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So the Journal was approved.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

Stated for:

Mr. CALLAHAN. Mr. Speaker, during rollcall
vote No. 166, on approving the Journal, | was
unavoidably detained. Had | been present, |
would have voted “yea.”

Ms. MILLENDER-McDONALD. Mr. Speaker,
on Thursday, May 27, 1999, | was unavoid-
ably detained while conducting official busi-
ness and missed rollcall vote 166, a motion to
approve the Journal. Had | been present, |
would have voted “yea.”

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
LAHooD). Will the gentleman from New
York (Mr. REYNOLDS) come forward and
lead the House in the Pledge of Alle-
giance.

Mr. REYNOLDS led the Pledge of Al-
legiance as follows:

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the
United States of America, and to the Repub-
lic for which it stands, one nation under God,
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all.

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE

A message from the Senate by Mr.
Lundregan, one of its clerks, an-
nounced that the Senate had passed
without amendment bills of the House
of the following titles:

H.R. 1034. An act to declare a portion of the
James River and Kanawha Canal in Rich-
mond, Virginia, to be nonnavigable waters of
the United States for purposes of title 46,
United States Code, and the other maritime
laws of the United States.

H.R. 1121. An act to designate the Federal
building and United States courthouse lo-
cated at 18 Greenville Street in Newman,
Georgia, as the ‘“‘Lewis R. Morgan Federal
Building and United States Courthouse”.

The message also announced that
pursuant to Public Law 94-201, as
amended by Public Law 105-275, the
Chair, on behalf of the President pro
tempore, appoints the following indi-
viduals as members of the Board of
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Trustees of the American Folklife Cen-
ter of the Library of Congress—

Janet L. Brown, of South Dakota;
and

Mickey Hart, of California.

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair will recognize the gentleman
from Ohio (Mr. BOEHNER). Other 1-min-
utes will be taken up at the end of the
day.

WELCOME TO FATHER JOHN
PUTKA

(Mr. BOEHNER asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. BOEHNER. Mr. Speaker, we are
very glad this morning to have Father
John Putka as our guest chaplain.

President Andrew Jackson is famous
for saying, and | will quote, ‘“One man
with courage makes a majority.” That
description | think is particularly suit-
ed to Father Putka.

As a priest of the Society of Mary,
and as a professor at the University of
Dayton, Father Putka has had a dra-
matic and positive impact on the lives
of tens of thousands of students over
the years. | know of few professors who
take such a personal interest in the
academic and spiritual growth of their
students.

Before going to the University of
Dayton in 1989, though, Father Putka
taught at my alma mater and the alma
mater of our colleague, the gentleman
from Colorado (Mr. BOB SCHAFFER),
Moeller High School in Cincinnati.

Although | was gone, Father Putka
did teach most of my eight younger
brothers, and the gentleman from Colo-
rado (Mr. SCHAFFER) as well.

He is truly one of a kind, and not just
because there are not many Marianist
priests out there sporting a flat top
haircut. He is a dear friend to many,
and through his service to his church,
his community, and his country, |
think he is a unique leader for all of us.

I might also add that as a professor
at the University of Dayton, he has
done a marvelous job in attracting
many of us to come speak to his class,
Members from both sides of the polit-
ical aisle.

I might also mention that Father
Putka is currently a professor for the
student, the daughter of our colleague,
the gentleman from Illinois (Mr. RAY
LAHooD), who is in the Chair.

We are glad that Father Putka is
with us, and hope that he will return
soon.

PROVIDING FOR CONSIDERATION
OF H.R. 1401, NATIONAL DEFENSE
AUTHORIZATION ACT FOR FIS-
CAL YEAR 2000

Mrs. MYRICK. Mr. Speaker, by direc-
tion of the Committee on Rules, | call
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up House Resolution 195 and ask for its
immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

H. RES. 195

Resolved, That at any time after the adop-
tion of this resolution the Speaker may, pur-
suant to clause 2(b) of rule XVIII, declare the
House resolved into the Committee of the
Whole House on the state of the Union for
consideration of the bill (H.R. 1401) to au-
thorize appropriations for fiscal years 2000
and 2001 for military activities of the Depart-
ment of Defense, to prescribe military per-
sonnel strengths for fiscal years 2000 and
2001, and for other purposes. The first read-
ing of the bill shall be dispensed with. All
points of order against consideration of the
bill are waived. General debate shall be con-
fined to the bill and shall not exceed one
hour equally divided and controlled by the
chairman and ranking minority member of
the Committee on Armed Services. After
general debate the bill shall be considered
for amendment under the five-minute rule.

SEC. 2. (a) It shall be in order to consider
as an original bill for the purpose of amend-
ment under the five-minute rule the amend-
ment in the nature of a substitute rec-
ommended by the Committee on Armed
Services now printed in the bill, modified by
the amendment printed in part A of the re-
port of the Committee on Rules accom-
panying this resolution. That amendment in
the nature of a substitute shall be considered
as read. All points of order against that
amendment in the nature of a substitute are
waived.

(b) No further amendment to the amend-
ment in the nature of a substitute made in
order as original text shall be in order except
the amendments printed in the report of the
Committee on Rules accompanying this res-
olution, amendments en bloc described in
section 3 of this resolution, and pro forma
amendments offered by the chairman and
ranking minority member of the Committee
on Armed Services for the purpose of debate.

(c) Except as specified in section 5 of this
resolution, each amendment printed in the
report of the Committee on Rules shall be
considered only in the order printed in the
report, may be offered only by a Member des-
ignated in the report, shall be considered as
read, and shall not be subject to a demand
for division of the question in the House or
in the Committee of the Whole. Unless other-
wise specified in the report, each amendment
printed in the report shall be debatable for 10
minutes equally divided and controlled by
the proponent and an opponent and shall not
be subject to amendment (except that the
chairman and ranking minority member of
the Committee on Armed Services each may
offer one pro forma amendment for the pur-
pose of further debate on any pending
amendment).

(d) All points of order against amendments
printed in the report of the Committee on
Rules or amendments en bloc described in
section 3 of this resolution are waived.

(e) The first time after the legislative day
of May 27, 1999, the Speaker declares the
House resolved into the Committee of the
Whole House on the state of the Union for
further consideration of H.R. 1401 an addi-
tional period of general debate shall be in
order, which shall be confined to the bill and
shall not exceed one hour equally divided
and controlled by the chairman and ranking
minority member of the Committee on
Armed Services.

SEC. 3. It shall be in order at any time for
the chairman of the Committee on Armed
Services or his designee to offer amendments
en bloc consisting of amendments printed in
part C of the report of the Committee on
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Rules not earlier disposed of or germane
modifications of any such amendment.
Amendments en bloc offered pursuant to this
section shall be considered as read (except
that modifications shall be reported), shall
be debatable for 20 minutes equally divided
and controlled by the chairman and ranking
minority member of the Committee on
Armed Services or their designees, shall not
be subject to amendment, and shall not be
subject to a demand for division of the ques-
tion in the House or in the Committee of the
Whole. For the purpose of inclusion in such
amendments en bloc, an amendment printed
in the form of a motion to strike may be
modified to the form of a germane perfecting
amendment to the text originally proposed
to be stricken. The original proponent of an
amendment included in such amendments en
bloc may insert a statement in the Congres-
sional Record immediately before the dis-
position of the amendments en bloc.

SEC. 4. The chairman of the Committee of
the Whole may: (1) postpone until a time
during further consideration in the Com-
mittee of the Whole a request for a recorded
vote on any amendment; and (2) reduce to
five minutes the minimum time for elec-
tronic voting on any postponed question that
follows another electronic vote without in-
tervening business, provided that the min-
imum time for electronic voting on the first
in any series of questions shall be 15 min-
utes.

SEC. 5. The Chairman of the Committee of
the Whole may recognize for consideration of
any amendment printed in the report of the
Committee on Rules out of the order printed,
but not sooner than one hour after the chair-
man of the Committee on Armed Services or
a designee announces from the floor a re-
quest to that effect.

SEC. 6. At the conclusion of consideration
of the bill for amendment the Committee
shall rise and report the bill to the House
with such amendments as may have been
adopted. Any Member may demand a sepa-
rate vote in the House on any amendment
adopted in the Committee of the Whole to
the bill or to the amendment in the nature of
a substitute made in order as original text.
The previous question shall be considered as
ordered on the bill and amendments thereto
to final passage without intervening motion
except one motion to recommit with or with-
out instructions.
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Mrs. MYRICK. Mr. Speaker, for the
purpose of debate only, | yield the cus-
tomary 30 minutes to the gentleman
from Texas (Mr. FrRoST), pending which
I yield myself such time as | may con-
sume. During consideration of this res-
olution, all time yielded is for the pur-
pose of debate only.

Yesterday, the Committee on Rules
met and granted a structured rule for
H.R. 1401, the Fiscal Year 2000 Depart-
ment of Defense Appropriations Act.
The rule provides for 1 hour of general
debate equally divided between the
chairman and ranking minority mem-
ber of the Committee on Armed Serv-
ices.

The rule waives all points of order
against consideration of the bill. It
makes in order the Committee on
Armed Services’ amendment in the na-
ture of a substitute now printed in the
bill, modified by the amendment print-
ed in part A of the Committee on Rules
report, which shall be considered as
read.
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The rule also waives all points of
order against the amendment in the
nature of a substitute, as modified.

The rule makes in order only those
amendments printed in the Committee
on Rules report and pro forma amend-
ments offered by the chairman and
ranking minority member of the Com-
mittee on Armed Services for the pur-
pose of debate.

Amendments printed in part C of the
Committee on Rules report may be of-
fered en bloc. Except as specified in
section 5 of the resolution, amend-
ments will be considered only in the
order specified in the report, may be of-
fered only by a Member designated in
the report, and shall be considered as
read, and shall not be subject to a de-
mand for division of the question.

Unless otherwise specified in the re-
port, each amendment printed in the
report shall be debatable for 10 minutes
equally divided and controlled by the
proponent and an opponent and shall
not be subject to amendment, except
that the chairman and ranking minor-
ity member of the Committee on
Armed Services each may offer one pro
forma amendment for the purpose of
further debate on any pending amend-
ment.

The rule waives all points of order
against amendments printed in the
Committee on Rules report and those
amendments en bloc described in sec-
tion 3 of the resolution.

The rule provides for an additional 1
hour of general debate at the beginning
of the second legislative day of consid-
eration of H.R. 1401, which also shall be
equally divided and controlled by the
chairman and ranking minority mem-
ber of the Committee on Armed Serv-
ices.

The rule authorizes the Chairman of
the Committee on Armed Services or
his designee to offer amendments en
bloc consisting of the amendments in
part C of the Committee on Rules re-
port or germane modifications thereto,
which shall be considered as read, ex-
cept that modifications shall be re-
ported, shall be debatable for 20 min-
utes equally divided between the chair-
man and ranking member of the Com-
mittee on Armed Services or their des-
ignees, and shall not be subject to
amendment or demand for a division of
the question.

For the purpose of inclusion in such
amendments en bloc, an amendment
printed in the form of a motion to
strike may be modified to the form of
a germane perfecting amendment to
the text originally proposed to be
stricken.

The original proponent of an amend-
ment, included in such amendments en
bloc, may insert a statement in the
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD immediately
before the dispositions of the en bloc
amendments.

The rule allows the Chairman of the
Committee of the Whole to postpone
votes during consideration of the bill
and to reduce voting time to 5 minutes
on a postponed question if the vote fol-
lows a 15-minute vote.
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The rule allows the Chairman of the
Committee of the Whole to recognize
for consideration of any amendment
printed in the report out of order in
which printed, but not sooner than 1
hour after the Chairman of the Com-
mittee on Armed Services or a designee
announces from the floor a request to
that effect.

Finally, the rule provides for one mo-
tion to recommit, with or without in-
structions.

Mr. Speaker, H.R. 1401 is a good bill.
It is a bill that will allow all of us to
rest a little easier at night knowing
that our national defense is stronger
and that we have taken good care of
our troops.

We now know that China has stolen
our nuclear technology, something the
Soviet Union could not do during the
entire Cold War.

We live in a dangerous world, but
Congress is doing something about it.
We are working to protect our friends
and family back home from our en-
emies abroad. We are helping to take
some of our enlisted men off of food
stamps. It has been absolutely ridicu-
lous that our enlisted men are on food
stamps to survive. We are giving them
a 4.8 percent pay raise.

We are providing for a national mis-
sile defense system so that we can stop
a warhead from China if that day ever
comes. We are boosting the military’s
budget for weapons and ammunition,
and we are tightening security at our
nuclear labs, doing something to stop
the wholesale loss of our military se-
crets.

Mr. Speaker, the Committee on Rules
received 89 amendments to this bill. We
did our best to be fair and to make as
many amendments in order as we
could. The rule allows for a full and
open debate on all the major sources of
controversy, including publicly funded
abortions and nuclear lab security. It
allows for debate on a lot of smaller
issues, too.

| urge my colleagues to strongly sup-
port this rule and to support the under-
lying bill so we can have this good dis-
cussion on the floor today. Now more
than ever we must provide for our na-
tional security.

Mr. Speaker, | include the following
letter for the RECORD:

EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESI-
DENT, OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT
AND BUDGET,
Washington, DC, May 26, 1999.
Hon. J. DENNIS HASTERT,
Speaker, U.S. House of Representatives,
Washington, DC.

DEAR MR. SPEAKER: In his recent letter,
the President indicated that the Administra-
tion considers unacceptable Section 1006 of
the House Armed Services Committee’s FY
2000 National Defense Authorization bill,
which restricts FY 2000 funds available to
the Defense Department to be used for sup-
porting Kosovo military operations. Thus,
the President indicated that if Congress were
to enact a Defense Authorization bill that
included Section 1006, he would veto it. In an
effort to resolve this issue, you asked for my
thoughts regarding the Administration’s
possible actions to ensure that our military
forces in Kosovo receive adequate resources.



H3700

Throughout the debate on the recently
passed emergency supplemental for Kosovo
and other activities, the Administration was
clear about its objectives for funding Depart-
ment of Defense needs—that our forces in-
volved in the Kosovo military operation are
fully funded to conduct their mission and
that the military readiness of all other U.S.
forces is protected. We believe the Presi-
dent’s supplemental request achieved these
objectives. Consistent with current practice,
the President must retain the flexibility to
access various DoD funding sources to re-
spond to immediate needs, much as he has
done in the past. We, of course, will work
with the Congress to ensure that any contin-
gency requirements are fully funded, as well
as to ensure that other priorities—such as
military readiness and modernization—are
protected. With regard to Kosovo funding re-
quirements that may develop beyond the FY
1999 Emergency Supplemental Appropria-
tion, to the extent that these requirements
exceed an amount that could be managed
within the normal reprogramming process
without harming military readiness, we will
submit either a budget amendment or a sup-
plemental appropriations request.

Sincerely,
JacoB J. LEw,
Director.
Mr. Speaker, | reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, | yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. DIXON).

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

Mr. DIXON. Mr. Speaker, | thank the
gentleman for yielding me this time.

Mr. Speaker, | rise to announce that
on Thursday, June 10, the House Per-
manent Select Committee on Intel-
ligence will hold a public meeting to
examine the Chinese embassy bombing.
Witnesses from the Permanent Select
Committee on Intelligence community,
including the Director of Central Intel-
ligence and from the Department of
Defense are expected to attend.

It is the committee’s intention that
this hearing will provide the American
people with a clear understanding of
why this tragic event occurred.

Mr. Speaker, on May 7, 1999, the Embassy
of the People’s Republic of China in Belgrade
was bombed by U.S. aircraft acting as part of
the NATO operation in Yugoslavia. The em-
bassy building was mis-identified as the Yugo-
slavian Federal Directorate of Supply and Pro-
curement, the intended target.

