years a champi
on of the preborn. Those of us who 
are proud to be called right-to-lifers 
are going to miss him. 

He is survived by two brothers, 
J orgen and Thomas, and a sister. Mar
garet Prindle. 

We all ask that this blessed man re
member us as we will never forget 
him, and we will remember him in our 
prayers. 

As a great right-to-life bishop, he is 
probably at his eternal reward spot 
taking great delight in a breaking 
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story today that I find absolutely mi
raculous. 

A young baby was born today from 
the womb of her mother who had died 
7 weeks ago. Young "miracle baby," 
Michele Odette Poole, was born this 
morning at 8:53, 4 pounds and 5 
ounces. Her mother had been declared 
dead, brain dead, over 50 days ago. 

The mother had fallen ill on just 
June 4, and 3 days later she went into 
a coma, and it was declared that her 
brain had died, that she was a dead 
person. But she was on a heart ma
chine and a lung machine. Those ma
chines turned that mother's earthly 
body into one giant placenta, one 
womb, whose only function was to 
nurture the life of a separate human 
being inside of her with a separate ge
netic code, with a different life system, 
a different blood system. 

She happened to be a black lady, 
and her child was the most aborted 
child in America today, a female of 
Afro heritage. 

I think this is a lesson to everyone in 
this Chamber, and it is a lesson to 
those of us who passed a pro-life 
amendment last Thursday on the Dis
trict of Columbia and the Thursday 
before that to cut off abortions in our 
prison system. 

Her father, Derrick Poole, was abso
lutely correct when he said that, "This 
is a miracle baby that yawned and 
sneezed and smiled at me today. She 
will grow up to be a fine young lady." 

Mr. Speaker, I want to insert the AP 
Wire Service on little Michele Odette 
Poole in the RECORD and the longer 
story over the wire services pointing 
out that six children have been born 
from dead mothers the last few years 
in America. And there is another court 
challenge going on right now to stop a 
father from killing a child in the 
womb of his dead wife, the dead 
mother, but the child has a separate 
life. 

The articles follow: 
BABY UPDATE 

<By Delthia Ricks) 
SANTA CLARA, CALIF.-A robust baby Mi

chele "yawned, sneezed and smiled" as her 
father held her Wednesday, moments after 
delivery by Caesarean section from her 
brain-dead mother. 

"She's a miracle baby," Derrick Poole, 31, 
father of the infant, said during a news con
ference at Kaiser Permanente Hospital. 
"She looked at me and yawned, sneezed and 
smiled." 

"I'm very nervous, very nervous but a 
happy father," Poole told more than 50 re
porters. 

Michele Odette Poole was delivered at 8:53 
a.m. and "if anything she appears more 
mature than other babies of the same gesta
tional age," said infant specialist Dr. Ste-
phen Fernbach. 

The baby, delivered at 32V2 weeks of gesta
tion, "is normal in every way," Fernbach 
said. 

The mother, Marie Odette Henderson, 34, 
a school teacher whose last words to Poole 

were, "take care of the baby," was declared 
brain dead June 7 following an unsuccess
fully operation for a tumor in her head. 

She was disconnected from life-support 
systems shortly after the delivery of Mi
chele, Dr. Donald Dyson said. He declined to 
elaborate on the condition of Henderson's 
body while on life-support systems during 
the past 7112 weeks. 

HEALTHY BABY BORN TO BRAIN-DEAD MOTHER 
<By Laura Castaneda) 

SANTA CLARA, CALIF.-Derrick Poole on 
Wednesday became the father of a healthy 
baby girl, born by Caesarean section to his 
fiancee, who was kept on life support for 7V2 
weeks under court order. 

"I know how it feels to be a father now. 
She looked at me and I looked at her. I only 
wish Odette were here," Poole said. 

The baby, Michele Odette Poole, had been 
the focus of a court fight between the moth
er's parents, who wanted doctors to discon
nect life-support systems when their daugh
ter died, and Poole, who wanted to protect 
the fetus. 

Marie Odette Henderson, 34, was six 
months pregnant when she collapsed June 4 
because of a stroke caused by a golf ball
sized brain tumor. She was declared legally 
dead three days later. 

Shortly after the delivery, Ms. Henderson 
was disconnected from life sustaining ma
chinery and died. 

"I'm very happy about the outcome for 
Michele, but I'm still grieving a little bit" 
for his fiancee, Poole said Wednesday. "Mi
chele's birth today makes things a little 
easier. When I looked into her eyes, I could 
see the extension from Odette into her." 

Doctors decided to deliver the 32-week 
fetus Wednesday morning after getting re
sults of an amniocentesis Tuesday that 
showed the baby's lungs were mature 
enough. 

Dr. Donald Dyson, chief of perinatology 
at Kaiser Permanente Hospital, delivered 
the baby by Caesarean section at 8:53 a.m., 
hospital officials said. She weighed 4 
pounds, 5 ounces at delivery and was 16 V2 
inches long. 

"The C-section delivery was uncomplicat
ed and Michele breathed on her own after 
birth," said hospital spokeswoman Denise 
Clarke. 

Dyson said he was surprised the mother 
was sustained on life-support machinery for 
7112 weeks. 

"Only 5 percent of all brain-dead people 
survive more than two weeks on life sup
port," Dyson said after the birth. He said he 
knew of only five cases of babies being deliv
ered from brain-dead mothers. 

Dr. Stephen Fernbach, who will be treat
ing the baby, said she probably will be ready 
to leave the hospital in 7 to 10 days. 

"She was more mature and more vigorous 
than I expected. She's a real pretty baby," 
said Fembach, the director of the neonatal 
intensive care unit at Kaiser. "She was more 
active than many normal deliveries. She was 
raring to go." 

Poole met Ms. Henderson last year at a 
party. They were looking forward to their 
wedding and Michele's birth when Ms. Hen
derson went into the coma. 

After he decided to fight to keep the fetus 
alive, Poole called the Right to Life group in 
San Francisco, which put him in touch with 
attorney Mark Swendsen. 

Swendsen helped Poole challenge the de
cision to pull the plug and they eventually 
obtained a court order to keep the life-sup
port systems connected. An agreement also 

was reached with Ms. Henderson's parents, 
Edna and Otis Henderson of Detroit, and 
Poole was granted custody of the child. 

The last time he visited her, Poole said, he 
told Ms. Henderson the fetus would be OK. 

"Then, she did like a final release. She in
haled, then exhaled and then she started 
crying .... Later on that night, she passed 
away." 

THE WAR ON DRUGS 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 

a previous order of the House, the gen
tleman from Pennsylvania CMr. 
WALKER] is recognized for 60 minutes. 

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Speaker, over 
the last couple of weeks in the House, 
we have been discussing an issue that 
all America recognizes is a serious 
social issue confronting this country, 
and that is the drug epidemic that is 
confronting nearly every city, nearly 
every town, every township, and every 
county across the country. 

We have been talking in this body 
about the need to declare a war on 
drugs, about the need to modify our 
laws in order to get tougher on drug 
dealers, in order to get tougher on 
drug producers, in order to do those 
things that are necessary in order to 
take the drug epidemic off our streets. 

During the period of that discussion, 
during the period of the formulation 
of a bipartisan consensus around 
which we hope the House can unite 
for a war on drugs, we have also been 
considering the appropriation bills 
that will fund the Government for the 
next year. 

The war on drugs is going to be an 
expensive one. It cannot be fought 
without some money allocated by this 
Congress to do the fight. It will be of 
little use in a war on drugs if we pass a 
ream of authorization bills come some
time next month and have no money 
to pay for doing what we commit our
selves to. It will be of little use to pass 
bills that have no money to back them 
up. 

0 2135 
Yet, day after day after . day this 

House is making a determination to do 
exactly that. To put into place pro
grams that do not have sufficient 
funding to really go after the war on 
drugs. You have to do something in 
the Drug Enforcement Administra
tion; you have got to do something in 
cities like Washington, DC. You have 
got to 'do something in the Coast 
Guard. You have got to do something 
in the Customs Service. You have got 
to do something in the Department of 
Education in order to have the pro
grams necessary to meet the battle. 

The Drug Enforcement Administra-
tion has to have sufficient agents; it 
has to have the kind of programs that 
will give them additional manpower 
and additional resources to fight the 
war on drugs. 
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Cities like the District of Columbia 

need to have additional resources in 
the police department to clean the 
drug dealers off the streets. The Coast 
Guard needs additional material and 
additional men in order to do the job 
of drug interdiction. 

In the Department of Education we 
need the kind of programs that will 
allow us to teach people about the 
horror that drugs represent in our so
ciety. The Customs Service needs suf
ficient resources in order to be an 
interdiction point against drugs in this 
country. 

