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BERLIN-The European Space Agency 
(ESA) is coming under increasing pressure 
from some of its cash-strapped member states 
to throttle back its future commitments to 
the U.S.-led international space station. In 
preparation for the next key meeting of 
representatives from ESA's 14 member 
states, scheduled for March, and a European 
space summit later this year, government of- 
ficials in Germany, France, and Italy-the 
three biggest contributors to ESA's budget- 
have been discussing proposals to cap and 
stretch out Europe's spending on crewed 
spaceflight. 

In a letter this month to ESA Director 

meriting ESA'S current space station plan is 
"well beyond the financial capabilities of 
ESA member states." Ruttgers said he and his 
French counterpart opposed ESA's most re- 
cent proposal to spend $4.8 billion on its 
crewed-s~ace efforts from 1995 to 2003. most 
of which-would pay for Europe's share bf the 
mace station Droeram. . - 

Instead, Ruttgers suggested a "realistic 
framework" for reducing ESA's crewed space- 
flight program to $2.5 billion from 1996 to 
2000. This figure includes Europe's "in-kind" 
contributions to the mace station-hard- 
ware developed and built in Europe-rather 
than money paid directly to the inter- 
national effort, together with a 20% pool of 
funds for unforeseen costs. 

Europe's contribution to the space station 
was defined at the last meeting of European 
space ministers in Granada, Spain, in No- 
vember 1992 and adjusted the following 
spring when U.S. budget cuts forced major 
modifications to the station plan. The agree- 
ment is UD for review at the next ministerial 
meeting, toward the end of the year. Cur- 
rently, ESA, which is participating in the 
station along with Russia, Japan, and 
Canada, is developing and building: 

The Columbus Orbiting Facility, a Euro- 
pean laboratory module that would dock 
with the international space station; 

The Automatic Transfer Vehicle, a "space 
tug" that would transfer crews and help the 
Columbus orbiter dock with the space sta- 
tion; and 

The Crew Rescue Vehicle, a small craft 
to bring crew members to Earth in an 
emergency. 

Not all ESA members are contributing to 
this effort; unlike the space science program, 
in which all ESA member countries partici- 
pate, membership in the crewed spaceflight 
program is voluntary. Under the agreement 
reached in Granada, Germany was scheduled 

- 
;f said Germany and France feel strongly 
" that ESA should remain a partner in 

the international space station proj- 
ect, so long as that partnership reflects 
strict cost ceilings and a "realistic con- 
cept." He also urged other European 
nations to contribute "substantially" 
to the crewed space effort. 

Harald Muller, chief spokesperson 
for the German research ministry in 
Bonn, says Ruttgers's letter simply re- 
flects current financial and political 
realities. "Germany and France can- 
not bear all the costs alone," says 
Muller, noting the Italians' shrinking 
commitment. "To be realistic, Eur- 
ope's contribution must be reduced, 
and that contribution must be shared 

Test bed. A mock-up of the Columbus Orbiting Facility, more among ESA number states," 
part of ESA's contribution to the space station. Muller insists. 

Muller says the research ministry 
to bear the lion's share of the costs (38%), has not yet received an official response to 
Italy agreed to pay 31%, and France lo%, Ruttgers's letter. The next few weeks leading 
with other ESA members making up the dif- up to the March meeting should see some 
ference. All three major contributors are intense negotiations. 
now expressing reservations about the cost. -Robert Koenig 

ESA staff members themselves recently 
made suggestions for modest reductions in Robert Koenig is a j o u d s t  in Berlin. 

U.S. TECHNOLOGY POLICY 

House Panel Cuts Industry Programs 
Eager to eliminate federal support for in- 
dustry-led research-and cut the budget 
deficit while they're at it-House Republi- 
cans have taken their first bite out of the 
Administration's technology policy. Last 
week the House Appropriations Commit- 
tee, on a party-line vote, approved taking 
back $609 million that Congress had previ- 
ously approved for two efforts-the Tech- 
nology Reinvestment Program (TRP) and 
the Advanced Technology Program (ATP)- 
aimed at increasing collaboration between 
industry and university scientists. Although 
the full House is expected to approve the 
cuts, perhaps as early as next week, sources in 
Congress and industry predict the Senate 
will be less inclined to jump on the industry- 
bashing bandwagon. 

The cuts would wipe out $502 million in 
appropriations made during the last 2 years 
to the Department of Defense for TRP 
(Science, 25 March 1994, p. 1676), as well as 
$107 million given this year to the National 
Institute of Standards and Technology 
(NIST) for ATP. The cuts would halt the 
TRP program, begun in 1993 as a way for the 
military to provide funds for joint industry- 
government research on dual-use technolo- 
gies. They would also slow the growth of the 

5-year-old ATP program, focused on im- 
proving economic competitiveness, with a 
1995 budget that soared from $199 million to 
$43 1 million. Both programs provide signifi- 
cant funding for university researchers in a 
variety of fields, although the awards are 
typically made to industry-led teams. 

The attack on the two programs was in- 
cluded in a $2.9 billion package of rescissions 
proposed by the committee to offset most of 
an increase of $3.2 billion in this vear's Pen- 
tagon budget ;o pay for the military's glob- 
al peacekeeping activities and to improve 
troop readiness. The timing surprised some 
program partisans, who anticipated that the 
battle over support for industrial technology 
would not be joined until spring, when Con- 
gress took up the president's 1996 budget 
request. That request contains $500 million 
for TRP and $491 million for ATP. 

Those same partisans worry that industry 
may never really mount serious opposition. 
Although high-tech companies have formed 
a coalition to battle the cuts, some officials 
admit that corporate executives are divided 
on how hard to push. "Technology is only 
part of a larger mosaic that includes tax re- 
form, regulatory relief, and product liability, 
and by and large, this Congress is doing the 
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