That mistakes were made, is clear. We
need to know why, and what can be done to
lessen the chance that similar mistakes will be
made in the future.

On June 10, the House Permanent Select
Committee on Intelligence will hold a public
hearing to examine the Chinese embassy
bombing. Witnesses from the intelligence com-
munity, including the Director of Central Intel-
ligence, and from the Department of Defense
are expected to attend. It is the committee’s
intention that this hearing will provide the
American people with a clear understanding of
why this tragic event occurred.

Mr. Speaker, | am pleased to yield to
the gentleman from Florida (Mr.
Goss), chairman of the Permanent Se-
lect Committee on Intelligence.

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, | thank the
distinguished gentleman from Cali-
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fornia for yielding to me. | want to
confirm that the bipartisan House Per-
manent Select Committee on Intel-
ligence is obviously well aware of our
colleagues’ concerns on what went
wrong in the bombing, and we are
going to do our best to provide infor-
mation to our colleagues and to all
Americans who are interested in the
subject.

It was a bad mistake, it had serious
consequences and we believe the public
right to know in this matter needs to
be brought forth in a timely way, and
we believe this schedule will work.

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, | yield my-
self such time as | may consume.

Mr. Speaker, | rise in support of H.R.
1401, the Fiscal Year 2000 National De-
fense Authorization Act, and | will re-
luctantly support this rule.

The Republican majority on the
Committee on Rules has recommended
a rule to the House which denies Demo-
cratic Members the right to offer im-
portant policy amendments, and it is
for that reason that some Members of
the Democratic Caucus will not sup-
port this rule.

Mr. Speaker, the Committee on Rules
reported this rule at 11 o’clock last
night on a straight party line vote. |
opposed this rule in committee because
the Republican majority specifically
excluded four major amendments that
Democrats had considered top priority
amendments. Two of those amend-
ments were truly bipartisan amend-
ments relating to matters of great im-
portance to our national security.

It only seems logical that for matters
of such a serious nature that the House
be afforded the opportunity to consider
a bipartisan response. This rule closes
off that opportunity, and the debate in
the House will suffer as a result.

Specifically, Mr. Speaker, this rule
does not allow an amendment proposed
by the gentleman from Washington
(Mr. Dicks), which relates to counter-
intelligence activities at the Depart-
ment of Energy.

The gentleman from Washington (Mr.
Dicks) was the Ranking Democrat on
the Cox committee, and his amend-
ment reflects the important rec-
ommendations made by that com-
mittee.

This amendment was cosponsored not
only by the gentleman from South
Carolina (Mr. SPRATT), but by the gen-
tlewoman from New Mexico (Mrs. WIL-
SON), the gentleman from Texas (Mr.
THORNBERRY), and the gentleman from
South Carolina (Mr. GRAHAM). This was
truly a bipartisan amendment spon-
sored by Members with expertise in na-
tional security.

In addition, the Ranking Democrat
on the Committee on Armed Services
specifically asked that the Dicks
amendment be included in the rule. In
spite of this substantive support for
the Dicks amendment, the Republican
majority has chosen to not allow the
House the opportunity to consider it.

Mr. Speaker, | believe that decision
reflects a serious lapse in comity and
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certainly a serious lapse in the ability
of this House to address matters of
such serious national security impor-
tance.

Secondly, the Committee on Rules
failed to make in order an amendment
proposed by the gentleman from Michi-
gan (Mr. DINGELL). The Dingell amend-
ment would have stricken language in
the Committee on Armed Services bill
which transfers the authority for secu-
rity operations within the Department
of Energy to the Department of De-
fense.

The gentleman from Michigan is of
course the Ranking Democrat on the
Committee on Commerce, which has,
under the rules of the House, jurisdic-
tion over the Department of Energy.
His amendment was cosponsored by the
gentleman from Virginia (Mr. BLILEY),
the chairman of the Committee on
Commerce.

In addition, the chairman and Rank-
ing Democrat of the Committee on
Science, which also has jurisdiction
over the Department of Energy, were
sponsors of the Dingell amendment.

The chairman of the Committee on
Rules last night said it was not nec-
essary to make the Dingell amendment
in order since the matters in his
amendment were included in an
amendment which will be offered by
the chairman of the Committee on
Armed Services.

Mr. Speaker, there is a difference of
opinion about how closely the Spence
amendment tracks the intent of the
Dingell amendment. In the interests of
comity, | think it would have been
preferable for the Committee on Rules
to allow the Dicks amendment to be
considered by the full House.

Finally, the Republican majority of
the Committee on Rules excluded
amendments proposed by the gentle-
woman from New York (Ms.
VELAZQUEZ) and the gentlewoman from
California (Ms. WATERS). These amend-
ments seek to extend a program which
has established contract goals for mi-
nority and other disadvantaged busi-
nesses for the Department of Defense,
yet the Republican majority on the
Committee on Rules failed to make
this important matter part of our dis-
cussion during the consideration of the
bill.

Mr. Speaker, there will be a number
of speakers who will follow me in this
debate who oppose the rule, and 1|
would certainly hope that the Repub-
lican leadership will listen very care-
fully to what they have to say. These
are Members who have substantive ex-
pertise in the issues before us, and it is,
quite frankly, demeaning to this body
that they should have been excluded
from the debate.

I would like to say, however, that the
bill made in order by the rule is a good
bill. Mr. Speaker, when we ask our men
and women in uniform to do the heavy
lifting for us, when we ask them to
shoulder such an important burden, it
is vital that we make sure that they
have the best training and the best
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equipment and that they be fully com-
pensated for the work they do. It is our
responsibility to make sure that all of
those things happen. Mr. Speaker, | be-
lieve this bill goes a long way toward
meeting that responsibility.

The bill provides a 4.8 percent pay
raise effective next January and, more
importantly, ensures that future pay
raises for the military will keep pace
with private sector pay increases. |
cannot stress too much how important
this provision is to the retention prob-
lem we currently face with our active
duty military.

The bill also reforms retirement pay
which will help with retention. The
housing allowance budget is signifi-
cantly increased in the bill, which will
result in lower out-of-pocket costs for
housing for military personnel.
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The bill extends several special pay
and bonus provisions, reforms the reen-
listment program and creates several
new special pay programs specifically
designed to enhance retention. The
Committee on Armed Services is to be
commended for its excellent work in
this area.

I would also like to commend the
committee for its inclusion of $250.1
million to procure 10 F-16C aircraft, as
the President had requested, as well as
the requested funds for the F-22
Raptor, the next-generation air domi-
nance fighter. The bill contains $1.2 bil-
lion for research and development, $1.6
billion for six low-rate initial produc-
tion aircraft, and $277.1 million for ad-
vance procurement of 10 LRIP aircraft
in fiscal year 2001.

The bill also provides $987.4 million
for 11, V-22s, one aircraft more than
the President’s request. The Com-
mittee on Armed Services has acted
wisely by adding this additional air-
craft so that the Marine Corps will be
able to more quickly replace its aging
fleet of CH-46 helicopters.

Mr. Speaker, H.R. 1401 is a good bill,
a bill we can be proud of. But, Mr.
Speaker, this rule does not reflect the
bipartisan support of the bill it makes
in order. | will oppose the previous
question and ask for an open rule at
the appropriate time.

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

Mrs. MYRICK. Mr. Speaker, | yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Texas
(Mr. PAuUL).

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

Mr. PAUL. Mr. Speaker, | thank the
gentlewoman for yielding me this time.
I would like to point out that this is a
rule of which | do not believe the au-
thors should be proud. This rule, | be-
lieve, strictly limits a serious debate
with regards to our national defense
and our involvement in war at this par-
ticular time.

Today, the International War Crimes
Tribunal decided to indict Milosevic.
Milosevic is obviously a character that
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deserves severe criticism, but at this
particular junction in the debate over
this erroneous and ill-gotten war in
Yugoslavia, this indicates to most of
the world that there is no attempt
whatsoever on the part of NATO to at-
tempt any peace negotiations. This is a
guarantee of the perpetuation of war.

Milosevic is going to be further
strengthened by this. He will not be
weakened. It was said the bombing
would weaken Milosevic, and yet he
was strengthened. This same move,
this pretense that this kangaroo court
can indict Milosevic and carry this to
fruition indicates only that there are
some who will enjoy perpetuating this
war, because there is no way this can
enhance peace. This is a sign of total
hypocrisy, | believe, on the part of
NATO. NATO, eventually, by history,
will be indicted.

But today we are dealing with this
process, and this is related to the bill
that is about to be brought to the floor
because, specifically, as this bill came
out of committee, it said that monies
in this bill should be used for defense,
not for aggressive warfare in Kosovo,
and yet that was struck in the Com-
mittee on Rules. That is a serious
change in the bill. | think all our col-
leagues must remember this when it
comes time to vote for the final pas-
sage.

We could have had a bill that made a
statement against spending this money
to perpetuate this illegal NATO war,
and yet it was explicitly removed from
the bill. | think this is reason to ques-
tion the efforts on this rule. Certainly
it should challenge all of us on the
final passage of this bill, because much
of this money will not be spent on the
national defense, but to perpetuate
war, which is a direct distraction from
our national defense because it in-
volves increasing threats to our na-
tional security. It does not protect our
national security.

It might be well to also note that
this bill does not do much more for fis-
cal conservatives. The President asked
for a certain amount for the defense of
this country, but we have seen fit to
raise him more than $8 billion, spend
more money, more money that is so
often not spent in our national defense.
At the same time, we must also re-
member that when we vote on this bill,
and this rule allows it, more than $10
billion will be in excess of the budget
agreement of 1997.

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, | yield 4
minutes to the gentleman from Wash-
ington (Mr. DICKS).

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Speaker, we must de-
feat this rule today. We must defeat it
because it lets down the American peo-
ple. It forbids this House from voting
on vital changes to policies and proce-
dures of the Department of Energy,
procedures that have led directly to
the loss of some of our Nation’s most
valuable secrets.

Let me read to my colleagues a list
of some of the national security protec-
tions the House will not be allowed to
vote on today if this rule passes.
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The House will not be allowed to vote
to double penalties on the traitors who
betray our Nation by divulging our se-
crets. The House will not be allowed to
vote to ensure that seasoned FBI coun-
terintelligence professionals are hired
at the national labs to perform coun-
terintelligence. The House will not be
allowed to vote to ensure that never
again are counterintelligence agents
forced to stand by, unable to search the
office or computer of a spy while our
Nation’s secrets are being poured
straight into the arms of potential ad-
versaries.

The House will not be allowed to vote
to give the Secretary of Energy the au-
thority to expedite polygraphing of
people with access to our most sen-
sitive nuclear secrets, even if the Sec-
retary believes that doing so is vital to
protect our national security.

The House will not be allowed to vote
to protect individuals who risked their
own careers by bringing to light secu-
rity lapses at DOE before more secrets
are lost. The House will not be allowed
to vote to require a comprehensive out-
side analysis of computer
vulnerabilities at the national labs.
And the House will not be allowed to
vote to require a red team from the
FBI and the NSA to find open ways
into DOE’s classified system and close
them.

Mr. Speaker, it is simply an outrage
that the House has been denied a vote
on these measures. But what is most
disappointing is the reason why this
has been done. The flaw which kept the
House from voting for any of these
measures is that they were part of a bi-
partisan bill which was agreed to by
both Republicans and Democrats;
thoughtful national security experts,
like the gentleman from Texas (Mr.
THORNBERRY), the gentleman from
South Carolina (Mr. GRAHAM), and the
gentlewoman from New Mexico (Mrs.
WILSON) joined with me and the gen-
tleman from South Carolina (Mr.
SPRATT), the gentleman from Arkansas
(Mr. SNYDER), and the gentlewoman
from California (Mrs. TAUSCHER).

Combined, these Members have over
50 years of service on National Secu-
rity Committees of the House, but we
were denied because we chose to work
together.

I also understand that an amendment
offered by two Republican full com-
mittee chairmen and the gentleman
from Michigan (Mr. DINGELL), the long-
est serving and one of the most re-
spected Members of this House, who
warned everyone about problems at
DOE when everything we have lost
today could have still been saved, was
denied a vote in the House.

Today is a low day for the House, Mr.
Speaker, unless we turn back this rule
and start over.

The gentleman from California (Mr.
Cox) and | worked very hard together
on a bipartisan basis to bring to this
House our best recommendations on
what could be done to improve national
security at these labs, and | am very
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disappointed that the Republican lead-
ership has chosen to take a partisan
approach to implementing our report.
We spent 9 months working on this. We
did our very best to give the House our
best work product and to have the first
effort here to implement these rec-
ommendations turned down by the
Committee on Rules is an insult to the
people who served on this committee.

It was a bipartisan effort. Everyone
on the committee was asked to join as
cosponsors. | do not understand this. |
am very offended by it and | hope that
the people and the press will take note
of the fact that within hours of our re-
port being presented to the House, al-
ready partisan considerations in terms
of implementing these recommenda-
tions are being put forward. It is an in-
sult.

Mrs. MYRICK. Mr. Speaker, | yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Utah
(Mr. HANSEN).

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

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. Speaker, | rise on
this particular bill as a Member of the
Committee on Armed Services. | am
distraught and somewhat upset that
there is so little money going into the
military at a time when it is being cut
back so dramatically.

Mr. Speaker, what | wanted to talk
about today is a provision | put in the
bill in the subcommittee chaired by
the gentleman from Colorado (Mr.
HEFLEY). In Utah, we have what is
called the Utah Test and Training
Range. It is a huge range, and probably
one of the jewels as far as training
ranges go. It has a place for the cruise
missile, the tactical missile. The F-16
out of Hill is used there; the F-15 out of
Nellis; the Navy uses out of Fallon, Ne-
vada, it is used out of Mountain Home.
It is 0 to 58,000 feet of clear airspace.
There is no other place like that in the
world that the United States has.

We tried to protect that and have
done our very best to do it. At the
present time, the Governor of the State
of Utah, Mike Leavitt, and the Sec-
retary of the Interior, Mr. Babbitt, are
working on trying to come up with
some kind of wilderness issue along the
west side of Utah. | have to com-
pliment both the Secretary and the
Governor for the good work they have
done.

As it has been a while, bringing this
to pass, we found ourselves in a situa-
tion that we had to protect the Utah
Test and Training Range, and so in this
bill that we have coming up there is an
issue about protecting that range. |
have now talked to both the Secretary
and the Governor and this language is
no longer necessary with the bill that
will come about eventually; and there-
fore, at the proper time, and working
with leadership and working with the
Parliamentarian and others, we will
strike this language.

I am not quite sure where that is, but
I wanted to make people aware of that.
There are a lot of folks, though, who
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have a total misunderstanding of how
this system worked, who thought this
was not done correctly. It was done
correctly and in the open light of day,
and this will be done at the proper
time. | wanted to let the House know
that that will be done, which will take
care of the problem that seems to be
bothering some of the folks from the
environmental community who, frank-
ly, do not understand the procedure.

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, | yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from South
Carolina (Mr. SPRATT).

Mr. SPRATT. Mr. Speaker, | thank
the gentleman for yielding me this
time.

Mr. Speaker, you need to have served
here in the 1980s when the Democrats
had a majority, and by a wide margin,
to understand how unfair, outrageous
and insulting this rule is. We had re-
stricted rules then. We had closed rules
then. But when the defense authoriza-
tion bill came to the floor in those
days, we were spending big money and
it was felt that this was a free market-
place of ideas.