What I have attempted to do, along 
with some of my colleagues, is to off er 
amendments to look at things of lesser 
priority in our budget and decide that 
we will take funding out of those items 
and put it into the drug war. We have 
offered now several amendments on 
the House floor designed specifically 
to do that. Each time this House has 
decided that there are things more im
portant than the war on drugs. 

I think that is disappointing. I think 
it believes all the talk that is going on 
about a war on drugs if we are not 
willing to rearrange our priorities in 
ways to fight the war on drugs. Over 
the last couple of weeks we have been 
offered alternatives on the floor to cut 
money out of the Economic Develop
ment Administration CEDAJ, and put 
it into the Drug Enforcement Admin
istration CDEAJ. A reversal of alpha
bet; a reversal of priorities. 

What was the money in EDA for? It 
was for largely pork-barrel projects 
that this Congress loves because we 
can go out to communities and tell 
people that we have gotten this money 
for the community. This Member be
lieves that if you are going to get seri
ous about fighting a war on drugs, you 
can give up the pork barrel in order to 
get additional money for an agency 
like the Drug Enforcement Adminis
tration. That was what the House was 
offered. The House was offered that 
balance. Take $50 million out of EDA, 
out of pork barrel, and put it in DEA 
to fight the war on drugs. This House 
turned down that amendment. 

A few days later we had the District 
of Columbia .appropriation before us. 
There we took a look and tried to 
figure out what might be of lesser pri
ority. An item that we found down in 
the bill was an item to promote the 
arts and humanities in Washington, 
DC; $2.3 million being spent for it. It 
was determined that we could take $1 
million out of that program and put it 
over into the police for the drug war. 
It would be a significant cut in the 
arts and humanities budget. On the 
other hand, it would be a significant 
addition to the police in the war on 
drugs. The question again was one of 
priorities. What do you want to do 
with the scarce resources that we have 
as a Congress? 

Again, the House decided it was 
more important to have the money in 
the Arts and Humanities budget than 
it was to put it over for the police to 
fight drugs. The House made that de
termination. 

Today, we looked at the Coast 
Guard. We know that the Coast 
Guard is going to need under some of 
the bills that are already introduced 
for our bipartisan war on drugs an ad
ditional $90 million to do the job. 
Forty million dollars of that is to get 
1,500 additional people for the Coast 
Guard manpower pool. 

What we looked at was not getting 
the entire $90 million or even getting 
the entire $40 million. We found room 
to get $20 million, and where did we 
find it? We found it in another law en
forcement priority of the Federal Gov
ernment; namely, enforcement of the 
55-mile-an-hour speed limit. The argu
ments were made on the floor about 
the value of that 55-mile-per-hour 
speed limit and the things that it has 
done. 

The question before the House 
though is what is your priority. If you 
want police spending their time en
forcing the law, what do you want 
them doing? Do you want them going 
after drug dealers or do you want 
them going after people driving 56 
miles an hour on interstate express
ways? 

The House made its determination. 
The House said it was more important 
going after people driving 56 miles an 
hour than it was to go after drug deal
ers. The House's sense of priorities 
was not a war on drugs; the sense of 
priorities was elsewhere. 

Now, we are going to have some 
other opportunities to look at that war 
again. Tomorrow, when a bill comes to 
the floor, the Department of Educa
tion appropriation will be in it. In that 
particular bill, we have a hope of of
fering an amendment that will put ad
ditional moneys into the Drug Educa
tion Program to allow schoolchildren 
across this country to understand 
what the drug epidemic and the drug 
crisis is all about. It is certainly this 
gentleman's hope that the House will 
not again flinch from the war on 
drugs, but instead will decide to rear
range our priorities in such a way as to 
put additional moneys, some $15 mil
lion of additional moneys, into drug 
education. 

On Friday, we will have before us 
the Postal and Treasury appropria
tion; that is where the Customs Serv
ice is. In that bill we will also try to 
find additional resources for the Cus
toms Service so that they can fight 
the war on drugs. It will be this gentle
man's hope that the House will gamer 
the courage to do something real 
about the war on drugs and appropri
ate some money toward fighting the 
battle. 

It has been, I must say, somewhat 
frustrating to hear Members come to 
the floor time after time after time 
saying, "Well, yes, we are against 
drugs too, we want to do something, 
but you cannot do it here, you cannot 
do it on our program." 

In fact, we have even had some 
Members come to the floor and say, 
"It is unfair to pit these priorities one 
against the other. It is unfair to pit 
the EDA against the DEA. To pit pork 
barrel that we love against fighting 
the war on drugs. That is unfair to us. 
You ought not have to make us make 
that kind of choice." 

I thought that it was what we were 
elected to do. I thought that is one of 
the things that we were elected to do 
here and that is make tough choices. 
If we really do believe that there is a 
drug epidemic and a drug crisis in this 
country it is going to require some 
tough choices. The question is are we 
willing to make the tough choices in 
order to fight the war on drugs. So far, 
this House's answer to that question is 
"No; we are not. We are not willing to 
make the tough choices in order to 
find the resources necessary to fight 
the war." 

Let us understand that if we get to a 
time when we have approved a lot of 
bills delineating a war on drugs, we 
will be left with no money to do it be
cause all of the appropriations sub
committees are coming to the House 
floor spending out nearly everything 
that they are allocated under the 
budget. In some cases on outlay fig
ures they are even over the budget. So 
there is no room within our budget to 
find additional resources for the war 
on drugs. So if we do not rearrange 
our priorities to find those resources, 
there will be no money. Unless, of 
course, and I am sorry to say the 
Speaker has already suggested that 
this might be the case, unless of 
course we bust the budget. We just 
decide that our commitment to balanc
ing the budget by 1991 is not impor
tant enough to decide priorities and so 
for this case we are going to bust the 
budget. 

I would hope, once again, in making 
tough choices that this House will un
derstand that there is a need to face 
our deficit problem as well as our drug 
problem and that we will choose to 
find places where we can eliminate 
spending that is of a lesser priority in 
order to have spending of a greater 
priority, namely, the drug war. 

D 2145 
We ought not be in the process of 

looking for ways to bust the budget. 
We ought to try to live within the 
budget. That is what we have attempt
ed to do on the floor in the last several 
days as we have considered appropria
tion bills. We have attempted to find 
the resources necessary to really con-
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duct the all-out battle that is needed 
against drugs in the future. 

It will not be good enough to simply 
pass legislation and say that we have 
done the job. Too often Congress does 
that. We pass the bill and assume that 
the fight has been won. That is not 
going to be good enough here. 

We are talking about a hundred-bil
lion-dollar industry, the drug industry, 
and they are not going to be impressed 
that Congress has passed a couple of 
pieces of legislation and then aban
doned the war at that point. They will 
only be impressed when we marshal 
the resources necessary to win that 
war. They will only be stopped when 
we put those resources into action. 

We have the obligation to make 
those resources available. We have got 
to do it within the appropriations 
process, and we are not doing it. That 
is a tragedy. That is a tragedy that the 
American people should focus on, be
cause if the American people believe 
that something needs to be done to 
stop our kids from being faced with 
the drug distributors and the drug 
dealers and the drug producers and 
having their lives ruined by people 
who want only ill for them, then they 
should focus on what this House is 
doing. 

This House is not doing what is nec
essary to stop drugs in this country. 
The House needs to rearrange its pri
orities. 

Mr. Speaker, we need a war on 
drugs. We need to begin funding a war 
on drugs. We need to start right here. 

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED 
By unanimous consent, permission 

to address the House, following the 
legislative program and any special 
orders heretofore entered, was granted 
to: 

<The following Members <at the re
quest of Mr. SLAUGHTER) to revise and 
extend their remarks and include ex
traneous material:) 

Mrs. BENTLEY, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mrs. BENTLEY, for 30 minutes, on 

August 6. 
Mrs. BENTLEY, for 30 minutes, on 

August 13. 
Mr. DORNAN of California, for 5 min-

utes, today. 
Mr. WALKER, for 60 minutes, today. 
Mr. BATEMAN, for 5 minutes, today. 
<The following Members <at the re-

quest of Mr. HOYER) to revise and 
extend their remarks and include ex
traneous material:) 

Mr. ANNUNzro, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. STOKES, for 60 minutes, on July 

31. 
Mr. GLICKMAN, for 5 minutes, on 

August 1. 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
By unanimous consent, permission 

to revise and extend remarks was 
granted to: 

Mr. BrAGGI, and to include extrane
ous matter, notwithstanding the fact 
that it exceeds 2 pages of the RECORD 
and is estimated by the Public Printer 
to cost $1,600. 

Mr. MARLENEE on the Walker amend
ment to H.R. 5205 in the Committee of 
the Whole today. 

<The following Members <at the re
quest of Mr. SLAUGHTER) and to in
clude extraneous matter:) 

Mrs. BENTLEY. 
Mr. BOEHLERT. 
Mr. CLINGER. 
Mr. CRANE. 
Mr. WEBER. 
Mr. COURTER in three instances. 
Mr. SHUSTER. 
Mrs. SCHNEIDER. 
Mr. KINDNESS. 
Mr. PuRSELL. 
Mr. FRENZEL. 
Mr. GRADISON in two instances. 
Mr. GINGRICH. 
Mr. DORNAN of California in three 

instances. 
Mr. LEWIS of Florida. 
Mr. LAGOMARSINO. 
<The following Members <at the re

quest of Mr. HOYER) and to include ex
traneous matter:) 

Mr. BARNES in two instances. 
Mr. STOKES. 
Mr. MAZZO LI. 
Mr. MRAZEK. 
Mr. WEISS. 
Mr. DORGAN of North Dakota. 
Mr. BRYANT. 
Mr. LEVINE of California. 
Mr. VENTO. 
Mr. HALL of Ohio. 
Mr. MORRISON of Connecticut. 
Mr. CLAY. 
Mr. MINETA. 
Mr. SOLARZ in two instances. 
Mr. BORSKI. 
Mr. BERMAN. 
Mr. ECKART of Ohio. 
Mr. UDALL. 
Mr. RODINO. 
Mr. TRAFICANT. 
Mr. WYDEN. 
Mrs. COLLINS. 
Mr. FLORIO. 
Mr. MURPHY. 
Mr. STALLINGS. 

BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTION 
PRESENTED TO THE PRESIDENT 

Mr. ANNUNZIO, from the Commit
tee on House Administration, reported 
that that committee did on the follow
ing day present to the President, for 
his approval, bills and a joint resolu
tion of the House of the following 
titles: 

On July 29, 1986: 
H.R. 1406. An act to authorize appropria

tions for nongame fish and wildlife conser-

vation during fiscal years 1986, 1987, and 
1988; 

H.R. 2991. An act for the relief of Betsy L. 
Randall; and 

H.J. Res. 623. Joint resolution to author
ize the designation of a calendar week in 
1986 and 1987 as National Infection Control 
Week. 

ADJOURNMENT 
Mr. WALKER. Mr. Speaker, I move 

that the House do now adjourn. 
The motion was agreed to; accord

ingly <at 9 o'clock and 47 minutes 
p.m.), the House adjourned until to
morrow, Thursday, July 31, 1986, at 10 
a.m. 

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, 
ETC. 

Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, execu
tive communications were taken from 
the Speaker's table and referred as fol
lows: 

3976. A letter from the Director, Defense 
Security Assistance Agency, transmitting 
notice of the Department of the Army's pro
posed Letter<s> of Offer to the Netherlands 
for defense articles and services <Transmit
tal No. 86-47), pursuant to 10 U.S.C. 133b 
<96 Stat. 1288>; to the Committee on Armed 
Services. 

3977. A letter from the Director, Defense 
Security Assistance Agency; transmitting 
notice of the Department of the Army's pro
posed Letter(s) of Offer to the Netherlands 
for defense articles and services <Transmit
tal No. 86-47), pursuant to 22 U.S.C. 
2776<b>; to the Committee on Foreign Af
fairs. 

3978. A letter from the Chairman, Federal 
Maritime Commission, transmitting a report 
on compliance with the laws relating to 
open meetings of agencies of the Govern
ment <Government in the Sunshine Act), 
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 552b(j); to the Commit
tee on Government Operations. 

3979. A letter from the Administrator, 
General Services Administration; transmit
ting results of investigations of the cost of 
travel to Federal employees while engaged 
on official business, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
5707<b><l>; to the Committee on Govern
ment Operations. 

3980. A letter from the Assistant Attorney 
General; transmitting reports entitled 
"America's Habit: Drug Abuse, Drug Traf
ficking, and Organized Crime" and "The 
Edge: Organized Crime, Business and Labor 
Unions"; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

3981. A letter from the Secretary of 
Energy, transmitting a comprehensive tech
nology application and market development 
plan for ocean thermal energy, pursuant to 
Public Law 96-310, section 6<b>; to the Com
mittee on Science and Technology. 

3982. A letter from the Secretary of De
fense, transmitting a report describing the 
specific operational requirements which 
must be achieved by the Bigeye binary 
chemical bomb, the performance of the 
system during operational testing, and ex
ceptions to the operational criteria deemed 
acceptable by the Department of Defense, 
pursuant to Public Law 99-145, section 
14ll<d>; Public Law 99-190, section 8093; 
jointly, to the Committees on Armed Serv
ices and Appropriations. 
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3983. A letter from the Secretary of 

Health and Human Services, transmitting a 
report on the fiscal year 1985 Low Income 
Home Energy Assistance Program, pursuant 
to 42 U.S.C. 8629<b>; jointly, to the Commit
tees on Education and Labor and Energy 
and Commerce. 

3984. A letter from the Secretary of State, 
transmitting the annual report on the 
status of the State Department professional 
development program, pursuant to 22 U.S.C. 
4023(f>; jointly, to the Committees on For
eign Affairs and Post Office and Civil Serv
ice. 

3985. A letter from the Secretary of 
Transportation and the Director, Federal 
Emergency Management Agency, transmit
ting a report entitled "Hazardous Materials 
Training, Planning, and Preparedness", pur
suant to 49 U.S.C. app. 1813<b>; jointly, to 
the Committees on Public Works and Trans
portation and Energy and Commerce. 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON 
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLU
TIONS 
Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports 

of committees were delivered to the 
Clerk for printing and reference to the 
proper calendar, as follows: 

Mr. FASCELL: Committee on Foreign Af
fairs. H.R. 5081. A bill to authorize addition
al economic and military assistance for the 
Philippines, with amendments <Rept. 99-
722). Referred to the Committee of the 
Whole House on the State of the Union. 

Mr. ROYBAL: Committee on Appropria
tions. H.R. 5294. A bill making appropria
tions for the Treasury Department, the 
United States Postai Service, the Executive 
Office of the President, and certain Inde
pendent Agencies, for the fiscal year ending 
September 30, 1987, and for other purposes 
<Rept. 99-723). Referred to the Committee 
of the Whole House on the State of the 
Union. 

ADVERSE REPORTS 
Under clause 2 of rule XIII, 
Mr. NICHOLS: Committee on Armed 

Services. H. Res. 485. Resolution directing 
the President to provide to the House of 
Representatives certain information con
cerning activities of Lieutenant Colonel 
Oliver North or any other members of the 
staff of the National Security Council in 
support of the Nicaraguan resistance <Rept. 
99-724, pt_ 1). Ordered to be printed. 

[Omitted from the Record of July 28, 1986] 

REPORTED BILLS 
SEQUENTIALLY REFERRED 

Under clause 5 of rule X, bills and 
reports were delivered to the Clerk for 
printing, and bills ref erred as follows: 

Mr. ASPIN: Committee on Armed Serv
ices. H.R. 4351. A bill to withdraw and re
serve for the Department of the Navy cer
tain public lands within the Bravo-20 Bomb
ing Range, Churchill County, Nevada, for 
use as a training and weapons testing area, 
and for other purposes; with amendments. 
Referred to the Committee on Merchant 
Marine and Fisheries for a period ending 
not later than August 8, 1986, for consider
ation of such provisions of the bill and 
amendments as fall within that committee's 

jurisdiction pursuant to clause l<n>, rule X 
<Rept. 99-689, pt_ 2). Ordered to be printed. 

PUBLIC BILLS AND 
RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 5 of rule X and clause 
4 of rule XXII, public bills and resolu
tions were introduced and severally re
f erred as follows: 

By Mr. DE LA GARZA (for himself, Mr. 
MADIGAN, Mr. JONES of North Caroli
na, Mr. JONES of Tennessee, Mr. 
ROSE, Mr. WHITLEY, Mr. HATCHER, 
Mr. TALLON, Mr. STAGGERS, Mr. 
THOMAS of Georgia, Mr. NICHOLS, 
Mr. DICKINSON, Mr. ERDREICH, Mr. 
SHELBY, Mr. CALLAHAN, Mr. BEVILL, 
Mr. FLIPPO, Mr. FowLER, Mr. Row
LAND of Georgia, Mr. RAY, Mr. 
DARDEN, Mr. BARNARD, Mr. COBEY, 
Mr. HEFNER, Mr. VALENTINE, Mr. Mc
MILLAN, Mr. COBLE, Mr. NEAL, Mr. 
HENDON, Mr. SPRATT, Mr. CAMPBELL, 
Mr. SPENCE, Mr. DERRICK, Mr. HART
NETT, Mr. OLIN, Mr. FOLEY, and Mr. 
HUCKABY): 

H.R. 5288. A bill to provide emergency as
sistance to farmers and ranchers adversely 
affected by this year's drought and exces
sively hot weather; to the Committee on Ag
riculture. 