I have seen years in the past when we
had hundreds of amendments, 200 or
more amendments, filed in the Com-
mittee on Rules, and half of them were
made in order. We came to the floor on
some occasions and it took us 2 to 3
weeks to get off the floor, but we had
a free marketplace of ideas and a full
and robust debate. We will not have
that full and robust debate today on a
matter of utmost importance.

The gentleman from Washington (Mr.
Dicks) has told us that together with
me and other Members, bipartisan, we
sat down and took the recommenda-
tions of the Select Committee on U.S.
National Security and Military/Com-
mercial Concerns with the People’s Re-
public of China and implemented them
with respect to the Department of En-
ergy and the national laboratories. We
made a series of serious substantive
recommendations supported by Mem-
bers who know best because they come
from those areas where these facilities
are located: the gentlewoman from
New Mexico (Mrs. HEATHER WILSON),
who has Los Alamos; the gentleman
from South Carolina (Mr. GRAHAM),
who has Savannah River; the gentle-
woman from California (Mrs.
TAUSCHER), who has Lawrence Liver-
more. They participated in the formu-
lation of this amendment. A truly bi-
partisan effort. Is it made in order? No.

Now, in years past it was unthought
of for senior members of the com-
mittee, for ranking members of serious
committees of the House, when they of-
fered a substantive, serious amend-
ment, not a curve ball, not an under-
cut, and this is not that at all anyway,
this is substantive legislation, to be
stiff-armed like this by the Committee
on Rules and the other side of the aisle.

This rule says we have time to con-
sider how lease proceeds from the dairy
farmer in Annapolis will be allocated,
but we cannot talk about security in
the national labs. We have time to talk
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about how whether or not we will buy
American when we buy weight training
equipment, but we cannot talk about
espionage in the national labs, not at
least with respect to our well-thought-
out bill. We have time to talk about
how the Air Force will buy modular
firefighting equipment, but not this
important bipartisan amendment.

This is a travesty. This is not the
way to run the House of Representa-
tives. We should defeat this rule and
let everyone know that in the future,
when efforts like this are made, they
deserve at least a hearing in the well of
the House.

O 1100

Mrs. MYRICK. Mr. Speaker, | yield
myself such time as | may consume.

I would like to assure the gentleman
from South Carolina that there is
going to be a lot of discussion on the

nuclear labs problem on this House
floor.
Mr. SPRATT. But, if the gentle-

woman will yield, there is no discus-
sion about the amendment which we
offered which we have worked on for 2
weeks and in which there has been
broad bipartisan participation. This is
an outrage. We should at least be able
to make it in order on the House floor.

Mrs. MYRICK. Reclaiming my time,
we had 89 amendments to consider in
this bill.

Mr. Speaker, | yield 3 minutes to the
gentleman from Pennsylvania (Mr.
WELDON).

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

Mr. WELDON of Pennsylvania. First
of all, I thank the gentlewoman for
yielding.

Mr. Speaker, just to respond to my
good friend and someone for whom |
have the highest respect, | do not know
of any Republican on the Cox com-
mittee that was consulted on the
amendment. | was not. As the gen-
tleman knows, | spend a lot of time on
these issues in the Cox committee. |
take my work on the Cox committee
very seriously. There is no member of
the Cox committee on our side of the
aisle who is on that amendment be-
cause | was not aware of it.

Mr. SPRATT. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. WELDON of Pennsylvania. |
yield to the gentleman from South
Carolina.

Mr. SPRATT. It is my understanding
that the gentleman from Washington
(Mr. Dicks) talked to the gentleman
from California (Mr. Cox) about it and
that my staff talked to your staff
about it.

Mr. WELDON of Pennsylvania. No. |
am not a cosponsor of the amendment,
did not know it was coming up, would
have helped the gentleman in the Com-
mittee on Rules if | would have known.
But | just found out from the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. THORNBERRY).
He is on it.

I am just saying, | think we would
have had a better chance for a truly bi-
partisan effort if the Republicans on
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the Cox committee had been involved
and engaged to help make this process
before it.

Mr. DICKS. Mr.
gentleman yield?

Speaker, will the

Mr. WELDON of Pennsylvania. |
yield to the gentleman from Wash-
ington.

Mr. DICKS. We gave this to the

chairman, and | talked to him about it
two or three times as we were doing
these various joint appearances. Ad-
mittedly, with all the attention there
has been on getting this report out, we
may not have done our finest job in
getting this to everybody as quickly as
possible, and | regret that, but the
chairman was given the amendment
and | asked him to cosponsor it.

Mr. SPRATT. | am told that our staff
met with your staff last week and gave
you a copy. We would have been happy
to have you as a cosponsor.

Mr. DICKS. The chairman was busy,
too, though.

Mr. WELDON of Pennsylvania. Re-
claiming my time, | would be happy to
work with my colleagues and friends
because they do have good ideas. As
our friends know, there were 38 rec-
ommendations in the Cox committee.
In fact, | was somewhat appalled that
the White House spun a public response
to those 38 confidential recommenda-
tions on February 1, before the Direc-
tor of the CIA had even read the report,
which he said 2 days later on February

I think a constructive as opposed to
a political approach to solving the
problems identified in the Cox com-
mittee is in order. |1 will pledge to work
with both of my friends in that regard.

Mr. DICKS. We appreciate that.

Mr. WELDON of Pennsylvania. | just
wanted to clarify that, that | would
liked to have been a part of that effort
and will pledge to work with you in the
future.

This rule, | ask that our Members
support. It is a good rule. There are
some things | perhaps would have done
differently, but it is a good rule in a
very large bill.

I want to point to some specific
things that are in here. We took the
recommendations of Deputy Secretary
John Hamre and his Chief Information
Dominance Officer Art Money and we
increased what they asked us for.

We see cyberterrorism and the use of
information technology as a major
weapon in the future of rogue nations.
We increase the requests in those
areas, so this Congress has been mov-
ing ahead of the request by the Pen-
tagon in that area. We, | think, re-
versed what would have been one of the
most destabilizing issues in working
with the Russians that we have. The
administration originally proposed
defunding the only cooperative pro-
gram we have with Russia on missile
defense technology. That was the
RAMOS program. That alarmed the
Russians. We have heard a lot of the
rhetoric about missile defense itself
and steps that we are taking to back
Russia into a corner.
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It was in this bill that we restore
that funding with the cooperation of
our colleague on the other side, Sen-
ator LEVIN, who felt it was critically
important that we reverse this decision
by the administration.

This rule is worthy of our support. |
ask our colleagues to vote ‘“‘yes.”’

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, | yield 5
minutes to the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts (Mr. FRANK).

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr.
Speaker, this rule degrades democracy.
It is a conscious decision for the demo-
cratically elected House of Representa-
tives to avoid open discussion and de-
bate on the most important national
security issues. Let us put aside the
suggestion that time dictated that.

The gentlewoman from North Caro-
lina said, well, there were 89 amend-
ments submitted. The leadership that
decided not to go forward with the de-
bate on these significant issues gave us
all a present a week ago of 3 days off
next week that were scheduled for
work. The original work schedule
called for us to meet next week. Three
days were canceled. So it was not time.
It was a political decision.

We have on the other side Members
who say, and some on this side, that
one of the problems that is driving the
military budget and causing strains in
the budget like we just saw agony on
this floor over the agriculture bill.
Why? Because there is a general per-
ception that the amount of money we
have to work with does not equal the
amount that people think is necessary
to meet various programmatic needs.
Clearly, as you increase military
spending, you cause a problem there.

One argument has been, we have to
increase military spending because the
Clinton administration has exceeded
its capacity by overcommitment. Now,
that is a valid argument to be debated,
but we will not be debating it here, be-
cause that is too hard. That is one that
might make people mad politically.
That is too fundamental. We will de-
bate the proceeds of the dairy farm at
the Naval Academy and strength equip-
ment and whether or not it is being
bought right, and nonsecure tactical
radios for the 82nd Airborne. Those will
all be separately debated.

But should America continue to have
100,000 ground troops in Western Eu-
rope on a permanent basis subsidizing
the Europeans 50-some-odd years after
the end of World War 11? Nine of us,
five Republicans and four Democrats,
put together an amendment to say, let
us cut that to 25,000, subject to the
President’s right to send more if there
is an emergency, an absolutely
untrammeled right to say in an emer-
gency, they go over, but as an ongoing,
permanent situation, let us not con-
tinue to have 100,000 American troops
there.

Many of my Republican colleagues
say, ‘“‘Well, we don’t want ground
troops going into Kosovo. We didn’t
want ground troops in Bosnia.” | have
agreed with that, but I am willing to
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vote that way. What we have are peo-
ple who want the easy rhetorical out of
denouncing something, but do not want
to get caught voting for it because vot-
ing for it might someday have political
consequences.

So this leadership refuses to allow
the House to debate an amendment put
forward by five Republican, three
Democratic and one Independent Mem-
ber to say, ‘“Let’s reduce troops from
Europe.”’

In 1989, a group of us began working
on burdensharing, on saying to our
wealthy allies in Japan and Europe and
in a few other places, the American
taxpayer cannot keep paying that de-
fense burden. We have had some suc-
cesses. It has been bipartisan. My
friend from Connecticut and | have
been working on it.

The gentleman from California (Mr.
ROHRABACHER) is here. The gentleman
from Michigan (Mr. BONIOR), Ms.
Schroeder when she was here, we had a
good bipartisan group. This is the first
time in my memory, the first time
since 1989, when we have been refused
an opportunity to debate
burdensharing.

So let me say to the people of Eu-
rope, | hope you are grateful to the Re-
publican leadership, because having
ended one welfare program, they de-
cided to keep another. They are keep-
ing the most expensive welfare pro-
gram in human history, the one by
which American taxpayers, year after
year after year—I| cannot give all the
years because it has been since 1945—in
which we subsidize the budgets of
Western Europe.

Now, you may think America ought
to keep 100,000 troops in Western Eu-
rope so the Europeans can cut their
budget, even though we do not ever
want to use those troops, but how do
you justify in the House of Representa-
tives of this great democracy not al-
lowing it to be debated and voted on?

There is nothing in this bill, nothing,
I take it back, there is one thing, there
is an amendment that would say, we
will remove our troops from Haiti on a
permanent basis, one of the smaller

interventions. But | heard the gen-
tleman from California (Mr.
CUNNINGHAM) talk about Bosnia,

Kosovo, Somalia, Rwanda, et cetera.

People denounce the level of commit-
ment and say that is driving up the
cost of defense. But this bill quite de-
liberately guarantees that whether or
not we should maintain those commit-
ments will not be debated. It is very
cowardly. It is a stance of people who
want to talk tough and take no action
whatsoever.

It is easy to wave your arms and de-
nounce all these commitments, but
then, however, to guarantee that they
cannot be debated on this floor so
Members never have to take responsi-
bility for what they proclaim politi-
cally is unworthy of a democratic proc-
ess.

This bill ought to be, as it was in the
past, as the gentleman from South
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Carolina said, the form in which this
great democratic body debates, should
we have a two-war strategy? What kind
of nuclear strategy should we have?
What should the role of the American
armed forces be?

You demean democracy with this re-
fusal to allow fundamental issues even
to be debated.

Mrs. MYRICK. Mr. Speaker, | yield
myself such time as | may consume. |
would just like to clarify that for the
last 15 years this bill has always been
structured. There are over 16 hours of
debate. There are 39 amendments, the
same as always, on this defense bill.

As to the question of the gentleman
from Washington (Mr. DICKS) regarding
that subject, there are 10 amendments
that have been made in order on that
subject, one of which is the gentleman
from Washington’s.

I would also like to say that yester-
day in the Committee on Rules that
the ranking minority member, the gen-
tleman from Missouri (Mr. SKELTON),
said it was the best defense authoriza-
tion bill he had ever seen except for
one provision regarding Kosovo which
we have dealt with.

According to the ratio, also there are
more Republican amendments filed
than Democrat amendments that were
filed, which is the norm.

Mr. Speaker, | yield 3 minutes to the
gentleman from Connecticut (Mr.
SHAYS).

Mr. SHAYS. Mr. Speaker, | thank the
gentlewoman for yielding me time. |
just want to say from the outset that |
have serious reservations about this
rule, and | have serious reservations
about our military. | believe our mili-
tary is in trouble and needs significant
help and assistance from this Congress.

Our military is not as strong as it
should be because, in my judgment, we
have too many bases at home and
abroad. Our military is not as strong as
it should be because we are oversub-
scribed in weapons systems. Our mili-
tary is not as strong as it should be be-
cause we have not asked our allies to
pay their fair share of the nonsalary
costs of stationing our troops overseas.

We have asked the Japanese to pay
their fair share. They pay over 75 per-
cent of the nonsalary costs. The Japa-
nese give us more than $3 billion in ac-
tual cash payment for the 40,000 U.S.
troops stationed in Japan.

The Europeans have more than
100,000 of our troops on their soil and
they give us a grand total of $200 mil-
lion. We offered an amendment, five
Republicans and four Democrats, to
initiate a U.S. troop reduction in Eu-
rope from 100,000 to 25,000 over 3 years.
We thought this was a sensible pro-
posal. We thought it should have been
debated.

I just want to express again my res-
ervation that this amendment was not
made in order. Europeans have the
ability to do more for the defense of
their part of this world. They have the
ability to pay more, but if we do not
ask them to, they will not do so. They
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will be more than grateful to get this
welfare from these United States.

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, | yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Ohio
(Mr. TRAFICANT).

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

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Speaker, | am
disgusted today. We are going to de-
bate defense, and we are not addressing
our subsidies to Japan and Germany,
who attacked us and took us to war in
World War Il. We are not going to talk
about financing the Chinese military
arsenal that has 21 rockets pointed at
us and not one of those rockets has a
trigger lock. And we are going to have
a debate on national security and we
are not going to debate our borders
that are wide open, they could drive a
Chinese missile across it, and launch it
from within America at any one of our
cities.

I am disgusted today. Literally. 1 do
not see a national security debate. |
see a national insecurity Congress,
afraid of their shadow, afraid of some
of the politics on our border. Literally.

Well, while we are talking about poli-
tics, we are placing the American peo-
ple at risk. | am disappointed.

I have been a very objective Member.
That debate on the border should have
been allowed in this bill and, shame,
shame on this Congress for making the
American people vulnerable. Vulner-
able to terrorism, vulnerable to nar-
cotics.

And | even struck out immigration.
That is too damn political around here.
Let narcotics come into the country
and destroy our cities, let terrorists
come into the country and blow up our
trade centers, but let us not debate it,
Congress. It is just too damn hot.
ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
LAaHooD). Members should avoid using
profanity during their speeches on the
floor.

Mrs. MYRICK. Mr. Speaker, | yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Indiana
(Mr. SOUDER).

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

Mr. SOUDER. Mr. Speaker, | rise
with grave concern today, both for the
stature and status of our United States
armed forces which desperately need a
buildup and revisions with our national
capacity to defend ourselves because of
the trickling and actual flood of se-
crets from this country to China. But
how we can debate today a bill without
dealing with the issue of Kosovo, | do
not understand.

In the supplemental appropriations
bill, we were supposedly rebuilding our
armed forces. But we allowed re-
programming to occur from the build-
up towards Kosovo. We had rapid de-
ployment force moneys without a re-
striction for Kosovo. And in this bill,
as of last night, the bill that went to
the membership had a ban on funds
from this bill being used for the war in
the Balkans.
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But mysteriously it disappeared. Ap-
parently, the other party was notified
this morning that it was out, but in
our notices to our members we did not
realize until we come to the floor and
get ready for debate that no longer is
there a protection in this bill and the
bill that was distributed to the mem-
bership; not only were they not going
to allow the debate, but the bill that
was given to us had the impression
that it had a ban in. I had an amend-
ment that would have restricted the
funds even more broadly than that, but
that is not in order.