By Mr. JEFFORDS: 
H.R. 5289. A bill to amend title IV of the 

Employee Retirement Income Security Act 
of 1974 to provide certain rules for applica
tion of the withdrawal liability provisions of 
part 1 of subtitle E of such title; to the 
Committee on Education and Labor. 

By Mr. RODINO: 
H.R. 5290. A bill to amend chapter 96 of 

title 18, United States Code; to the Commit
tee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. MRAZEK: 
H.R. 5291. A bill to require annual appro

priations of funds necessary to support 
timber management and resource conserva
tion on the Tongass National Forest; to the 
Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs. 

BY Mr.RAY: 
H.R. 5292. A bill to amend title 28, United 

States Code, to provide that LaGrange, GA, 
shall be an additional site for the U.S. Dis
trict Court for the Northern District of 
Georgia; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. SEIBERLING <for himself, 
Mr. RODINO, Mr. FISH, Mr. BROOKS, 
Mr. HYDE, Mr. EDWARDS of Califor
nia, Mr. HUGHES, Mr. SYNAR, Mr. 
GLICKMAN, Mr. FEIGHAN, Mr. KAs
TENMEIER, Mr. FRANK, Mr. MORRISON 
of Connecticut, Mr. GEJDENSON, and 
Mr. BERMAN): 

H.R. 5293. A bill to establish evidentiary 
standards for Federal civil antitrust claims 
based on resale price fixing; to the Commit
tee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. ROYBAL: 
H.R. 5294. A bill making appropriations 

for the Treasury Department, the United 
States Postal Service, the Executive Office 
of the President, and certain Independent 
Agencies, for the fiscal year ending Septem
ber 30, 1987, and for other purposes. 

By Mr. PEPPER: 
H.R. 5295. A bill to amend the Develop

mental Disabilities Assistance and Bill of 
Rights Act to authorize grants to university 
graduate programs which provide training 
in the care of elderly developmentally dis
abled persons; jointly, to the Committees on 
Energy and Commerce, and Education and 
Labor. 

By Mr. DANNEMEYER: 
H.J. Res. 689. Joint resolution to designate 

June 7, 1987, as "National Family Day"; to 
the Committee on Post Office and Civil 
Service. 

By Mr. HOYER: 
H. Con. Res. 374. Concurrent resolution 

relative to adjournment to a date certain 
during the remainder of the Ninety-ninth 
Congress; considered and agreed to. 

By Mr. FRENZEL (for himself, Mrs. 
BOGGS, Mr. ANNUNZIO, Ms. 0AKAR, 
Mr. CRANE, Mr. GINGRICH, Mr. 
PICKLE, Mr. LoTT, and Mr. FOLEY): 

H. Con. Res. 375. Concurrent resolution 
designating the 1987 United States Capitol 
Historical Society "We The People" calen
dar as the official congressional calendar for 
the Bicentennial of the United States Con
stitution; to the Committee on House Ad
ministration. 

MEMORIALS 
Under clause 4 of rule XXII, memo

rials were presented and referred as 
follows: 

437. By the SPEAKER: Memorial of the 
legislature of the State of California, rela
tive to Cyprus; to the Committee on Foreign 
Affairs. 

438. Also, memorial of the legislature of 
the State of California, relative to the use 
of food embargoes; to the Committee on 
Foreign Affairs. 

439. Also, memorial of the legislature of 
the State of California, relative to the evac
uation, relocation, and internment of per
sons of Japanese ancestry; to the Commit
tee on the Judiciary. 

440. Also, memorial of the legislature of 
the State of California, relative to Federal 
disaster assistance; to the Committee on 
Public Works and Transportation. 

441. Also, memorial of the legislature of 
the State of California, relative to the Vet
erans' Administration; to the Committee on 
Veterans' Affairs. 

442. Also, memorial of the senate of the 
State of California, relative to individual re
tirement accounts; to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

443. Also, memorial of the senate of the 
State of Illinois, relative to Iran, Libya, and 
Syria; to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

444. Also, memorial of the legislature of 
the State of California, relative to Santa 
Monica Bay; jointly, to the Committee on 
Energy and Commerce and Public Works 
and Transportation. 

PRIVATE BILLS AND 
RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, private 
bills and resolutions were introduced 
and severally referred as follows: 

Mr. MITCHELL introduced a bill <H.R. 
5296) for the relief of Egya Quaison-Sackey; 
which was referred to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS 
Under clause 4 of rule XXII, spon

sors were added to public bills and res
olutions as follows: 

H.R. 1302: Mr. ACKERMAN, Mrs. BENTLEY, 
Mr. CLAY, Mr. DELLUMS, Mr. DIXON, Mrs. 
HOLT, Mr. HORTON, Mr. HYDE, Mr. MINETA, 
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Mr. RAHALL, Mr. RANGEL, and Mr. MORRISON 
of Connecticut. 

H.R. 1946: Mr. BATEMAN, Mr. DELAY, Mr. 
MCMILLAN, and Mr. MILLER of Ohio. 

H.R. 2952: Mr. DYMALLY, Mrs. COLLINS, 
Mr. PRICE, Mr. ACKERMAN, Mr. SAVAGE, Mr. 
JONES of North Carolina, and Mr. BEDELL. 

H.R. 2984: Mr. BARTON of Texas, Mr. 
GARCIA, Mr. BILIRAKIS, and Mr. KOLBE. 

H.R. 3102: Mr. GOODLING. 
H.R. 3480: Mr. NIELSON of Utah and Mr. 

PACKARD. 
H.R. 3555: Mr. DORGAN of North Dakota. 
H.R. 3643: Mr. MARLENEE. 
H.R. 4025: Mr. FAZIO, Mr. FISH, and Mr. 

TORRICELLI. 
H.R. 4206: Mr. CALLAHAN, Mr. DICKINSON, 

Mr. FLIPPO, Mr. NICHOLS, Mr. BEVILL, and 
Mr. WYDEN. 

H.R. 4222: Mr. WORTLEY. 
H.R. 4450: Mr. BOUCHER and Mr. BOEH

LERT. 
H .R. 4633: Mr. WILLIAMS, Mr. NOWAK, Mr. 

BEDELL, Mr. KoSTMAYER, Mr. WYLIE, Mr. 
MINETA, and Mr. COBEY. 

H.R. 4742: Mr. SEIBERLING and Ms. OAKAR. 
H.R. 4787: Mr. PASHAYAN, Mrs. HOLT, and 

Mr. ECKART of Ohio. 
H.R. 4820: Mr. MCDADE and Mr. BARNARD. 
H.R. 4871: Mr. GUNDERSON, Mr. HUBBARD, 

Mr. YOUNG of Florida, and Mrs. BOXER. 
H.R. 4876: Mr. WEBER. 
H.R. 4910: Mr. STANGELAND. 
H .R. 4945: Mr. FOGLIETTA and Mr. COBEY. 
H .R. 5066: Mrs. BOXER, Mr. DURBIN, Mr. 

FAZIO, and Mr. WOLPE. 
H.R. 5110: Mr. SIKORSKI. 
H.R. 5156: Mrs. BENTLEY, Mr. JONES of 

North Carolina, and Mr. WORTLEY. 
H .R. 5213: Mr. BATES, Mrs. BENTLEY, Mr. 

BERMAN, Mr. ECKART of Ohio, Mr. FLORIO, 
Mr. HORTON, Mr. HYDE, Mr. KANJORSKI, Ms. 
KAPTUR, Mr. LENT, Mr. LEvIN of Michigan, 
Mrs. MARTIN of Illinois, Mr. McEWEN, Mr. 
RANGEL, Mr. RICHARDSON, Mr. SAVAGE, Mr. 
TORRICELLI, Mr. TRAFICANT, Mr. WALGREN, 
Mr. WAXMAN, and Mr. WYDEN. 

H.R. 5225: Mr. RAHALL, Mr. GILMAN, Mr. 
BILIRAKIS, and Mr. LEWIS of Florida. 

H.R. 5242: Mr. LIGHTFOOT. 
H.J. Res. 133: Mr. MOORHEAD and Mr. 

ROBERT F. SMITH. 
H.J. Res. 594: Mr. NIELSON of Utah. 
H.J. Res. 619: Mr. SCHAEFER, Mr. ACKER

MAN, Mr. YOUNG of Alaska, Mr. CARNEY, Mr. 
EDWARDS of Oklahoma, Mr. DERRICK, Mr. 
EVANS of Illinois, Mr. SOLARZ, Mr. MARTIN of 
New York, Mr. DELAY, Mr. SISISKY, Mrs. 
BURTON of California, Mr. RODINO, Mr. 
ROEMER, Mr. VOLKMER, Mr. CARR, Mr. 
HORTON, and Mr. GIBBONS. 

H.J. Res. 678: Mr. SMITH of Florida, Mr. 
GILMAN, Mr. CHAPPIE, Mr. FASCELL, Mr. 
HORTON, Mr. RANGEL, Mr. RODINO, Mr. PASH
AYAN, Mr. BLILEY, Mr. FusTER, Mr. DIO
GuARDI, Mr. MOORE, Mr. GEJDENSON, Mr. 
FAZIO, Mr. LELAND, Mr. AKAKA, Mr. FAUNT
ROY, Mr. MURPHY, Mr. HYDE, Mr. LAGOMAR
SINO, Mr. MONSON, Mr. MANTON, Mr. WORT
LEY, Mr. MRAzEK, Mr. DYMALLY, Mr. MAcK, 
Mr. BIAGGI, Mr. SAVAGE, Mr. HUGHES, Mr. 
MINETA, Mr. SCHUMER, Mrs. BOXER, and Mr. 
REID. 

H.J. Res. 683: Mr. MARKEY. 
H. Con. Res. 26: Mr. CONYERS. 
H. Con. Res. 307: Mr. WHITEHURST. 
H . Con. Res. 321: Mr. HOWARD, Mr. KosT

MAYER, Mr. NIELSON of Utah, Mrs. BENTLEY, 
Mr. CROCKET!', Mr. BARNARD, and Mr. 
LELAND. 

H. Con. Res. 351: Mr. COELHO, Mr. GARCJ:A, 

Mr. YOUNG of Florida, Mr. CAMPBELL, Mr. 
ECKART of Ohio, Mr. VALENTINE, Mr. McKIN
NEY, Mr. PRICE, Ms. SNOWE, Mr. WOLPE, Mr. 

LEHMAN of California, Mr. BATES, Mr. RICH
ARDSON, Mr. ROEMER, and Mr. PEPPER. 

H. Res. 373: Mr. KLECZKA. 
H. Res. 471: Mr. NEAL, Mr. ENGLISH, Mr. 

WIRTH, and Mr. ROGERS. 
H. Res. 509: Mr. BusTAMANTE, Mr. SAVAGE, 

Mr. MRAZEK, and Mr. KOSTMAYER. 

DELETIONS OF SPONSORS FROM 
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLU
TIONS 
Under clause 4 of rule XXII, spon

sors were deleted from public bills and 
resolutions as follows: 

H.R. 3921: Mr. MINETA. 
H.R. 4096: Mr. MONSON. 

PETITIONS, ETC. 
Under clause 1 of rule XXII, peti

tions and papers were laid on the 
Clerk's desk and ref erred as follows: 

443. By the SPEAKER: Petition of the 
Agana Heights Municipal Planning Council, 
Agana, Guam, relative to Maj. Gen. Ellie G. 
Schuler, Jr.; to the Committee on Armed 
Services. 

444. Also, petition of the House of Repre
sentatives of the Republic of Cyprus, rela
tive to the visit of Cyprus of the Prime Min
ister of Turkey; to the Committee on For
eign Affairs. 

445. Also, petition of the Board of Super
visors, County of Los Angeles, CA, relative 
to immigration reform legislation; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

AMENDMENTS 
Under clause 6 of rule XXIII, pro

posed amendments were submitted as 
follows: 
[Reprinted with designating numbers from 

the Record of July 29, 1986} 
H.R. 4428 

By Mr. COURTER: 
[ll-At the end of title II of division A (page 
68, after line 4), insert the following new 
section: 
SEC. 215. RECONFIGURATION OF STRATEGIC DE

FENSE INITIATIVE PROGRAM. 
(a) RECONFIGURATION OF SDI PROGRAM.

The Secretary of Defense shall, consistent 
with the provisions of the Anti-Ballistic Mis
sile Treaty of 1972-

(1) reconfigure the Strategic Defense Ini
tiative program; and 

<2> initiate the development, testing, and 
deployment of systems for the defense of 
the United States against attack by strate
gic ballistic missiles. 

Cb> REQUIREMENTs.-To the maximum 
extent practicable, the reconfiguration re
quired by subsection <a>O> shall enable sys
tems developed under the Strategic Defense 
Initiative program-

(!) to survive against determined defense 
suppression attacks; 

(2) to provide the most effective protec
tion for the largest possible area; 

(3) to be cost-effective when deployed 
against the most effective or most probable 
countermeasures; and 

( 4> to be compatible with future systems 
for defense against strategic and tactical 
ballistic missiles, including systems designed 
to defeat ballistic missile threats during the 
boost phase, post-boost phase, midcourse 
phase, or terminal phase of their flight tra
jectory. 

C2l-Page 42, after line 16, insert the follow
ing new subsection: 

(d) BOOST SURVEILLANCE AND TRACKING 
SYSTEM.-Of amounts appropriated to the 
Defense Agencies other than the Strategic 
Defense Organization pursuant to authori
zations in section 201, $100,000,000 is avail
able only for the Boost Surveillance and 
Tracking System CBSTS> program. 
[31 At the end of part B of title IX of divi
sion A (page 201, after line 14), insert the 
following new section: 
SEC. 917. RELEASE OF TECHNICAL DATA. 

(a) IN GENERAL.-Chapter 137 of title 10, 
United States Code, is amended by adding 
at the end the following new section: 
§ 2325. Release of technical data 

"Ca> IN GENERAL.-
" C l> RELEASE OF DATA.-The Secretary of 

Defense shall, if required to release techni
cal data under section 552 of title 5, release 
technical data to a person requesting such a 
release if such person pays all costs reason
ably attributable to responding to such re
quest, including reasonable charges for the 
costs of services of agency personnel relat
ing to-

" CA> locating the technical data requested; 
" CB> the review of such technical data to 

determine whether other restrictions apply; 
and 

" CC> duplication and other processing 
charges. 

" (2) REGULATIONS.-The Secretary of De
fense shall prescribe regulations, pursuant 
to notice and receipt of public comment, 
specifying a uniform schedule of fees under 
this section. 

" (b) DISPOSITION OF COSTS.-Amounts col
lected under this section shall be retained 
by the collecting agency and shall be used 
to reimburse the costs incurred in comply
ing with requests for technical data. 

"(c) WAIVER.-The Secretary of Defense 
shall waive the payment of costs required 
by subsection Ca> which are in addition to 
costs under section 552 of title 5 if-

" (1) the request is made by a citizen of the 
United States or a United States corpora
tion, and such citizen or corporation certi
fies that the technical data requested is re
quired to enable such citizen or corporation 
to submit an offer or determine whether it 
is capable of submitting an offer to provide 
the product to which the technical data re
lated to the United States or a contractor 
with the United States; 

"(2) the release of technical data is re
quested in order to comply with the terms 
of an international agreement; or 

" (3) the Secretary determines, in accord
ance with section 552(a)(4)(A) of title 5, 
that such a waiver is in the interests of the 
United States. 

" (d) TECHNICAL DATA.-ln this section, the 
term 'technical data' means formulae, de
signs, drawings, blueprints, technical manu
als, or computer software." . 

(2) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.-The table of 
sections at the beginning of such chapter is 
amended by adding at the end the following 
new item: 
" 2325. Release of technical data." 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.-The amendments 
made by this section shall take effect at the 
end of the 90-day period beginning on the 
date of the enactment of this Act. 

[Amendment submitted July 30, 1986} 
H .R. 1309 

By Mr. CHANDLER: 
-Page 2, beginning on line 6, strike out all 
of section 2 through line 10 on page 5, and 
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redesignate the succeeding sections and ref
erences thereto accordingly. 
-Page 2, beginning on line 6, strike out all 
of section 2 through line 10 on page 5 and 
insert in lieu thereof the following: 
SEC. 2. FINDINGS AND PURPOSES. 

<a> FrNDINGS.-The Congress finds that
(1) potentially harmful substances and 

physical agents are in wide industrial and 
commercial use in the United States; 

<2> workers may suffer disability or death 
or both from occupational diseases caused 
by hazardous occupational exposures; 

(3) protecting occupational safety and 
health facilities interstate commerce and 
promotes the general welfare; 

(4) early notification of exposure to harm
ful substances and physical agents often 
permits medical intervention in the biologi
cal process of disease to either prevent or, 
by early detection, successfully treat some 
disease conditions; 

(5) workers should be informed of expo
sure to an occupational hazard and the risks 
of contracting an occupational disease from 
such exposure; 

<6> there is a need for increased research 
to identify the causes of occupational dis
eases; and 

<7> prevention and early detection of occu
pational disease may reduce the costs of 
medical treatment and care in the United 
States. 