How we can debate about our Armed
Forces and whether we need to rebuild
and restructure our armed forces and
not debate the one thing that is deplet-
ing, that is unifying Jimmy Carter and
his great editorial today in the New
York Times saying civilians are vic-
tims of our flawed approach, and Henry
Kissinger and an increasing majority of
Americans realizing that we are burn-
ing up in a futile effort, in an effort
over there that is actually worsening
world conditions without accom-
plishing its goals; how we can have a
defense authorization debate and, for
that matter, an appropriations debate
without allowing amendments that
would restrict these funds in the name
of a military buildup while armed
forces are being destroyed is beyond
me.

I have not voted against a rule this
year or a procedure, but | cannot in
good conscience vote for this rule.

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, | yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Ohio
(Mr. KUCINICH).

Mr. KUCINICH. Mr. Speaker, I rise to
register my concern and my dis-
appointment that this rule eliminates
a portion of the bill that would have
blocked funding for the further pros-
ecution of the war in Kosovo and Ser-
bia beyond October 1, 1999. As such, it
has canceled debate over U.S. and
NATO policy at a critical moment. The
war is proceeding without the requisite
permission of Congress prescribed by
Article |, Section 8, of the Constitu-
tion. We are correctly concerned about
the plight of the Kosovar Albanians,
but we should be no less concerned
about our own constitutional process.
An air war has continued despite Con-
gress’ disapproval.

This war has imposed death and de-
struction on innocent civilians. A
ground war is being planned. As we
speak, 50,000 NATO troops are massing
at the Kosovo border. British Defense
Secretary George Robertson yesterday
told NBC news that said troops would
go into the southern Serbian province
at the earliest opportunity and may
well face a hostile environment.

The United States is about to send
its sons and daughters into a death
trap in Kosovo, and this Congress will
not have, with this rule, a moment to
debate this awful prospect. This, even
as we proceed with an authorization of
the budget of the Department of De-
fense.
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Today’s reports of the war crime in-
dictment of Slobodan Milosevic are
fueling the fiery coals of war glowing
in the eyes of NATO hawks. This
means a ground war they call down.
Congress must speak out clearly and
convincingly against a ground war.
Congress should pass Mr. WELDON’S
House Resolution 99 which calls for a
peaceful resolution of this war through
negotiations to stop the bombing, re-
move Serb troops from Kosovo, cease
the military activities of the KLA, re-
patriate the Kosovar Albanians under
the watchful eyes of armed inter-
national peacekeepers.

Even at this moment peace is still
possible without further war, but peace
becomes increasingly difficult without
further debate, and peace becomes in-
creasingly distant without imposing
limitations on this administration.

Mrs. MYRICK. Mr. Speaker, | yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Florida
(Mr. WELDON).

Mr. WELDON of Florida. Mr. Speak-
er, | thank the gentlewoman for yield-
ing this time to me, and | rise to ex-
press my disappointment in this rule.

I read, as many Members did, with
intense interest the Cox report. In par-
ticular | was very interested in the sec-
tion on the proliferation of missile
technology to the Communist Chinese
primarily through them launching our
satellites from China, and | was very
pleased that the Cox report included
language that said expansion of U.S.
launch capacity is in the national secu-
rity interests of the United States.
Further, it went on to say it is the na-
tional security interests of the United
States to increase this launch capacity
in the summary, and it is in one of the
recommendations. But this bill does
absolutely nothing to address this
issue.

Mr. Speaker, | had an amendment
that was not made in order that was
attempting to address this issue simply
by implementing something that the
Air Force itself recommended in one of
its own studies, and that is to add addi-
tional personnel at a launch range that
would allow them to increase the ca-
pacity at the range, and | was ex-
tremely disappointed that this was not
made in order, and I am extremely con-
cerned that we, as a Congress, are not
doing anything about this problem. We
are complaining and getting very con-
cerned about the proliferation of U.S.
technology through the Communist
Chinese going to all of these rogue na-
tions like Iran and lIrag and North
Korea, but here we are. We have a bill
before us that attempts to do abso-
lutely nothing to address this very,
very critical issue. We have U.S. sat-
ellite manufacturers building U.S. sat-
ellites and then going to Communist
China to launch those satellites, and
one of the reasons they do that is they
cannot actually get it scheduled at
places like Cape Canaveral, and my
amendment simply would have called
for the expense of a very modest
amount of money, $7 million, that
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would have dramatically increased the
capacity at the launch range, and | am
extremely disappointed that that
amendment was not made in order.

Another feature of my amendment,
which is something that is another ex-
tremely critical issue, is the Air Force
has for years been raiding the accounts
that are used to modernize the launch
range. We still have equipment at these
ranges that operate on vacuum tubes,
and my amendment simply would say:
Stop raiding this account, let us mod-
ernize the launch range and make sure
it is operating efficiently and at low
costs.

Mr. Speaker, | am extremely dis-
appointed in this rule. This is truly a
national security issue, the prolifera-
tion and the transmission of U.S. tech-
nology to the Communist Chinese. We
are not doing anything about it.

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, | yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Mis-
sissippi (Mr. TAYLOR).

Mr. TAYLOR of Mississippi. Mr.
Speaker, | rise in opposition to this
rule. I would like to remind my col-
leagues that they have but one chance
a year to define defense policy for the
United States of America, and that is
the defense authorization bill.

But | also like to remind my col-
leagues that Article I, Section 8 of the
United States Constitution provides
that Congress shall have the power to
provide for the common defense, to de-
clare war, to raise and support armies,
to provide and maintain a Navy, to
make rules for the government and
regulation of the land and naval forces.

For over 60 days American airmen
have been at war in the Federal Repub-
lic of Yugoslavia, and for 60 days nei-
ther the President of the United
States, nor the Congress of the United
States, has said what we hope to ac-
complish.

I had offered an amendment that
would state America’s goals in this
conflict. | realize many of my col-
leagues wish it had not happened. |
think for the sake of the people who
are fighting this war we need to do one
or the other. Either let those who are
opposed to it prevail and get the troops
out or establish a clearly definable set
of goals so that we know what we are
aiming for as a Nation in Yugoslavia.

Mrs. MYRICK. Mr. Speaker, | yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. ROHRABACHER).

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Mr. Speaker, |
rise in strong opposition; that is, oppo-
sition, to this rule.

When the Committee on Armed Serv-
ices reported this bill, it very wisely
included a provision saying that the
funds in this bill for fiscal year 2000
could not be used for continuing the
war in Kosovo for another year. But
the Committee on Rules has decided
and have taken it upon themselves to
use this rule to strike out that provi-
sion. That means, if we are to adopt
this rule, this bill would become an au-
thorization to continue the war for an-
other year.
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This is unconscionable. If our leader-
ship or the Committee on Rules wants
to authorize the continuation of this
war in the Balkans, they should allow
an up-or-down vote on that issue. In-
stead, they have made this rule a vote
on whether or not to continue the war
in the Balkans.

| say vote no on keeping this war
going into the next millennium, vote
no on this rule, and send a message to
the leadership of both parties that we
expect this body to be handled in a
democratic fashion and not
autocratically.

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, | yield 2
minutes to the gentlewoman from Cali-
fornia (Mrs. TAUSCHER).

Mrs. TAUSCHER. Mr. Speaker, | rise
in opposition to this rule.

For the past 3 weeks, Mr. Speaker, a
bipartisan group of Members has
worked to develop a comprehensive, re-
sponsible approach to addressing our
concerns over insufficient security at
the national laboratories. This group
included the gentleman from Wash-
ington (Mr. DICKS), the gentleman from
Texas (Mr. THORNBERRY), the gen-
tleman from South Carolina (Mr.
SPRATT), the gentlewoman from New
Mexico (Mrs. WILSON) and me.

Incredibly, the Committee on Rules
has refused to allow this amendment to
be considered by the House. Instead,
Mr. Speaker, the Committee on Rules
has decided to turn our Nation’s secu-
rity into a partisan issue. It has re-
jected a sincere bipartisan effort to im-
prove our counterintelligence pro-
grams and protect the secrets at our
labs. The Dicks amendment, Mr.
Speaker, would put into law many of
the measures Energy Secretary Rich-
ardson has pledged to undertake. We
would provide the Secretary the au-
thority to implement polygraph exami-
nations of scientists with access to the
most sensitive information. We would
increase financial penalties for employ-
ees who mishandle classified material,
provide whistleblower protection for
employees who report misdeeds and
clarify that the Energy Secretary has
the authority to order the examination
of computers in offices owned by the
Federal Government. Most impor-
tantly, our legislation would establish
direct lines of counterintelligence au-
thority at the Department of Energy
with the ultimate responsibility rest-
ing with the Secretary. The greatest
error in our counterintelligence efforts
has been a lack of any clear individual
responsible for protecting our Nation’s
secrets. Energy Secretary Richardson
has stepped forward to assume that re-
sponsibility, and our legislation would
provide him the authority he needs to
manage the job.

The Committee on Rules’ decision to
bar this amendment from consider-
ation is misguided. | urge my col-
leagues to oppose this rule.

Mrs. MYRICK. Mr. Speaker, | yield 1
minute to the gentleman from North
Carolina (Mr. HAYES).



H3706

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

Mr. HAYES. Mr. Speaker, | rise to
strongly support this rule; | repeat, to
strongly support the rule.

Now | have heard Members on both
sides who have made very strong and
compelling arguments about a number
of very important issues. But Fort
Bragg and Pope Air Force Base are an
integral part of the Eighth District of
North Carolina, and to me the issue
here is simply putting forth a rule that
allows us to buy ammunition for train-
ing, it allows us to buy fuel for our hel-
icopters, it allows us to buy spare parts
that are missing.

So | would simply ask that these
very important issues not be laid aside
but be temporarily displaced so that we
can send a message and the materiel
that are badly needed by our troops.

This rule is about advancing the
cause of our men and women in the
Armed Services, and both parties have
done an excellent job of speaking out
and saying this is the year of the
troops.

So please join me, support this rule,
and let us support our troops.

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, | yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Texas
(Mr. TURNER).
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Mr. TURNER. Mr. Speaker, this bill
came out of the Committee on Armed
Services with a provision that would
have prohibited the use of any of the
funds in the bill for operations in the
Republic of Yugoslavia, whether it be
for the current operations or peace-
keeping operations. | was pleased that
the gentleman from Missouri (Mr.
SKELTON), the ranking Democrat, of-
fered an amendment to try to strike
that irresponsible language. Joined by
all of the Democratic Members of the
committee and a few Republicans, we
still came up short, but | am pleased to
see that the Committee on Rules has
recognized the irresponsible language
and has stricken it from the bill.

This language is irresponsible be-
cause on September 30 all funds would
have been cut off for our military oper-
ations in Yugoslavia, and it would have
endangered the lives of our men and
women serving in the armed forces. We
would have airmen in the air on a
night when we would be telling our De-
fense Department they could no longer
expend funds for their safety or their
operations.

The language also sent a very ter-
rible signal to President Milosevic at a
very critical time in the negotiation
process. The fate of the 1.5 million eth-
nic Albanians hangs in the balance and
the moral imperative for involvement
is undeniable. The NATO alliance
which was formed out of the ashes of
World War Il has protected the peace
and security of Europe for 50 years. It
stood against the Communist threat
until Western ideals of freedom and de-
mocracy prevailed. President Milosevic
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is the last remaining vestige of the old
order in Eastern Europe.

The International War Crimes Tri-
bunal has correctly indicted him for
war crimes. His totalitarian rule, his
repression of basic human rights, his
manipulation of the media, and his in-
comprehensible genocidal campaign of
rape and murder has no place in civ-
ilized society.

The strength of our resolve against
him will define our American national
character for the 21st century, and will
have great bearing upon the safety and
security of the world that we pass on to
our children and grandchildren.

Mrs. MYRICK. Mr. Speaker, | yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Okla-
homa (Mr. ISTOOK).

Mr. ISTOOK. Mr. Speaker, | oppose
this rule. A vote in favor of this rule is
a green light to send U.S. ground
troops into Kosovo and Yugoslavia. If
my colleagues believe, as | believe,
that Congress must approve first the
sending of any American soldiers, then
my colleagues should vote ““no’ on the
rule.

The rule removes language which the
Committee on Armed Services had put
in to restrict the use of ground troops
in Yugoslavia. A vote for the rule is a
vote permitting those ground troops to
be sent.

Mr. Speaker, we have a 10-day break
before us. We do not want to send a
message such as this on the eve of that
break, especially since newspapers in
Great Britain are reporting that the
President is planning to send 90,000
troops in. Our American media are re-
porting that airmen are being denied
their normal discharges because they
must stay to continue being a part of
this unauthorized war being prosecuted
by the President.

The Constitution says it is our obli-
gation before any war should be under-
way. Follow the Constitution, do not
give a green light unless Congress says
so. Vote ‘“‘no’” on the rule.

Mrs. MYRICK. Mr. Speaker, | yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Wash-
ington (Mr. METCALF).

Mr. METCALF. Mr. Speaker, | rise
today with deep disappointment in the
rule we have before us. |1 offered an
amendment yesterday in the Com-
mittee on Rules that gave us a chance
for this House to take an essential step
toward helping unravel the mystery of
the Gulf War illnesses.

I can understand the difficult task of
the Committee on Rules in crafting
this bill with over 78 amendments.
However, my amendment simply re-
quired the Department of Defense to
follow up on the recommendations of
the General Accounting Office regard-
ing the presence of squalene antibodies
in the blood of Gulf War veterans. To
not allow this debate is irresponsible.

Mr. Speaker, we have over 100,000
sick Gulf War veterans in the United
States today, and this House must
stand in the breech to protect and en-
sure that every avenue is pursued to
find for our veterans the truth about
Gulf War illnesses.
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Mrs. MYRICK. Mr. Speaker, | ask
unanimous consent to extend the de-
bate for 30 minutes.

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, | object.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
LAHoo0D). Objection is heard.

Mrs. MYRICK. Mr. Speaker, | yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from New
York (Mr. REYNOLDS).

Mr. REYNOLDS. Mr. Speaker, as a
member of the Committee on Rules, |
think it is important to remind my col-
leagues that the Committee on Rules
received 89 amendments to this bill. We
did our best to be fair and to make as
many amendments in order as we
could.

The rule clearly allows for full and
open debate on all major sources of
controversy, including publicly funded
abortions and nuclear lab security. It
also allows a lot of debate on a lot of
smaller issues as well.

We live in a dangerous world, but
Congress is doing something about it.
Congress is working to protect our
friends and family back home from our
enemies abroad. There are some very
important things that need to be un-
derstood that are contained in this leg-
islation as it comes to the floor.

Mr. Speaker, H.R. 1401 helps take
some of our enlisted men off of food
stamps by giving them a 4.8 percent
pay raise. It provides for a national
missile defense system so we can stop a
warhead from China if that day ever
comes. H.R. 1401 boosts the military
budget for weapons and ammunition,
providing $55.6 billion, $2.6 billion more
than the President requested. And H.R.
1401 tightens security at our nuclear
labs, doing something to stop the
wholesale loss of our military secrets.

Mr. Speaker, | urge passage of this
rule so that debate can begin on the ap-
propriations for our armed services.

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, | yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Florida
(Mr. DAVIS).

(Mr. DAVIS of Florida asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. DAVIS of Florida. Mr. Speaker, |
think the case has been made here
today by a broad number of Members,
both Democrat and Republican, to de-
feat this rule. Let us go back and do
this right.

The point has been made by the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. Dicks), the
gentleman from South Carolina (Mr.
SPRATT) and others. Let us look at the
very important lessons from the report
that has just come out with respect to
national security. In fairness to the
committee, the report was just issued.
But let us do it right the first time.