(b) PuRPosEs.-It is the purpose of this 
Act-

( 1) to establish a Federal program to re
quire employers to notify workers that they 
are at risk because of a hazardous occupa
tional exposure; and 

(2) to establish a set of worker protections 
against discrimination on the basis of notifi
cation of occupational health hazards. 
-Page 4, strike out lines 19 through 23 and 
insert in lieu thereof the following: 

< 1) to supplement the current programs 
administered under the Occupational Safety 
and Health Act of 1970 and the Federal 
Mine Safety and Health Act of 1977 by es
tablishing a Federal program to notify em
ployees within populations at risk of occu
pationally induced disease that they may be 
at risk because of a potentially hazardous 
occupational exposure and to counsel them 
appropriately; 
-Page 5, strike out lines 13 through 20 and 
insert in lieu thereof the following: 

(1) the term "employee" means any indi
vidual employed by an employer; 
-Page 5, strike out lines 21 through 24 and 
insert in lieu thereof the following: 

(2) the term "employer" means a person 
engaged in a business <A> that is within the 
manufacturing sector, as determined by ref
erence to the standard industrial classifica
tion codes 20 through 29, and CB) that uses, 
or produces for use or distribution, a haz
ardous substance; 
-Page 5, strike out lines 21 through 24 and 
insert in lieu thereof the following: 

(2) the term "employer" means a person 
engaged in commerce or in an industry or 
business affecting commerce who is subject 
to the requirements of the Occupational 
Safety and Health Act of 1970; 
-Page 5, line 23, insert after "commerce" 
the following: "who employs 10 or more in
dividuals". 
-Page 5, line 23, insert after "commerce" 
the following "who employs 50 or fewer in
dividuals". 
-Page 5, line 24, insert before the semicolon 
the following: ", except that such term shall 
not include any employer who has or cre
ates a program for identifying, notifying, 

and medically monitoring employee popula
tions at risk of occupational diseases <as de
termined by the Secretary pursuant to sec
tion 5 of this Act) that is determined by the 
Secretary to be at least as effective as the 
program required by this Act". 
-Page 6, strike out lines 1 and 2 and insert 
in lieu thereof the following: 

(3) the term "Secretary" means the Secre
tary of Labor; 

Page 7, line 6, strike out "Assistant Secre
tary of Health" and insert in lieu thereof 
"Assistant Secretary of Labor for Occupa
tional Safety and Health". 

Page 18, lines 4 and 5, strike out "health 
centers established and certified under sec
tion 6 of this Act" and insert in lieu thereof 
"National Institute for Occupational Safety 
and Health". 
-Page 6, strike out lines 3 through 7 and 
insert in lieu thereof the following: 

(4) the term "population at risk" means 
an employee population which is exposed to 
hazardous occupational exposures and 
within which an associated disease occurs at 
a rate that is determined by a scientifically 
valid study to exceed, by a statistically sig
nificant amount, the rate within a compara
ble population not exposed to the hazardous 
occupational exposure; 
-Page 6, strike out lines 17 through 19 and 
insert in lieu thereof the following: 

(8) the term "medical monitoring" means 
one or more medical or laboratory examina
tions <of employees who are at risk of occu
pational disease) that are appropriate and 
effective for diagnosing or monitoring the 
occupational disease that the employees are 
at risk of contracting; 
-Page 6, line 19, insert "and" after the 
semicolon; strike out lines 20 through 23; 
and on line 24, redesignate paragraph (8) as 
paragraph (7). 

Page 17, line 4, strike out "in an ethical 
manner". 
-Page 9, after line 4, insert the following 
new paragraph <and redesignate the suc
ceeding paragraph accordingly>: 

(3) The Board shall promulgate regula
tions establishing the procedure for its 
review of medical and scientific studies and 
its identification of specific populations at 
risk of disease. Such regulations shall in
clude a decisionmaking system for identify
ing such populations and shall be adopted, 
within 9 months after the effective date of 
this Act, in accordance with the require
ments of section 6Cb) of the Occupational 
Safety and Health Act of 1970. 
-Page 9, after line 9, insert the following 
new paragraph: 

(4) The Board may not rely on any scien
tific study for the purpose of! making any 
determination under this sub~ction unless 
such scientific study has been ~ubjected to 
peer review in accordance with accepted sci
entific standards. 
-Page 10, beginning on line 21, strike out 
all of subsection <a> through line 9 on page 
11 and insert in lieu thereof the following: 

(a) DETERMINATION OF THE SECRETARY.
The Secretary may propose to notify a class 
or category of employees that it is a popula
tion at risk of occupational disease in the 
following manner: 

< 1) The Secretary shall publish notice of a 
proposal to notify a population at risk in 
the Federal Register and shall afford inter
ested persons a period of 30 days after pub
lication to submit written data or com
ments. On or before the last day of the 
period provided for the submission of writ
ten data or comments, any interested person 
may file with the Secretary written objec-

tion to the proposed notification, stating 
the grounds therefor and requesting a 
public hearing on such objections. Within 
30 days after the last day for filing such ob
jections, the Secretary shall publish in the 
Federal Register a notice specifying the pro
posed notification to which objections have 
been filed and a hearing requested, and 
specifying a time and place for such hear
ing. 

<2> Within 180 days after the expiration of 
the period provided for the submission of 
written data or comments, or if a hearing is 
conducted, within 180 days after the hear
ing is completed and the record closed, the 
Secretary shall make a final determination 
on whether the proposed notification to a 
population at risk of occupational disease 
should be issued. 

(3) Whenever the Secretary determines to 
issue a notification to a population at risk of 
occupational disease, the Secretary shall 
prepare a sLatement of reasons for such 
action, which shall be published in the Fed
eral Register prior to issuance of the notifi
cation. Such statement shall identify the 
principal issues involved, explain the deci
sion reached by the Secretary on each such 
issue, and shall specify the evidence in the 
record and any other factors relied upon by 
the Secretary in reaching such decision. 
-Page 11, line 13, strike out "each individ
ual within". 
-Page 11, beginning on line 21, strike out", 
including the name, composition, and prop
erties of known chemical agents". 
-Page 11, line 23, insert "directly" before 
"associated". 
-Page 11, line 23, strike out "associated 
with" and insert in lieu thereof "caused by". 
-Page 12, strike out lines 1 and 2 and redes
ignate the succeeding paragraph <and refer
ences thereto) accordingly. 
-Page 12, line 8, strike out "associated 
with" and insert in lieu thereof "caused by". 
-Page 12, after line 19, insert the following 
new sentence: 

For purposes of paragraph (4), legal coun
seling shall not be considered to be counsel
ing appropriate to the nature of the risk. 
-Page 14, strike out lines 20 through 24 and 
insert in lieu thereof the following: 

Ch) LIABILITY.-The United States, any 
agency, employee, or contractor thereof, 
and any employer or government acting 
pursuant to this Act or whose employees are 
notified pursuant to this Act, shall not be 
subjected to suit or judicial or nonjudicial 
proceedings of any kind <including workers' 
compensation proceedings, arbitrations, or 
any other liability determination) for or 
pertaining to monetary damages with re
spect to or arising out of an act or omission 
performed pursuant to this Act, including 
failure to perform any act or omission pur
suant to this Act, except to the extent that 
a private employer is subject to proceedings 
under section 8(d) of this Act. 
-Page 15, beginning on line 1, strike out all 
of subsection m through page 16, line 8 and 
insert in lieu thereof the following: 

(i) JUDICIAL REVIEW.-Any person who 
may be aggrieved by a decision of the Secre
tary to issue a notification to a population 
at risk under this section may, at any time 
prior to the 30th day after notification of 
such decision is published in the Federal 
Register, file a petition challenging the va
lidity of such decision with the United 
States Court of Appeals for the circuit 
wherein such person resides or has his prin
cipal place of business, for a judicial review 
of such decision. A copy of the petition shall 
be forthwith transmitted by the clerk of the 
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court to the Secretary. The filing of such 
petition shall not, unless otherwise ordered 
by the Court, operate as a stay of the notifi
cation. In the review of such decision, the 
determinations of the Secretary shall be 
conclusive only if supported by substantial 
evidence in the record considered as a 
whole. 
-Page 16, after line 8 insert the following 
new subsection: 

(j) USE OF NOTICE.-Notification given 
under subsection (b) to a population at risk 
of an occupational disease shall not be used 
as evidence that an employee was exposed 
to a hazard in any judicial or administrative 
proceeding. 
-Page 16, beginning on line 9, strike out all 
of section 6 through line 24 on page 17, and 
redesignate the succeeding sections and ref
erences thereto accordingly. 
-Page 18, lines 4 and 5, strike out "health 
centers established and certified under sec
tion 6 of this Act" and insert in lieu thereof 
"National Institute for Occupational Safety 
and Health". 
-Page 19, beginning on line 13, strike out 
subsection (a) through line 3 on page 20 and 
redesignate the succeeding subsections and 
references thereto accordingly. 
-Page 20, line 20, after the period insert 
the following: "The requirements of this 
subsection shall not apply in the case of an 
employer who employs less than 10 employ
ees.". 
-Page 23, line 2, strike out "$25,000,000" 
and insert in lieu thereof "$250,000,000". 