Let me offer one specific example.
The Weldon amendment that was not
allowed to be made in order by the
Committee on Rules provides a perfect
opportunity to respond to the rec-
ommendation that we begin to invest
in the United States domestic launch
capacity instead of relying, unduly so,
on other countries to launch commu-
nications satellites. The Weldon
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amendment, which was the product of
a study done by the Air Force, rec-
ommended a very specific investment
by the Kennedy Space Center. There
are other space centers around the
country that are well suited for this in-
vestment.

Let us go back and do this right the
first time. Let us begin to respond to
the solutions identified by the Chris
Cox report, and the Weldon amendment
would be a good place to start.

Mrs. MYRICK. Mr. Speaker, | with-
draw the resolution.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tlewoman from North Carolina with-
draws the resolution.

RECESS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 12 of rule I, the Chair de-
clares the House in recess subject to
the call of the Chair.

Accordingly (at 11 o’clock and 38
minutes a.m.), the House stood in re-
cess subject to the call of the Chair.

O 1223
AFTER RECESS

The recess having expired, the House
was called to order by the Speaker pro
tempore (Mr. LAHoOD) at 12 o’clock and
23 minutes p.m.

ANNOUNCEMENT REGARDING
AMENDMENT PROCESS FOR H.R.
45, NUCLEAR WASTE POLICY ACT
OF 1999

Mrs. MYRICK. Mr. Speaker, the Com-
mittee on Rules is expected to meet
the second week of June, when we re-
turn, to grant a rule which may re-
strict amendments for consideration of
H.R. 45, the Nuclear Waste Policy Act
of 1999.

Any Member contemplating an
amendment to H.R. 45 should submit 55
copies of the amendment and a brief
explanation of the amendment to the
Committee on Rules no later than noon
on Tuesday, June 8. The Committee on
Rules office is in H-312 of the Capitol.

Amendments should be drafted to the
text of the bill as reported by the Com-
mittee on Commerce on May 20.

Members should use the Office of
Legislative Counsel to ensure their
amendments are properly drafted and
should check with the Office of the
Parliamentarian to be certain their
amendments comply with the Rules of
the House.

PERMISSION FOR COMMITTEE ON
TRANSPORTATION AND INFRA-
STRUCTURE TO HAVE UNTIL 6
P.M., FRIDAY, MAY 28, 1999, TO
FILE A REPORT ON H.R. 1000,
AVIATION INVESTMENT AND RE-
FORM ACT FOR THE 21ST CEN-
TURY

Mr. SWEENEY. Mr. Speaker, | ask
unanimous consent that the Com-
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mittee on Transportation and Infra-
structure have until 6 p.m. on Friday,
May 28, 1999, to file a report on the bill
(H.R. 1000) to amend title 49, United
States Code, to reauthorize programs
of the Federal Aviation Administra-
tion, and for other purposes.

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

There was no objection.

REMOVAL OF NAME OF MEMBER
AS COSPONSOR OF H.R. 853

Mr. REGULA. Mr. Speaker, |1 ask
unanimous consent that my name be
removed as a cosponsor of H.R. 853.

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

There was no objection.

DESIGNATION OF THE HONORABLE
THOMAS M. DAVIS TO ACT AS
SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE TO
SIGN ENROLLED BILLS AND
JOINT RESOLUTIONS THROUGH
JUNE 7, 1999

The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be-
fore the House the following commu-
nication from the Speaker:

WASHINGTON, DC,
May 27, 1999.

I hereby appoint the Honorable THOMAS M.
DAvVIs to act as Speaker pro tempore to sign
enrolled bills and joint resolutions through
June 7, 1999.

J. DENNIS HASTERT,
Speaker of the House of Representatives.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without
objection, the designation is agreed to.
There was no objection.

COMMUNICATION FROM THE HON-
ORABLE ALCEE L. HASTINGS,
MEMBER OF CONGRESS

The Speaker pro tempore laid before
the House the following communica-
tion from the Honorable ALCEE L.
HASTINGS, Member of Congress:

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
Washington, DC, May 19, 1999.
Hon. DENNIS HASTERT,
Speaker of the House of Representatives,
Washington, DC.

DEAR MR. SPEAKER: | believe that | have
been remiss in informing you that | have
taken a leave of absence from the Committee
on Science.

At the beginning of the 106th Congress |
was appointed to the Select Committee on
Intelligence. 1 am of the understanding that
to serve on this select committee | am re-
quired to take a leave from one of my two
permanent committee assignments. There-
fore | have chosen to take a leave from the
Committee on Science.

If you have any questions please feel free
to contact either me or Ann Jacobs in my of-
fice at 5-1313. Thank you very much.

Sincerely,
ALCEE L. HASTINGS.

MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT

A message in writing from the Presi-
dent of the United States was commu-
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nicated to the House by Mr. Sherman
Williams, one of his secretaries.

CONTINUATION OF EMERGENCY
WITH RESPECT TO THE FED-
ERAL REPUBLIC OF YUGOSLAVIA
(SERBIA AND MONTENEGRO)—
MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT
OF THE UNITED STATES (H. DOC.
106-75)

The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be-
fore the House the following message
from the President of the United
States; which was read and, together
with the accompanying papers, without
objection, referred to the Committee
on International Relations and ordered
to be printed:

To the Congress of the United States:
Section 202(d) of the National Emer-
gencies Act (50 U.S.C. 1622(d)) provides
for the automatic termination of a na-
tional emergency unless, prior to the
anniversary date of its declaration, the
President publishes in the Federal Reg-
ister and transmits to the Congress a
notice stating that the emergency is to
continue in effect beyond the anniver-
sary date. In accordance with this pro-
vision, | have sent the enclosed notice
to the Federal Register for publication,
stating that the emergency declared
with respect to the Federal Republic of
Yugoslavia (Serbia and Montenegro) is
to continue in effect beyond May 30,
1999, and the emergency declared with
respect to the situation in Kosovo is to
continue in effect beyond June 9, 1999.
On December 27, 1995, | issued Presi-
dential Determination 96-7, directing
the Secretary of the Treasury, inter
alia, to suspend the application of
sanctions imposed on the Federal Re-
public of Yugoslavia (Serbia and Mon-
tenegro) and to continue to block prop-
erty previously blocked until provision
is made to address claims or encum-
brances, including the claims of the
other successor states of the former
Yugoslavia. This sanctions relief, in
conformity with United Nations Secu-
rity Council Resolution 1022 of Novem-
ber 22, 1995 (hereinafter the ‘‘Resolu-
tion’”), was an essential factor moti-
vating Serbia and Montenegro’s accept-
ance of the General Framework Agree-
ment for Peace iIn Bosnia and
Herzegovina initialed by the parties in
Dayton, Ohio, on November 21, 1995,
and signed in Paris, France, on Decem-
ber 14, 1995 (hereinafter the ‘‘Peace
Agreement’’). The sanctions imposed
on the Federal Republic of Yugoslavia
(Serbia and Montenegro) were accord-
ingly suspended prospectively, effec-
tive January 16, 1996. Sanctions im-
posed on the Bosnian Serb forces and
authorities and on the territory that
they control within Bosnia and
Herzegovina were subsequently sus-
pended prospectively, effective May 10,
1996, also in conformity with the Peace
Agreement and the Resolution.
Sanctions against both the Federal
Republic of Yugoslavia (Serbia and
Montenegro) and the Bosnian Serbs
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were subsequently terminated by
United Nations Security Council Reso-
lution 1074 of October 1, 1996. This ter-
mination, however, did not end the re-
quirement of the Resolution that
blocked those funds and assets that are
subject to claims and encumbrances re-
main blocked, until unblocked in ac-
cordance with applicable law. Until the
status of all remaining blocked prop-
erty is resolved, the Peace Agreement
implemented, and the terms of the Res-
olution met, this situation continues
to pose a continuing unusual and ex-
traordinary threat to the national se-
curity, foreign policy interests, and the
economy of the United States. For
these reasons, | have determined that
it is necessary to maintain in force
these emergency authorities beyond
May 30, 1999.

On June 9, 1998, | issued Executive
Order 13088, ‘‘Blocking Property of the
Governments of the Federal Republic
of Yugoslavia (Serbia and Montenegro),
the Republic of Serbia, and the Repub-
lic of Montenegro, and Prohibiting New
Investment in the Republic of Serbia in
Response to the Situation in Kosovo.”
Since then, the government of Presi-
dent Milosevic has rejected the inter-
national community’s efforts to find a
peaceful settlement for the crisis in
Kosovo and has launched a massive
campaign of ethnic cleansing that has
displaced a large percentage of the pop-
ulation and been accompanied by an in-
creasing number of atrocities. Presi-
dent Milosevic’s brutal assault against
the people of Kosovo and his complete
disregard for the requirements of the
international community pose a threat
to regional peace and stability.

President Milosevic’s actions con-
tinue to pose a continuing unusual and
extraordinary threat to the national
security, foreign policy interests, and
the economy of the United States. For
these reasons, | have determined that
it is necessary to maintain in force
these emergency authorities beyond
June 9, 1999.

WIiLLIAM J. CLINTON.

THE WHITE HOUSE, May 27, 1999.

DISPENSING WITH CALENDAR
WEDNESDAY BUSINESS ON
WEDNESDAY, JUNE 9, 1999

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, | ask unani-
mous consent that the business in
order under the Calendar Wednesday
rule be dispensed with on Wednesday,
June 9, 1999.

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

There was no objection.

AUTHORIZING THE SPEAKER, MA-
JORITY LEADER AND MINORITY
LEADER TO ACCEPT RESIGNA-
TIONS AND MAKE APPOINT-
MENTS, NOTWITHSTANDING AD-
JOURNMENT

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, | ask unani-
mous consent that notwithstanding

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

any adjournment of the House until
Monday, June 7, 1999, the Speaker, ma-
jority leader and minority leader be
authorized to accept resignations and
to make appointments authorized by
law or by the House.

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

There was no objection.

ADJOURNMENT

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, as the des-
ignee of the majority leader, I move
that the House do now adjourn.

The motion was agreed to.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the provisions of Senate Concur-
rent Resolution 35, 106th Congress, the
House stands adjourned until 12:30 p.m.
on Monday, June 7, 1999, for morning
hour debates.

Thereupon (at 12 o’clock and 27 min-
utes p.m.), pursuant to Senate Concur-
rent Resolution 35, the House ad-
journed until Monday, June 7, 1999, at
12:30 p.m., for morning hour debates.

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS,
ETC.

Under clause 8 of rule XII, executive
communications were taken from the
Speaker’s table and referred as follows:

2383. A letter from the Director, Office of
Regulatory Management and Information,
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit-
ting the Agency’s final rule—Clomazone; Ex-
tension of Tolerance for Emergency Exemp-
tions [OPP-300861; FRL-6080-6] (RIN: 2070-
AB78) received May 24, 1999, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Ag-
riculture.

2384. A letter from the Director, Office of
Regulatory Management and Information,
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit-
ting the Agency’s final rule—Aspergillus
flavus AF36; Pesticide Tolerance Exemption
[OPP-300860; FRL-6081-2] (RIN: 2070-AB78) re-
ceived May 24, 1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Agri-
culture.

2385. A letter from the Director, Office of
Regulatory Management and Information,
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit-
ting the Agency’s final rule—
Aminoethoxyvinylglycine; Temporary Pes-
ticide Tolerance [OPP-300858; FRL-6080-4]
(RIN: 2070-AB78) received May 24, 1999, pursu-
ant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee
on Agriculture.

2386. A letter from the General Counsel,
Federal Emergency Management Agency,
transmitting the Agency’s final rule—Final
Flood Elevation Determinations—received
May 24, 1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Banking
and Financial Services.

2387. A letter from the General Counsel,
Federal Emergency Management Agency,
transmitting the Agency’s final rule—
Changes in Flood Elevation Determina-
tions—received May 24, 1999, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Banking and Financial Services.

2388. A letter from the General Counsel,
Federal Emergency Management Agency,
transmitting the Agency’s final rule—
Changes in Flood Elevation Determinations
[Docket No. FEMA-7284] received May 24,
1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the
Committee on Banking and Financial Serv-
ices.
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2389. A letter from the Director, Office of
Regulatory Management and Information,
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit-
ting the Agency’s final rule—Pesticide Tol-
erance Processing Fees [OPP-30116; FRL-
6056-6] (RIN: 2070-AB78) received May 24,1999,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Commerce.

2390. A letter from the Director, Office of
Regulatory Management and Information,
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit-
ting the Agency’s final rule—OMB Approvals
Under the Paperwork Reduction Act; Tech-
nical Amendment [FRL-6348-8] received May
24, 1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to
the Committee on Commerce.

2391. A letter from the Director, Office of
Regulatory Management and Information,
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit-
ting the Agency’s final rule—National Emis-
sion Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants:
Generic Maximum Achievable Control Tech-
nology (Generic MACT) [AD-FRL-6346-9]
(RIN: 2060-AG91, 2060-AF06, 2060-AG94, 2060-
AF09, 2060-AE36) received May 24, 1999, pur-
suant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Commerce.

2392. A letter from the Director, Office of
Regulatory Management and Information,
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit-
ting the Agency’s final rule—Approval and
Promulgation of Air Quality Implementa-
tion Plans; Rhode Island; Amendments to
Air Pollution Control Regulation Number 9
[R1-39-6989a; A-1-FRL-6346-5] received May
24, 1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to
the Committee on Commerce.

2393. A letter from the Director, Office of
Regulatory Management and Information,
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit-
ting the Agency’s final rule—Approval and
Promulgation of Air Quality Implementa-
tion Plans; Massachusetts and Rhode Island;
Nitrogen Oxides Budget and Allowance Trad-
ing Program [MA-67-7202a; A-1-FRL-6346-6]
received May 24,1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Commerce.

2394. A letter from the Director, Office of
Regulatory Management and Information,
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit-
ting the Agency’s final rule—Finding of Fail-
ure to Submit Required State Implementa-
tion Plans for Ozone; Texas; Dallas/Fort
Worth Ozone Nonattainment Area [TX 107-1-
7407; FRL-6349-3] received May 24, 1999, pur-
suant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Commerce.

2395. A letter from the Director, Office of
Regulatory Management and Information,
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit-
ting the Agency’s final rule—Approval and
Promulgation of Air Quality Implementa-
tion Plans; Kentucky; Revised Format for
Materials Being Incorporated by Reference
[KY-9916; FRL-6343-3] received May 24, 1999,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Commerce.

2396. A letter from the Director, Office of
Regulatory Management and Information,
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit-
ting the Agency’s final rule—Approval and
Promulgation of Implementation Plans Wis-
consin [WI174-01-7303; FRL-6336-8] received
May 24,1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A);
to the Committee on Commerce.

2397. A letter from the Director, Office of
Regulatory Management and Information,
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit-
ting the Agency’s final rule—Approval and
Promulgation of Implementation Plans;
State of Kansas [KS 072-1072; FRL-6350-4] re-
ceived May 24, 1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Commerce.

2398. A letter from the Director, Office of
Regulatory Management and Information,
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit-
ting the Agency’s final rule—Approval and
Promulgation of Implementation Plans;
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State of Missouri [MO 073-1073; FRL-6350-3]
received May 24, 1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Commerce.

2399. A letter from the Director, Office of
Regulatory Management and Information,
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit-
ting the Agency’s final rule—Approval and
Promulgation of Implementation Plans;
State of New Mexico and County of
Bernalillo, New Mexico; State Boards [NM-9-
1-5214a; FRL-6350-1] received May 24,1999,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Commerce.

2400. A letter from the Director, Office of
Congressional Affairs, Office of Enforcement,
Nuclear Regulatory Commission, transmit-
ting the Commission’s final rule—Revision
of NRC Enforcement Policy [NUREG-1600,
Rev. 1] received May 24, 1999, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Commerce.

2401. A letter from the Director, Office of
Congressional Affairs, Office of Nuclear Re-
actor Regulation, Nuclear Regulatory Com-
mission, transmitting the Commission’s
final rule—NRC Generic Letter No. 98-01
Supplement 1: Year 2000 Readiness of Com-
puter Systems At Nuclear Power Plants—re-
ceived May 24, 1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Commerce.

2402. A letter from the Secretary of Health
and Human Services, transmitting the
fourth biennial report submitted summa-
rizing activities and evaluations carried out
by the office, this report covers activities
during fiscal year 1997 and fiscal year 1998; to
the Committee on Commerce.

2403. A letter from the Deputy Assistant
Administrator for Fisheries, National Ma-
rine Fisheries Service, National Oceanic and
Atmospheric Administration, transmitting
the Administration’s final rule—Regulations
Governing the Taking of Marine Mammals
by Alaskan Natives; Marking and Reporting
of Beluga Whales Harvested in Cook Inlet
[Docket No. 990414095-9095-01; 1.D. 033199B]
(RIN: 0648-AM57) received May 24, 1999, pur-
suant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Resources.

2404. A letter from the Director, Policy Di-
rectives and Instructions Branch, Immigra-
tion and Naturalization, transmitting the
Service’s final rule—Application for Refugee
Status; Acceptable Sponsorship Agreement
and Guaranty of Transportation [INS No.
1999-99] (RIN: 1115-AF49) received May 24,
1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

2405. A letter from the Director, Policy Di-
rectives and Instructions Branch, Immigra-
tion and Naturalization Service, transmit-
ting the Service’s final rule—Suspension of
Deportation and Special Rule Cancellation
of Removal for Certain Nationals of Guate-
mala, El Salvador, and Former Soviet Bloc
Countries [INS No. 1915-98; AG Order No.
2224-99] (RIN: 1115-AF14) received May 24,
1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

2406. A letter from the Program Support
Specialist, Aircraft Certification Service,
Federal Aviation Administration, Depart-
ment of Transportation, transmitting the
Department’s final rule—Airworthiness Di-
rectives; Boeing Model 747-400, 757, 767, and
777  Series  Airplanes Equipped with
AlliedSignal RIA-35B Instrument Landing
System (ILS) Receivers [Docket No. 98-NM-
232-AD; Amendment 39-11167; AD 99-10-14]
(RIN: 2120-AA64) received May 24, 1999, pur-
suant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Transportation and Infrastruc-
ture.

2407. A letter from the Program Support
Specialist, Aircraft Certification Service,
Federal Aviation Administration, Depart-
ment of Transportation, transmitting the
Department’s final rule—Airworthiness Di-
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rectives; Boeing Model 737-300, -400, -500,
-600, —700, and -800 Series Airplanes Equipped
with Vickers Combined Stabilizer Trim Mo-
tors [Docket No. 99-NM-97-AD; Amendment
39-11166; AD 99-10-13] (RIN: 2120-AA64) re-
ceived May 24, 1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure.

2408. A letter from the Program Support
Specialist, Aircraft Certification Service,
Federal Aviation Administration, Depart-
ment of Transportation, transmitting the
Department’s final rule—Airworthiness Di-
rectives; Pratt & Whitney JT8D-200 Series
Turbofan Engines [Docket No. 96-ANE-02;
Amendment 39-11164; AD 99-10-11] (RIN: 2120-
AA64) received May 24, 1999, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Transportation and Infrastructure.

2409. A letter from the Program Support
Specialist, Aircraft Certification Service,
Federal Aviation Administration, Depart-
ment of Transportation, transmitting the
Department’s final rule—Airworthiness Di-
rectives; Industrie Aeronautiche e
Meccaniche Model Piaggio P-180 Airplanes
[Docket No. 98-CE-96-AD; Amendment 39-
11176; AD 99-11-06] (RIN: 2120-AA64) received
May 24, 1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure.

2410. A letter from the Program Analyst,
Office of the Chief Counsel, Federal Aviation
Administration, Department of Transpor-
tation, transmitting the Department’s final
rule—Amendment of Class E Airspace;
Colstrip, MT [Airspace Docket No. 99-ANM-
02] received May 24, 1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure.

2411. A letter from the Chief, Regulations
Unit, Internal Revenue Service, transmitting
the Service’s final rule—Low-Income Hous-
ing Credit [Revenue Rule 99-24] received May
24, 1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to
the Committee on Ways and Means.

2412. A letter from the Chief, Regulations
Unit, Internal Revenue Service, transmitting
the Service’s final rule—Weighted Average
Interest Rate Update [Notice 99-28] received
May 24, 1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS
Under clause 2 of rule XII, public
bills and resolutions were introduced

and severally referred, as follows:
By Mr. DOYLE (for himself, Mr. MuRr-

THA, Mr. ENGLISH, Mr. COYNE, Mr.
KLINK, Mr. MASCARA, Mr. TOOMEY,
Mr. BRADY of Pennsylvania, Mr.

FATTAH, Mr. SHERWOOD, Mr. BORSKI,
Mr. HOLDEN, Mr. PETERSON of Penn-
sylvania, Mr. KANJORSKI, Mr.
HOEFFEL, Mr. GEKAS, Mr. GOODLING,
and Mr. PITTS):

H.R. 1973. A bill to direct the Secretary of
Veterans Affairs to establish a national cem-
etery for veterans in the Pittsburgh, Penn-
sylvania, metropolitan area; to the Com-
mittee on Veterans’ Affairs.

By Mr. LANTOS (for himself, Mr.
LEACH, Mr. GEJDENSON, Mr. BERMAN,
Mr. ABERCROMBIE, Mr. HASTINGS of
Florida, Mr. MCGOVERN, Ms. McKIN-
NEY, and Mr. SERRANO):

H.R. 1974. A bill directing the President to
develop a strategy to bring the United States
back into full and active participation in the
United Nations Educational, Scientific and
Cultural Organization; to the Committee on
International Relations.

By Mr. MCINNIS (for himself, Mr. SAmM
JOHNSON of Texas, Mr. BACHUS, Mr.
StumpP, and Mr. MCHUGH):
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H.R. 1975. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to eliminate the temporary
increase in unemployment tax; to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. BILBRAY (for himself, Mr.
DooLEY of California, Mr. LAzI0, Mr.
LEwis of California, and Mr.
CUNNINGHAM):

H.R. 1976. A bill to amend the Motor Vehi-
cle Information and Cost Savings Act to re-
quire that the fuel economy labels for new
automobiles also contain air pollution infor-
mation that consumers can use to help com-
munities achieve Federal air quality stand-
ards; to the Committee on Commerce.

By Mr. RAMSTAD (for himself, Mr.
GILMAN, Mr. ENGLISH, Mr. SESSIONS,
Mr. LUTHER, Mr. NEAL of Massachu-
setts, Mr. PORTMAN, Mrs. BoNO, Mr.
STARK, Mr. PAYNE, Mr. KLECZKA, Mr.
FROST, and Mr. UPTON):

H.R. 1977. A bill to amend the Employee
Retirement Income Security Act of 1974,
Public Health Service Act, and the Internal
Revenue Code of 1986 to provide parity with
respect to substance abuse treatment bene-
fits under group health plans and health in-
surance coverage; to the Committee on Com-
merce, and in addition to the Committees on
Education and the Workforce, and Ways and
Means, for a period to be subsequently deter-
mined by the Speaker, in each case for con-
sideration of such provisions as fall within
the jurisdiction of the committee concerned.

By Mrs. CHENOWETH:

H.R. 1978. A bill to direct the Secretary of
Veterans Affairs to establish a national cem-
etery for veterans in Boise, Idaho; to the
Committee on Veterans’ Affairs, and in addi-
tion to the Committee on Ways and Means,
for a period to be subsequently determined
by the Speaker, in each case for consider-
ation of such provisions as fall within the ju-
risdiction of the committee concerned.

By Mr. BARCIA (for himself, Mr. CAmMP,
Mr. CUNNINGHAM, Mr. HUNTER, Mr.
TANNER, Mr. PICKETT, Mr. TAUZIN,
Mr. JOHN, Mr. ISTOOK, Mr. THOMPSON
of California, Mr. SANDLIN, and Mr.
BILBRAY):

H.R. 1979. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to clarify the application of
the excise tax imposed on arrow components;
to the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. BILBRAY (for himself and Mr.
KOLBE):

H.R. 1980. A bill to prohibit employment
discrimination on any basis other than fac-
tors pertaining to job performance; to the
Committee on Education and the Workforce,
and in addition to the Committees on the Ju-
diciary, Government Reform, and House Ad-
ministration, for a period to be subsequently
determined by the Speaker, in each case for
consideration of such provisions as fall with-
in the jurisdiction of the committee con-
cerned.

By Mr. BILIRAKIS:

H.R. 1981. A bill to authorize the Small
Business Administration to provide financial
and business development assistance to mili-
tary reservists’ small businesses, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Small
Business.

By Mr. BOEHLERT (for himself, Mr.
KING, Mrs. KELLY, Mr. MCNULTY, Mr.
WALSH, Mr. MCHUGH, Mr. WEINER,
Mr. OWENS, Mr. LAFALCE, Mr. HiIN-

CHEY, Mr. QUINN, Mr. GILMAN, Mr.
SERRANO, Mr. MEeks of New York,
Mr. ACKERMAN, Mr. FORBES, Mr.
ENGEL, Mr. LAzIO, Mr. FOSSELLA,
Mrs. MALONEY of New York, Mr.
SWEENEY, Mr. REYNOLDS, Ms.
SLAUGHTER, Ms. VELAZQUEZ, Mrs.

McCARTHY of New York, Mr. CRow-

LEY, Mr. NADLER, Mr. TOWNS, Mr.
HOUGHTON, Mr. RANGEL, and Mrs.
LOWEY):
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H.R. 1982. A bill to name the Department of
Veterans Affairs outpatient clinic located at
125 Brookley Drive, Rome, New York, as the
“Donald J. Mitchell Department of Veterans
Affairs Outpatient Clinic’’; to the Committee
on Veterans’ Affairs.

By Mrs. CLAYTON (for herself, Mr.
POMEROY, Mrs.  THURMAN, Mr.
ETHERIDGE, Mr. PASTOR, Mr. TOWNS,
and Mr. BISHOP):

H.R. 1983. A bill to amend the Consolidated
Farm and Rural Development Act to im-
prove the agricultural credit programs of the
Department of Agriculture, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Agriculture.

By Mr. CROWLEY (for himself, Ms.
SLAUGHTER, Mrs. CLAYTON, Ms. KiL-
PATRICK, Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON
of Texas, and Mr. BENTSEN):

H.R. 1984. A bill to prevent the abuse of el-
derly people; to the Committee on Education
and the Workforce, and in addition to the
Committees on the Judiciary, Banking and
Financial Services, Ways and Means, Com-
merce, and Armed Services, for a period to
be subsequently determined by the Speaker,
in each case for consideration of such provi-
sions as fall within the jurisdiction of the
committee concerned.

By Mrs. CUBIN (for herself and Mr.
SKEEN):

H.R. 1985. A bill to improve the administra-
tion of oil and gas leases on Federal land,
and for other purposes; to the Committee on
Resources.

By Ms. DUNN (for herself, Mr. SHAw,
and Mr. PORTMAN):

H.R. 1986. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to clarify the rules relating
to lessee construction allowances and to con-
tributions to the capital of retailers; to the
Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. GOODLING:

H.R. 1987. A bill to allow the recovery of
attorneys’ fees and costs by certain employ-
ers and labor organizations who are pre-
vailing parties in proceedings brought
against them by the National Labor Rela-
tions Board or by the Occupational Safety
and Health Administration; to the Com-
mittee on Education and the Workforce.

By Ms. GRANGER:

H.R. 1988. A bill to establish the National
Commission on Youth Crime and School Vio-
lence; to the Committee on Education and
the Workforce.

By Mr. GREEN of Wisconsin (for him-
self, Mr. ARMEY, Mr. GARY MILLER of
California, Mr. SHIMKUS, Mr. SHOWS,
Mr. FOLEY, Mr. TAYLOR of Mis-
sissippi, Mr. ENGLISH, and Mr. NEY):

H.R. 1989. A bill to amend title 18 of the
United States Code to provide life imprison-
ment for repeat offenders who commit sex
offenses against children; to the Committee
on the Judiciary.

By Mr. HALL of Ohio (for himself and
Mr. WOLF):

H.R. 1990. A bill to direct the Secretary of
Transportation to take certain actions to
improve the safety of persons present at
roadside emergency scenes, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure.

By Mr. SAM JOHNSON of Texas (for
himself, Mr. MCCRERY, Mr. WATKINS,
Mr. HOUGHTON, Mr. McINNIS, and Mr.
CAMP):

H.R. 1991. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to clarify that natural gas
gathering lines are 7-year property for pur-
poses of depreciation; to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

By Mr. KLINK (for himself, Mr. UPTON,
Mr. DINGELL, Mr. DEAL of Georgia,
Mr. HALL of Texas, Mr. KNOLLEN-
BERG, Mr. TOwNS, Mr. LATOURETTE,
Mr. SAWYER, Mr. REGULA, Mr. DOYLE,

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

Mr. WATTsS of Oklahoma, Mr. LEVIN,
Mr. McHUGH, Mr. HALL of Ohio, Mr.
CAMP, Mr. TRAFICANT, Mr. HOEKSTRA,
Mr. BRoOwN of Ohio, Mr. SMITH of
Michigan, and Mr. STUMP):

H.R. 1992. A bill to provide for a reduction
in regulatory costs by maintaining Federal
average fuel economy standards applicable
to automobiles in effect at current levels
until changed by law; to the Committee on
Commerce.

By Mr. MANZULLO (for himself, Mr.
MENENDEZ, Mr. GILMAN, Mr. GEJDEN-
SON, Mr. ACKERMAN, Mr. BENTSEN,
Mr. BEREUTER, Mr. BERMAN, Mrs.
BIGGERT, Mr. BLUNT, Mr. BRADY of
Texas, Mr. CALLAHAN, Mrs. CLAYTON,
Mr. COOKSEY, Mr. COSTELLO, Mr.
DAvis of Illinois, Mr. DELAHUNT, Mr.
DELAY, Mr.  DIAZ-BALART, Mr.
ENGLISH, Mr. EWING, Mr. FATTAH, Mr.
FROST, Mr. GALLEGLY, Mr. GUTIER-
REZ, Mr. HAsSTINGS of Florida, Mr.
HOEFFEL, Mr. HOUGHTON, Ms. JACK-
SON-LEE of Texas, Ms. KILPATRICK,

Mr. KNOLLENBERG, Mr. KOLBE, Mr.
LAHOOD, Mr. LANTOS, Mr. LEACH,
Mrs. McCARTHY of New York, Mr.

MATsUI, Mrs. MEek of Florida, Mrs.
NAPOLITANO, Mr. ORTIZ, Mr. PACK-
ARD, Mr. PORTER, Mr. RANGEL, Mr.
ROoTHmMan, Mr. RUSH, Mr. SAWYER,
Mr. SHERMAN, and Mr. BERRY):

H.R. 1993. A bill to reauthorize the Over-
seas Private Investment Corporation and the
Trade and Development Agency, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Inter-
national Relations.