H.R. 4428 
By Mr. MCCLOSKEY: 

[ 41-At the end of part C of title IX of divi
sion A, page 214, after line 18, add the fol
lowing new sections: 
SEC. 925. HOSTILE FOREIGN OWNERSHIP INTER. 

ESTS IN DEFENSE FIRMS. 
(a) CONSIDERATION OF NATIONAL INTERESTS 

WITH RESPECT TO DEFENSE CONTRACTS.-
( 1) IN GENERAL.-Chapter 137 of title 10, 

United States Code, is amended by adding 
at the end the following new section: 
"§ 2325. Contracts: Consideration of foreign 

policy and national security objectives 
"(a) PROHIBITION ON ENTERING INTO CON

TRACTS AGAINST THE INTERESTS OF THE 
UNITED STATES.-Except as provided in sub
section Cb), the head of an agency may not 
enter into a contract with a firm in which a 
foreign government or an agent or instru
mentality of a foreign government owns or 
controls <whether directly or indirectly) a 
significant interest, or with a subsidiary of 
such a firm, if such foreign government-

"( 1) is an enemy of the United States as 
that term is defined in section 2 of the 
Trading With the Enemy Act <50 U.S.C. 
App. 2>; 

"(2) is a government with respect to which 
the President exercises the authority of the 
President under section 203 of the Interna
tional Emergency Economic Powers Act <50 
U.S.C. 1702); or 

"(3) is the government of a country that 
the Secretary of State determines under 
section 6(j) of the Export Administration 
Act of 1979 <50 U.S.C. 2405(j)) has repeated
ly provided support for acts of international 
terrorism. 

"(b) WAIVER.-
"(1) IN GENERAL.-(A) If the Secretary of 

Defense determines under paragraph <2> 
that entering into a contract with a firm de
scribed in subsection <a> or with a subsidiary 
of such firm is not inconsistent with the for
eign policy or national security objectives of 
the United States, the head of an agency 

may enter into a contract with such firm or 
subsidiary at the end of the 30-day period 
beginning on the date that such head of an 
agency submits to Congress a report on the 
contract. 

"(B) A report under subparagraph <A> 
shall include the following: 

"(i) The identity of the foreign govern
ment concerned. 

"(ii) The nature of the contract. 
"(iii) The extent of ownership or control 

of the firm or subsidiary concerned by the 
foreign government concerned or the 
agency or instrumentality of such foreign 
government. 

" (iv) The reasons for entering into the 
contract. 

" (2) DETERMINATION OF CONSISTENCY WITH 
NATIONAL INTERESTS.-The Secretary of De
fense, after consultation with the Secretary 
of State, shall determine whether entering 
into a contract with a firm described in sub
section (a) or with a subsidiary of such a 
firm is inconsistent with the foreign policy 
or national security objectives of the United 
States. In making such a determination, the 
Secretary of Defense shall consider the fol
lowing: 

" <A> The relationship of the United States 
with the foreign government concerned. 

" (B) The obligations of the United States 
under international agreements. 

"CC> The extent of the ownership or con
trol of the firm or subsidiary by the foreign 
government or an agent or instrumentality 
of the foreign government. 

"(D) Whether payments made, or infor
mation made available, to the firm or sub
sidiary under the contract could be used for 
purposes hostile to the interests of the 
United States. 

" (C) DISCLOSURE OF OWNERSHIP OR CON
TROL BY A FOREIGN GOVERNMENT.-The head 
of an agency shall require a firm or a sub
sidiary of a firm that submits a bid or pro
posal in response to a solicitation described 
in section 2305<a>< 1) of this title to disclose 
in that bid or proposal any significant inter
est in such firm or subsidiary <or, in the case 
of a subsidiary, in the firm that owns the 
subsidiary) that is owned or controlled 
<whether directly or indirectly) by a foreign 
government or an agent or instrumentality 
of a foreign government. 

"(d) APPLICABILITY.-
"(1) AMOUNTS LESS THAN $100,000.-This 

section does not apply to a contract for an 
amount less than $100,000. 

"(2) COAST GUARD AND NASA.-This sec
tion does not apply to the Coast Guard or 
the National Aeronautics and Space Admin
istration. 

"(e) REGULATIONS.-The Secretary of De
fense, after consultation with the Secretary 
of State, shall prescribe regulations to carry 
out this section. 

"(f) DEFINITION.-ln this section, the term 
'significant interest' means an interest equal 
to or exceeding five percent of the total 
ownership interests.". 

(2) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.-The table of 
sections at the beginning of such chapter is 
amended by adding at the end the following 
new item: 

"2325. Contracts; consideration of foreign 
policy and national security ob
jectives.". 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.-The Secretary of De
fense shall prescribe regulations as required 
by section 2325(e) of title 10, United States 
Code <as added by subsection <a». before 
the end of the 180-day period beginning on 
the date of the enactment of this act. 

SEC. 926. PROHIBITION ON AW ARD OF CONTRACTS 
TO FIRMS IN WHICH THE LIBYAN 
GOVERNMENT OWNS OR CONTROLS 
AN INTEREST. 

The Secretary of Defense may not obli
gate or expend any amounts appropriated to 
the Department of Ddense for fiscal year 
1987 or 1988 to award a contract for acquisi
tion of engineer equipment classified in Fed
eral Supply Class 24 or 38 to any firm in 
which the Libyan Government owns or con
trols <whether directly or indirectly) an in
terest <or to any subsidiary of such a firm). 
(51-At the end of part C of title IX of divi
sion A (page 214, after line 18), insert the 
following new sections: 
SEC. 925. HOSTILE FOREIGN OWNERSHIP INTEREST 

IN DEFENSE FIRMS. 
(a) CONSIDERATION OF NATIONAL INTEREST 

WITH RESPECT TO DEFENSE CONTRACTS.-
(1) IN GENERAL.-Chapter 137 of title 10, 

United States Code, is amended by adding 
at the end the following new section: 
"§ 2325. Contracts: Consideration of Foreign 

Policy and National Security Objectives 
"(a) PROHIBITION ON ENTERING INTO CON

TRACT AGAINST THE INTERESTS OF THE UNITED 
STATEs.-Except as provided in subsection 
(b), the head of an agency may not enter 
into a contract with a firm in which a for
eign government or an agent or instrumen
tality of a foreign government owns or con
trols <whether directly or indirectly) a sig
nificant interest, or with a subsidiary of 
such a firm, if such foreign government-

"( 1) is an enemy of the United States as 
that term is defined in section 2 of the 
Trading with the Enemy Act <50 U.S.C. App. 
2); 

"(2) is a government with respect to which 
the President exercises the authority of the 
President under section 203 of the Interna
tional Emergency Economic Powers Act (50 
U.S.C. 1702); or 

"(3) is the government of a country that 
the Secretary of State determines under 
section 6(j)(l)(A) of the Export Administra
tion Act of 1979 <50 U.S.C. 2405(j)(l)(A)) 
has repeatedly provided support for acts of 
international terrorism. 

"(b} WAIVER.-
"(l) IN GENERAL.-(A) If the Secretary of 

Defense determines under paragraph <2> 
that entering into a contract with a firm de
scribed in subsection <a> or with a subsidiary 
of such firm is not inconsistent with the for
eign policy or national security objectives of 
the United States, the head of an agency 
may enter into a contract with such firm or 
subsidiary at the end of the 30-day period 
beginning on the date that such head of an 
agency submits to Congress a report on the 
contract. 

"CB) A report under subparagraph <A> 
shall include the following: 

" (i) The identity of the foreign govern
ment concerned. 

"(ii) The nature of the contract. 
"(iii) The extent of ownership or control 

of the firm or subsidiary concerned by the 
foreign government ~oncerned or the 
agency or instrumentality of such foreign 
government. 

" (iv) The reasons for entering into the 
contract. 

"(2) DETERMINATION OF CONSISTENCY WITH 
NATIONAL INTERESTS.-The Secretary of De
fense, after consultation with the Secretary 
of State, shall determine whether entering 
into a contract with a firm described in sub
section <a> or with a subsidiary of such a 
firm is inconsistent with the foreign policy 
or national security objectives of the United 
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States. In making such a determination, the 
Secretary of Defense shall consider the fol
lowing: 

"<A> The relationship of the United States 
with the foreign government concerned. 

"<B> The obligations of the United States 
under international agreements. 