By Mr. MCINNIS (for himself, Mr.
MCCRERY, Mr. HAYWORTH, Mr. BACH-
us, Mr. RILEY, Mr. HEFLEY, Mr.
SCHAFFER, Mr. TANCREDO, and Mr.
GARY MILLER of California):

H.R. 1994. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to expand S corporation
eligibility for banks, and for other purposes;
to the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. McKEON (for himself, Mr.
HASTERT, Mr. ARMEY, Mr. WATTsS of
Oklahoma, Mr. BLUNT, Ms. PRYCE of
Ohio, Mr. GOODLING, Mr. CASTLE, Mr.
HOEKSTRA, Mr. BARRETT of Nebraska,
Mr. SAM JoHNSON of Texas, Mr.
GRAHAM, Mr. MCINTOSH, Mr. NOR-
WOOD, Mr. HILLEARY, Mr. FLETCHER,

Mr. [ISAKSON, Mrs. NORTHUP, Mr.
CUNNINGHAM, and Mr. HiLL of Mon-
tana):

H.R. 1995. A bill to amend the Elementary
and Secondary Education Act of 1965 to em-
power teachers, improve student achieve-
ment through high-quality professional de-
velopment for teachers, reauthorize the
Reading Excellence Act, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Education and
the Workforce, and in addition to the Com-
mittee on Armed Services, for a period to be
subsequently determined by the Speaker, in
each case for consideration of such provi-
sions as fall within the jurisdiction of the
committee concerned.

By Mr. MENENDEZ (for himself, Mr.
RUSH, Mr. HILLIARD, and Ms.
SCHAKOWSKY):

H.R. 1996. A bill to ensure that children en-
rolled in Medicaid and other Federal means-
tested programs at highest risk for lead poi-
soning are identified and treated, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Com-
merce, and in addition to the Committee on
Education and the Workforce, for a period to
be subsequently determined by the Speaker,
in each case for consideration of such provi-
sions as fall within the jurisdiction of the
committee concerned.

By Ms. PRYCE of Ohio (for herself and
Mr. LEwIS of Georgia):

H.R. 1997. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to exclude from gross in-
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come amounts received on account of claims
based on certain unlawful discrimination and
to allow income averaging for backpay and
frontpay awards received on account of such
claims, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. RAMSTAD (for himself and Mr.
CARDIN):

H.R. 1998. A bill to amend title XVIII of the
Social Security Act to promote the coverage
of frail elderly Medicare beneficiaries perma-
nently residing in nursing facilities in spe-
cialized health insurance programs for the
frail elderly; to the Committee on Ways and
Means, and in addition to the Committee on
Commerce, for a period to be subsequently
determined by the Speaker, in each case for
consideration of such provisions as fall with-
in the jurisdiction of the committee con-
cerned.

By Mr. RAMSTAD:

H.R. 1999. A bill to extend certain Medicare
community nursing organization demonstra-
tion projects; to the Committee on Ways and
Means, and in addition to the Committee on
Commerce, for a period to be subsequently
determined by the Speaker, in each case for
consideration of such provisions as fall with-
in the jurisdiction of the committee con-
cerned.

By Mr. SCARBOROUGH (for himself,
Mr. WELDON of Florida, Mr. NORwWOOD,
Mr. PICKERING, and Mr. SMITH of
Washington):

H.R. 2000. A bill to amend title 10, United
States Code, to increase the minimum Sur-
vivor Benefit Plan basic annuity for sur-
viving spouses age 62 and older, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Armed Serv-
ices.

By Mr. TAUZIN (for himself, Mr.
TRAFICANT, Mr. BRADY of Texas, Mr.
CALLAHAN, Mr. CAMPBELL, Mrs.
CHENOWETH, Mr. DEMINT, Mr. HALL of
Texas, Mr. HEFLEY, Mr. HUNTER, Mr.
LINDER, Mrs. MYRICK, Mr. NORWOOD,
Mr. PACKARD, Mr. PETERSON of Min-
nesota, Mr. SCARBOROUGH, Mr.
STuMP, Mr. TANCREDO, and Mr. BUR-
TON of Indiana):

H.R. 2001. A bill to promote freedom, fair-
ness, and economic opportunity for families
by repealing the income tax, abolishing the
Internal Revenue Service, and enacting a na-
tional retail sales tax to be administered pri-
marily by the States; to the Committee on
Ways and Means, and in addition to the Com-
mittee on Rules, for a period to be subse-
quently determined by the Speaker, in each
case for consideration of such provisions as
fall within the jurisdiction of the committee
concerned.

By Mr. STARK (for himself, Mr. MAT-
sul, Mr. LEwis of Georgia, Mrs. THUR-
MAN, and Mr. BECERRA):

H.R. 2002. A bill to require the Secretary of
Health and Human Services to conduct a
study on mortality and adverse outcome
rates of Medicare patients of providers of an-
esthesia services, and for other purposes; to
the Committee on Ways and Means, and in
addition to the Committee on Commerce, for
a period to be subsequently determined by
the Speaker, in each case for consideration
of such provisions as fall within the jurisdic-
tion of the committee concerned.

By Mrs. TAUSCHER (for herself, Mr.

ACKERMAN, Mr. ABERCROMBIE, Mr.
BERMAN, Mr. BLAGOJEVICH, Mr.
BROWN of California, Mrs.

CHRISTENSEN, Mr. COYNE, Mr. CROw-
LEY, Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas, Ms.
KILPATRICK, Mr. LEwis of Georgia,
Mr. LIPINSKI, Ms. LOFGREN, Mrs.
Lowey, Mr. MCGOVERN, Mr. MEEHAN,
Ms. MILLENDER-MCDONALD, Ms. NOR-
TON, Mr. SHERMAN, Mr. STARK, Mr.
TIERNEY, and Ms. WOOLSEY):
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H.R. 2003. A bill to apply the same quality
and safety standards to domestically manu-
factured handguns that are currently applied
to imported handguns; to the Committee on
the Judiciary.

By Mrs. TAUSCHER (for herself, Mr.
ABERCROMBIE, Mr. BILBRAY, Mrs.
BoNo, Mr. BrRowN of California, Mr.
DIXON, Mr. DREIER, Mr. EVANS, Mr.
FROST, Mr. HALL of Ohio, Mr. INSLEE,

Mr. KENNEDY of Rhode Island, Ms.
KILPATRICK, Mr. KUYKENDALL, Mr.
LAMPSON, Mr. LANTOS, Ms. LOFGREN,
Mr. MASCARA, Mr. MATsUI, Mr.
MCGOVERN, Mr. MCKEON, Mr.
METCALF, Mr. GEORGE MILLER of

California, Mr. GARY MILLER of Cali-
fornia, Mrs. MINK of Hawaii, Mr. PE-
TERSON of Minnesota, Mr. ROHR-
ABACHER, Mr. STARK, Mr. TOWNS, Mr.
TRAFICANT, Mr. WEINER, and Mr.
WYNN):

H.R. 2004. A bill to provide that for taxable
years beginning before 1980 the Federal in-
come tax deductibility of flight training ex-
penses shall be determined without regard to
whether such expenses were reimbursed
through certain veterans educational assist-
ance allowances; to the Committee on Ways
and Means.

By Mr. MILLER of Florida (for himself,
Mr. LIPINSKI, Mr. ROHRABACHER, Mr.
FOSSELLA, Mr. HAYWORTH, Mr.
ToOwNS, Mr. LucAs of Oklahoma, Mr.
BILBRAY, Mr. JENKINS, Mr. HOLDEN,
Mr.  BLILEY, Mrs. KELLY, Mr.
GILCHREST, and Mr. SCHAFFER):

H. Con. Res. 121. A concurrent resolution
expressing the sense of the Congress regard-
ing the victory of the United States in the
cold war and the fall of the Berlin Wall; to
the Committee on International Relations.

By Mr. REYES:

H. Con. Res. 122. A concurrent resolution
recognizing the United States Border Pa-
trol’s 75 years of service since its founding;
to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mrs. TAUSCHER (for herself, Mr.
ROHRABACHER, Mr. BROwN of Cali-
fornia, Mr. CUNNINGHAM, Mr. ROMERO-
BARCELO, Mr. SMITH of Washington,
Mr. FROST, Ms. LEE, Mrs. MEEK of
Florida, Mr. SHows, Ms. RoOs-
LEHTINEN, Ms. GRANGER, Mrs. KELLY,
Mr. LAMPSON, Mr. HOLDEN, Mr. ABER-
CROMBIE, Ms. KAPTUR, Mr. GREEN of
Texas, Mr. BARTON of Texas, Mr.
RANGEL, Mr. DIXoN, and Mr. SMITH of
Texas):

H. Con. Res. 123. A concurrent resolution
commending the bravery and honor of the
citizens of Remy, France, for their actions
with respect to Lieutenant Houston Braly
and to recognize the efforts of the 364th
Fighter Group to raise funds to restore the
stained glass windows of a church in Remy;
to the Committee on International Rela-
tions.

By Mr. WU (for himself, Mr. CAMPBELL,
Mr. ANDREWS, Mr. BONIOR, Mr. BROWN
of Ohio, Mr. CLAY, Mrs. CLAYTON, Mr.
Cox, Mr. DICKS, Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA,
Mr. GEPHARDT, Mr. HoLT, Mr.
KUYKENDALL, Mr. LARSON, Mr. MAT-
sul, Mr. MENENDEZ, Mrs. MINK of Ha-

waii, Ms. PELOSI, Mr. STARK, Mr.
SWEENEY, Mr. WAXMAN, and Mr.
WYNN):

H. Con. Res. 124. A concurrent resolution
expressing the sense of the Congress relating
to recent allegations of espionage and illegal
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campaign financing that have brought into
question the loyalty and probity of Ameri-
cans of Asian ancestry; to the Committee on
the Judiciary.

By Mr. FARR of California:

H. Res. 196. A resolution urging the Presi-
dent to call for the United Nations to resolve
the crisis in Yugoslavia; to the Committee
on International Relations.

By Mr. DINGELL:

H. Res. 197. A resolution providing for the
consideration of the bill (H.R. 358) to amend
the Public Health Service Act, the Employee
Retirement Income Security Act of 1974, and
the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 to protect
consumers in managed care plans and other
health coverage; to the Committee on Rules.

By Mr. KANJORSKI (for himself and
Mr. WATKINS):

H. Res. 198. A resolution expressing the
sense of the House of Representatives that
James Francis Thorpe should be designated
“America’s Athlete of the Century”; to the
Committee on Government Reform.

ADDITIONAL SPONSORS

Under clause 7 of rule XIlI, sponsors
were added to public bills and resolu-
tions as follows:

H.R. 5: Mr. BILIRAKIS.

H.R. 14: Mr. HILLEARY.

H.R. 44: Mr. McCOLLUM.

H.R. 65: Mr. WISE.

H.R. 85: Mr. LEwIs of Georgia, Mr. WYNN,
Mr. PASTOR, Mr. MCGOVERN, Mr. BARRETT of
Wisconsin, and Mr. BRowN of California.

H.R. 110: Mr. LEVIN.

H.R. 111: Mr. BISHOP.

H.R. 116: Mr. GOODE.

H.R. 219: Mr. BILIRAKIS.

H.R. 303: Mr. SENSENBRENNER, Mr. WISE,
and Mr. McCoLLUM.

H.R. 531: Mrs. TAUSCHER, Mr. CALVERT, and
Mr. DUNCAN.

H.R. 534: Mr. DOOLITTLE,
BRENNER, and Mr. TERRY.

H.R. 600: Mr. GOODLING.

H.R. 629: Mr. CASTLE and Mr. FATTAH.

H.R. 637: Mr. BURR of North Carolina and
Ms. LOFGREN.
664: Mr.
692: Mr.
. 721: Ms.
. 742: Ms.

Mr. SENSEN-

SABO.

LATHAM.

DANNER.

RIVERS and Ms. STABENOW.
756: Mr. GALLEGLY.

H.R. 783: Mr. MURTHA.

H.R. 784: Mr. QUINN, Mr. RODRIGUEZ, Mr.
BOEHLERT, Mr. PETERSON of Minnesota, Mr.
HUTCHINSON, and Mr. PICKETT.

H.R. 796: Mrs. THURMAN and Mr. MCNULTY.

H.R. 845: Mr. NADLER.

H.R. 864: Mr. BARTON of Texas, Mr. Wu, Mr.
CUMMINGS, Mr. BARRETT of Wisconsin, Mr.
MENENDEZ, Mr. PALLONE, Mr. INSLEE, and
Mrs. MALONEY of New York.

H.R. 902: Mr. LEwis of Georgia, Ms. WooOL-
SEY, and Mr. SABO.

ITIII
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H.R. 1039: Mr. NEAL of Massachusetts.

H.R. 1080: Mr. DOYLE.

H.R. 1300: Mr. GORDON.

H.R. 1334: Mr. GUTKNECHT and Mrs. MYRICK.

H.R. 1354: Mr. METCALF.

H.R. 1363: Mr. PICKETT.

H.R. 1420: Mr. MATSUI and Mr. STARK.

H.R. 1501: Mr. GALLEGLY.

H.R. 1511: Mr. WELDON of Pennsylvania.

H.R. 1532: Mr. LEVIN and Mr. HANSEN.

H.R. 1594: Mr. MCGOVERN, Ms. CARSON, Mr.
ENGEL, Mr. BECERRA, Ms. PELOSI, Mr.

GUTIERREZ, Mr. LIPINSKI, and Mr. PICKETT.

H3711

H.R. 1625: Mr. UPTON, CAPPS, Mr.

PHELPS, and Ms. KAPTUR.

Mrs.

H.R. 1640: Mr. FROST, Mr. WAXMAN, and
Mrs. THURMAN.

H.R. 1644: Mr. FORBES, Mr. BERMAN, Mr.
HINOJOSA, Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas, Mr.
KANJORSKI, Mr. MATsUI, Mr. OWENS, Mr.
RODRIGUEZ, Mr. SAWYER, Mr. WAXMAN, Mr.

WYNN, Mr. DIXON, Mr. COYNE, Mr. STUPAK,
Mr. BOEHLERT, Mr. GONZALEZ, Mr. MARTINEZ,
Mrs. JONES of Ohio, Ms. SLAUGHTER, Mr.
HALL of Ohio, Mr. MARKEY, Ms. EDDIE BER-
NICE JOHNSON of Texas, Mr. KLECZKA, Mr.
CLEMENT, Mr. CONDIT, Mr. THOMPSON of Mis-
sissippi, Mr. THompsoN of California, Ms.
DANNER, Mr. QUINN, Mrs. KELLY, Mr. SNYDER,
Mr. BENTSEN, Mr. FATTAH, Mr. PASTOR, Ms.
STABENOW, Mr. FILNER, Ms. MILLENDER-
MCDONALD, and Mr. BARCIA.

H.R. 1649: Mr. LOBIONDO.

H.R. 1657: Mr. Wu.

H.R. 1658: Mr. BLUNT, Mr.
Mr. TERRY.

H.R. 1717: Mr. LEwIS of Georgia, Mr. WYNN,
Mr. BRowN of California, and Mr. MCGOVERN.

H.R. 1824: Mr. BLUNT and Mr. SAXTON.

H.R. 1842: Mr. HiLL of Montana, Mr. ORTIZ,
and Mr. PETERSON of Minnesota.

H.R. 1871: Mr. McNULTY and Mr. FROST.

H.R. 1917: Mr. MEEHAN, Mrs. CHRISTENSEN,
Mr. WISE, Mr. BARCIA, Mr. TURNER, Mr.
ABERCROMBIE, Mr. CAPUANO, Ms. DANNER, Mr.
JEFFERSON, Mr. MCNULTY, Mr. FROST, Mr.
RUSH, Mr. ISTOOK, Mr. RILEY, and Mr. JEN-
KINS.

H.R. 1968: Mr. CARDIN.