"(C) The extent of the ownership or con
trol of the firm or subsidiary by the foreign 
government or an agent or instrumentality 
of the foreign government. 

"(D) Whether payments made, or infor
mation made available, to the firm or sub
sidiary under the contract could be used for 
purposes hostile to the interests of the 
United States. 

"(C) DISCLOSURE OF OWNERSHIP OR CON
TROL BY A FOREIGN GOVERNMENT.-The head 
of an agency shall require a firm or a sub
sidiary of a firm that submits a bid or pro
posal in response to a solicitation described 
in section 2305<a>< 1> of this title to disclose 
in that bid or proposal any significant inter
est in such firm or subsidiary <or, in the case 
of a subsidiary, in the firm that owns the 
subsidiary) that is owned or controlled 
<whether directly or indirectly> by a foreign 
government or an agent or instrumentality 
of a foreign government. 

"(d) APPLICABILITY.-
"(!) AMOUNTS LESS THAN $100,000.-This 

section does not apply to a contract for an 
amount less than $100,000. 

"(2) COAST GUARD AND NASA.-This section 
does not apply to Coast Guard or the Na
tional Aeronautics and Space Administra
tion. 

"<e> REGULATIONs.-The Secretary of De
fense, after consultation with the Secretary 
of State, shall prescribe regulations to carry 
out this section. 

"(f) DEFINITION.-ln this section, the term 
'significant interest' means an interest equal 
to or exceeding five percent of the total 
ownership interest." 

(2) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.-The table of 
sections at the beginning of such chapter is 
amended by adding at the end the following 
new item: 
"2325 Contracts: consideration of foreign 

policy and national security ob
jectives.". 

<b> EFFECTIVE DATE.-The Sec~etary of De
fense shall prescribe regulations as required 
by section 2325<e> of title 10, United States 
Code <as added by subsection <a». before 
the end of the 180-day period beginning on 
the date of the enactment of this Act. 
SEC. 926. PROHIBITION OF A WARD OF CONTRACTS 

TO FIRMS IN WHICH THE LIBYAN 
GOVERNMENT OWNS OR CONTROLS 
AN INTEREST. 

<a> IN GENERAL.-The Secretary of De
fense may not award a contract to any firm 
in which the Libyan Government owns or 
controls <whether directly or indirectly> a 
significant interest <or any subsidiary of 
such a firm>. 

<b> DEFINITION.-ln this section, the term 
"significant interest" has the meaning given 
that term in section 2325(f) of title 10, 
United States Code <as added by subsection 
<a». 
C6J-At the end of part C of title IX of divi
sion A <page 214, after line 18), insert the 
following new sections: 
SEC. 925. HOSTILE FOREIGN OWNERSHIP INTER· 

ESTS IN DEFENSE FIRMS. 

(a) CONSIDERATION OF NATIONAL INTERESTS 
WITH RESPECT TO DEFENSE CONTRACTS.-

(1) IN GENERAL.-Chapter 137 of title 10, 
United States Code, is amended by adding 
at the end the following new section: 
"§ 2325. Contracts: Consideration of Foreign 

Policy and National Security Objectives 
(a) PROHIBITION ON ENTERING INTO CON

TRACTS AGAINST THE INTERESTS OF THE 
UNITED STATES.-Except as provided in sub
section <b>. the head of an agency may not 
enter into a contract with a firm in which a 
foreign government or an agent or instru
mentality of a foreign government owns or 
controls <whether directly or indirectly> a 
significant interest, or with a subsidiary of 
such a firm, if such foreign government-

"(! > is an enemy of the United States as 
that term is defined in section 2 of the 
Trading With the Enemy Act <50 U.S.C. 
App. 2>; 

"(2) is a government with respect to which 
the President exercises the authority of the 
President under section 203 of the Interna
tional Emergency Economic Powers Act (50 
U.S.C. 1702); or 

"(3) is the government of a country that 
the Secretary of State determines under 
section 6(j) of the Export Administration 
Act of 1979 (50 U.S.C. 2405(j)) has repeated
ly provided support for acts of international 
terrorism. 

"(b) WAIVER.-
"(1) IN GENERAL.-(A) If the Secretary of 

Defense determines under paragraph <2> 
that entering into a contract with a firm de
scribed in subsection <a> or with a subsidiary 
of such firm is not inconsistent with the for
eign policy or national security objectives of 
the United States, the head of an agency 
may enter into a contract with such firm or 
subsidiary at the end of the 30-day period 
beginning on the date that such head of an 
agency submits to Congress a report on the 
contract. 

"(B) A report under subparagraph <A> 
shall include the following: · 

"<D The identity of the foreign govern
ment concerned. 

"(ii) The nature of the contract. 
"(iii) The extent of ownership or control 

of the firm or subsidiary concerned by the 
foreign government concerned or the 
agency or instrumentality of such foreign 
government. 

"(iv) The reasons for entering into the 
contract. 

"(2) DETERMINATION OF CONSISTENCY WITH 
NATIONAL INTERESTS.-The Secretary of De
fense, after consultation with the Secretary 
of State, shall determine whether entering 
into a contract with a firm described in sub
section <a> or with a subsidiary of such a 
firm is inconsistent with the foreign policy 
or national security objectives of the United 
States. In making such a determination, the 
Secretary of Defense shall consider the fol
lowing: 

"(A) The relationship of the United States 
with the foreign government concerned. 

"(B) The obligations of the United States 
under international agreements. 

"(C) The extent of the ownership or con
trol of the firm or subsidiary by the foreign 
government or an agent or instrumentality 
of the foreign government. 

"CD> Whether payments made, or infor
mation made available, to the firm or sub
sidiary under the contract could be used for 
purposes hostile to the interests of the 
United States. 

"(C) DISCLOSURE OF OWNERSHIP OR CON
TROL BY A FOREIGN GOVERNMENT.-The head 
of an agency shall require a firm or a sub-

sidiary of a firm that submits a bid or pro
posal in response to a solicitation described 
in section 2305<a><l> of this title to disclose 
in that bid or proposal any significant inter
est in such firm or subsidiary <or, in the case 
of a subsidiary, in the firm that owns the 
subsidiary> that is owned or controlled 
<whether directly or indirectly) by a foreign 
government or an agent or instrumentality 
of a foreign government. 

"(d) APPLICABILITY.-
"(!) AMOUNTS LESS THEN $100,000.-This 

section does not apply to a contract for an 
amount less than $100,000. 

"(2) COAST GUARD AND NASA.-This sec
tion does not apply to the Coast Guard or 
the National Aeronautics and Space Admin
istration. 

"(e) REGULATIONS.-The Secretary of De
fense, after consultation with the Secretary 
of State, shall prescribe regulations to carry 
out this section. 

"(f) DEFINITION.-ln this section, the term 
'significant interest' means an interest equal 
to or exceeding five percent of the total 
ownership interest.". 

(2) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.-The table of 
sections at the beginning of such chapter is 
amended by adding at the end the following 
new item: 
"2325. Contracts: consideration of foreign 

policy and national security ob
jectives.". 

<b> EFFECTIVE DATE.-The Secretary of De
fense shall prescribe regulations as required 
by section 2325<e> of title 10, United States 
Code <as added by subsection <a». beforP. 
the end of the 180-day period beginning on 
the date of the enactment of this Act. 
SEC. 926. PROHIBITION ON AWARD OF ENGINEER 

EQUIPMENT CONTRACTS TO FIRM IN 
WHICH THE LIBYAN GOVERNMENT 
OWNS OR CONTROLS AN INTEREST. 

<a> IN GENERAL.-The Secretary of De
fense may not obligate or expend any 
amounts appropriated to the Department of 
Defense for fiscal year 1986 or 1987 to 
award a contract for acquisition of engineer 
equipment classified in Federal Supply 
Class 24 or 38 to any firm in which the 
Libyan Government owns or controls 
<whether directly or indirectly> a significant 
interest <or to any subsidiary of such a 
firm). 

<b> WAIVER.-The Secretary may waive 
the application of this section to the award
ing of a contract if the Secretary determines 
that such award-

< 1 > will not result in the realization of 
profit by the Libyan government; 

<2> will not increase the value of any stock 
held by such Government; and 

(3) requires that not less than 50 percent 
of the labor costs represented by such con
tract be expended within the United States. 

(C) DEFINITIONS.-ln this section, the term 
"significant interest" has the meaning given 
that term in section 2325(f) of title 10, 
United States Code <as added by subsection 
<a». 

H.R. 5233 
By Mr. FRENZEL: 

-On Page 63, after line 4, insert the follow
ing new section: 

"SEC. 513. Notwithstanding any other pro
vision of this Act, each amount appropri
ated or otherwise made available by this Act 
not required to be appropriated or other
wise made available by previously enacted 
law is hereby reduced by 9.14 percent." 
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