H.J. Res. 55: Mr. SAM JOHNSON of Texas.

H. Con. Res. 17: Mrs. JOHNSON of Con-
necticut, Ms. BERKLEY, Mr. LANTOS, and Mrs.
MINK of Hawaii.

H. Con. Res. 114: Mr. LAZ10, Mr. RAMSTAD,
Mr. GREENWOOD, Mr. CASTLE, Mr. REGULA,
Mr. BASS, Mr. GILMAN, and Mr. THOMAS.

H. Res. 94: Mr. LAHoOOD, Mr. STARK, Mr.
FOLEY, and Mr. RANGEL.

H. Res. 169: Mr. TALENT, Mr. FORBES, and
Mr. RADANOVICH.

PACKARD, and

DELETIONS OF SPONSORS FROM
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 7 of rule XII, sponsors
were deleted from public bills and reso-
lutions as follows:

H.R. 853: Mr. REGULA.

DISCHARGE PETITIONS—
ADDITIONS OR DELETIONS

The following Members added their
names to the following discharge
petiton:

Petition 1 by Mr. TURNER on House Reso-
lution 122: Michael P. Forbes, Michael N.
Castle, Christopher Shays, Greg Ganske,
Constance A. Morella, and Nancy L. John-
son.

Petition 2 by Mr. CAMPBELL on House
Resolution 126: Christopher Shays and Mi-
chael P. Forbes.

The following Member’s name was
withdrawn from the following dis-
charge petition:

Petition 2 by Mr. CAMPBELL on House
Resolution 126: David D. Phelps.
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The Senate met at 9:30 a.m. and was
called to order by the President pro
tempore [Mr. THURMOND].

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. To-
day’s prayer will be offered by our
guest Chaplain, Dr. Thomas Tewell, of
the Fifth Avenue Presbyterian Church,
New York City.

We are very pleased to have you with
us.

PRAYER

The guest Chaplain, the Reverend Dr.
Thomas K. Tewell, the Fifth Avenue
Presbyterian Church, New York, NY,
offered the following prayer:

Will you pray with me.

Our Lord and our God, in this era of
violence and moral confusion, we ask
Your richest blessings to be poured out
on the United States of America. We
thank You for the destiny that You
have given to us to be a living illustra-
tion of the righteousness and justice
that You desire for all nations. Today
we pray for the women and men in the
United States Senate who work for
long hours fulfilling their enormous re-
sponsibilities. They sometimes expend
an incredible amount of energy on an
issue, only to see it voted down. So
often the good things they try to do
meet with stubborn resistance. Their
physical stress is aggravated as emo-
tions are stretched and strained in this
pressure cooker of responsibility.

Gracious God of love, protect the
Senators from going beyond their
human limitations where burnout
brings discouragement. Make them
wise in their responsibilities to their
families, themselves, and most of all to
You. Grant them the humility to re-
member their need for Sabbath rest,
daily relaxation, and spiritual renewal.
Most of all, O God, teach the Members
of the Senate and all leaders in our Na-
tion to wait upon You and thus renew
their strength. May we put You first in
our lives by remembering the words of
the prophet Isaiah who said, “They
that wait upon the Lord shall renew
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their strength, they shall mount up
with wings like eagles; they shall run
and not be weary, they shall walk and
not faint.”” We pray in the strong name
of the One who was never in a hurry,
yet finished the work He came to do.
Amen.

RECOGNITION OF THE MAJORITY
LEADER

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
able majority leader, Senator LOTT of
Mississippi, is recognized.

Mr. LOTT. | thank the President pro
tempore.

APPRECIATION TO THE GUEST
CHAPLAIN

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, | extend
my appreciation to Dr. Tom Tewell. |
understand he is from the Fifth Avenue
Presbyterian Church in New York City,
and he is a friend of the Chaplain. A
friend of the Chaplain is a friend of us
all.

We appreciate having you here with
us today.

SCHEDULE

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, today the
Senate will resume consideration of
the defense authorization bill and im-
mediately begin debate on the Allard
amendment regarding the Civil Air Pa-
trol. A vote in relation to the Allard
amendment has been ordered for 10
a.m. | understand discussions are still
continuing with regard to that amend-
ment. Other amendments will be of-
fered, | am sure. They are pending. |
am sure Senators will want to have
them offered and considered one way or
another today. There will be votes
throughout the day.

It is the intention of the managers—
and certainly my intention—to com-
plete action on this bill. 1 urge the
managers to complete action during
today, not tonight. There are a number

of Senators who are planning on pro-
ceeding to their States tonight, late to-
night, or early in the morning, so we
really need to get this legislation com-
pleted.

I commend the managers on both
sides of the aisle for the work they
have done, but | do think we need to
get a definite list of amendments
locked in. Otherwise, | am sure some
Senators will continue to think of
ideas they may want to have addressed.
If Senators have amendments they
want to have considered today, they
need to see the managers during this
next vote. After that, we hope to limit
the amendments, limit the time, get
the votes, and complete this work. This
is very important legislation that
needs to be completed and must be
completed before tonight.

I thank my colleagues for their co-
operation.

MEASURE PLACED ON CALENDAR

Mr. LOTT. | understand there is a
bill at the desk due for its second read-
ing.

The PRESIDING OFFICER
BUNNING). The clerk will report.

The legislative assistant read as fol-
lows:

A bill (S. 1138) to regulate interstate com-
merce by making provision for dealing with
losses arising from Year 2000 Problem-re-
lated failures that may disrupt communica-
tions, intermodal transportation, and other
matters affecting interstate commerce.

Mr. LOTT. | object, Mr. President, to
further proceeding on this matter at
this time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill
will go to the calendar.

(Mr.

RESERVATION OF LEADER TIME

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the leadership time
is reserved.

® This “bullet” symbol identifies statements or insertions which are not spoken by a Member of the Senate on the floor.
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NATIONAL DEFENSE AUTHORIZA-
TION ACT FOR FISCAL YEAR 2000

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the Senate will now
resume consideration of S. 1059, which
the clerk will report.

The legislative assistant read as fol-
lows:

A bill (S. 1059) to authorize appropriations
for fiscal year 2000 military activities of the
Department of Defense, for military con-
struction, and for defense activities of the
Department of Energy, to prescribe per-
sonnel strengths for such fiscal year for the
Armed Forces, and for other purposes.

Pending:

Lott amendment No. 394, to improve the
monitoring of the export of advanced sat-
ellite technology, to require annual reports
with respect to Taiwan, and to improve the
provisions relating to safeguards, security,
and counterintelligence at Department of
Energy facilities.

Allard/Harkin amendment No. 396, to ex-
press the sense of Congress that no major
change to the governance structure of the
Civil Air Patrol should be mandated by Con-
gress until a review of potential improve-
ments in the management and oversight of
Civil Air Patrol operations is conducted.

AMENDMENTS NOS. 411 THROUGH 441, EN BLOC

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, it is
the intention of the manager to try to
do the cleared amendments. | want to
make certain that the distinguished
ranking member is in concurrence.

That is indicated, so | think | will
proceed.

On behalf of myself and the ranking
member, the Senator from Michigan, |
send 31 amendments to the desk. |
would say before the clerk reports that
this package of amendments is for Sen-
ators on both sides of the aisle and has
been cleared by the minority.

| send the amendments to the desk at
this time and ask that they be consid-
ered en bloc.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered. The clerk
will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Virginia [Mr. WARNER],
for himself and Mr. LEVIN, and on behalf of
other Senators, proposes amendments en
bloc numbered 411 through 441.

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, | ask
unanimous consent that the amend-
ments be agreed to en bloc and that the
motion to reconsider be laid upon the
table. 1 further ask that any state-
ments relating to these amendments be
printed in the RECORD.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The amendments (Nos. 411 through
441) agreed to en bloc are as follows:

AMENDMENT NO. 411
(Purpose: To authorize the Secretary of De-
fense to incorporate into the Pentagon

Renovation Program the construction of

certain security enhancements)

On page 428, after line 19, insert the fol-
lowing new section:

SEC. . ENHANCEMENT OF PENTAGON RENOVA-
TION ACTIVITIES.

The Secretary of Defense in conjunction
with the Pentagon Renovation Program is
authorized to design and construct secure
secretarial office and support facilities and
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security-related changes to the METRO en-
trance at the Pentagon Reservation. The
Secretary shall, not later than January 15,
2000, submit to the congressional defense
committees the estimated cost for the plan-
ning, design, construction, and installation
of equipment for these enhancements, to-
gether with the revised estimate for the
total cost of the renovation of the Pentagon.

AMENDMENT NO. 412

(Purpose: To authorize the appropriation for
the increased pay and pay reform for mem-
bers of the uniformed services contained in
the 1999 Emergency Supplemental Appro-
priations Act)

On page 98, line 15, strike ‘“$71,693,093,000.""
and insert in lieu thereof the following:
*“$71,693,093,000, and in addition funds in the
total amount of $1,838,426,000 are authorized
to be appropriated as emergency appropria-
tions to the Department of Defense for fiscal
year 2000 for military personnel, as appro-
priated in section 2012 of the 1999 Emergency
Supplemental Appropriations Act (Public
Law 106-31).””

AMENDMENT NO. 413
(Purpose: To authorize dental benefits for re-
tirees that are comparable to those pro-
vided for dependents of members of the
uniformed services)
In title VII, at the end of subtitle B, add
the following:

SEC. 717. ENHANCEMENT OF DENTAL BENEFITS
FOR RETIREES.

Subsection (d) of section 1076c of title 10,
United States Code, is amended to read as
follows:

’(d) BENEFITS AVAILABLE UNDER THE
PLAN.—The dental insurance plan estab-
lished under subsection (a) shall provide ben-
efits for dental care and treatment which
may be comparable to the benefits author-
ized under section 1076a of this title for plans
established under that section and shall in-
clude diagnostic services, preventative serv-
ices, endodontics and other basic restorative
services, surgical services, and emergency
services.”.

AMENDMENT NO. 413

Mr. ALLARD. Mr. President, this
Amendment will give the Department
of Defense the ability to significantly
strengthen the dental benefits for over
270,000 of our nation’s military retirees
and their family members.

The TRICARE retiree dental program
began on February 1, 1998 and is an af-
fordable plan paid for exclusively by
retiree premiums. According to the De-
partment, the enrollment in the pro-
gram has exceeded all projections.
While current law covers the most
basic dental procedures, the Depart-
ment of Defense does not have the
flexibility to expand their benefits
without a legislative change. Our na-
tion’s military retirees have expressed
a desire to both the Department and
the contractors for more services, and
are willing to pay a reasonable price
for these extra benefits.

Currently, the retiree dental program
is limited to an annual cleaning, fil-
ings, root canals, oral surgeries and the
like. This amendment would change
the law to allow, but not mandate, the
Department the opportunity to offer an
expanded list of benefits such as den-
tures, bridges and crowns, which are
needs characteristic of our nation’s re-
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tired military members. If the Depart-
ment decided to offer these service,
they would continue to be paid for by
member premiums.

In conclusion, | would ask the sup-
port of all my colleagues for this im-
portant amendment to allow the De-
partment to give the needed dental
services to our valued military retires.
Thank you for the time.

AMENDMENT NO. 414
(Purpose: To provide $6,000,000 (in PE
604604F) for the Air Force for the 3-D ad-
vanced track acquisition and imaging sys-
tem, and to provide an offset)

On page 29, line 12, increase the amount by
$6,000,000.

On page 29, line 14, decrease the amount by
$6,000,000.

3-D ADVANCED TRACK ACQUISITION AND IMAGING
SYSTEM

Mr. MACK. Mr. President, | rise
today in support of additional funds to
be made available for Air Force Re-
search, Development, Test and Evalua-
tion in the Fiscal Year 2000 Depart-
ment of Defense Authorization meas-
ure to be used to complete develop-
ment of a state-of-the-art 3 dimen-
sional optical imaging and tracking in-
strumentation data system.

The 3 Data System is a laser radar
system that provides high fidelity
time, space, positioning information
(TSPI) on test articles during flight.
The instrumentation can be applied to
air, ground, and sea targets. Addition-
ally, it will provide the potential capa-
bility for over-the-horizon tracking
from an airborne platform or pedestal
mounted ground platform. It includes a
multi-object tracking capability that
will allow simultaneous tracking of up
to 20 targets throughout their profile.
The system will enable testing of ad-
vanced smart weapon systems; force-
on-force exercises where multiple air-
craft and ground vehicle tracking is in-
volved; over water scoring of large
footprint autonomous guided and
unguided munitions; and enable an im-
provement to existing aging radar pres-
ently in service. It is mobile and can
support testing at other major ranges
and locations in support of other Serv-
ice’s requirements.

The Air Force has identified the 3-
Data System as having high military
value as it will enable the effective
evaluation of the performance of ad-
vanced weapon systems to be utilized
in future conflicts. The Air Force has
informed me that precision engage-
ment is one of the emerging oper-
ational concepts in Joint Vision 2010.
The 3-Data system would provide a ca-
pability to effectively evaluate the per-
formance of advanced precision guided
munitions and smart weapons prior to
their use in a wartime environment. It
would also directly support ongoing ac-
tivities abroad through Quick Reaction
Tasking that may require a multiple
object tracking device to evaluate en-
gagement profiles. This requirement is
documented through 46th Test Wing
strategic planning initiatives, develop-
mental program test plans, and muni-
tions strategic planning roadmaps.



May 27, 1999

The Air Force is presently attempt-
ing to meet this requirement through
existing radar systems and optical
tracking systems which cannot track
multiple objects to the fidelity levels
required and which require extensive
post-mission data reduction times.
This system will provide the capability
to effectively track multiple targets si-
multaneously.

Mr. President, | thank the Com-
mittee for their willingness to support
this amendment. The 3-Data System
will play a important role in enabling
the Air Force to evaluate the capabili-
ties and limitations of multiple smart
weapons and their delivery systems
during their develpoment.

AMENDMENT NO. 415

(Purpose: To amend a per purchase dollar
limitation of funding assistance for pro-
curement of equipment for the National
Guard for drug interdiction and counter-
drug activities so as to apply the limita-
tion to each item of equipment procured)
In title 111, at the end of subtitle D, add the

following:

SEC. 349. MODIFICATION OF LIMITATION ON
FUNDING ASSISTANCE FOR PRO-
CUREMENT OF EQUIPMENT FOR THE
NATIONAL GUARD FOR DRUG INTER-
DICTION AND COUNTER—DRUG AC-
TIVITIES.

Section 112(a)(3) of title 32, United States
Code, is amended by striking ‘“‘per purchase
order’ in the second sentence and inserting
“‘per item”’.

AMENDMENT NO. 416

(Purpose: To require the Secretary of the
Army to review the incidence of violations
of State and local motor vehicle laws and
to submit a report on the review to Con-
gress)

On page 357, between lines 11 and 12, insert
the following:

SEC. 1032. REVIEW OF INCIDENCE OF STATE

MOTOR VEHICLE VIOLATIONS BY
ARMY PERSONNEL.

(a) REVIEW AND REPORT REQUIRED.—The
Secretary of the Army shall review the inci-
dence of violations of State and local motor
vehicle laws applicable to the operation and
parking of Army motor vehicles by Army
personnel during fiscal year 1999, and, not
later than March 31, 2000, submit a report on
the results of the review to Congress.

(b) CONTENT OF REPORT.—The report under
subsection (a) shall include the following:

(1) A quantitative description of the extent
of the violations described in subsection (a).

(2) An estimate of the total amount of the
fines that are associated with citations
issued for the violations.

(3) Any recommendations that the Inspec-
tor General considers appropriate to curtail
the incidence of the violations.

AMENDMENT NO. 417

(Purpose: To substitute for section 654 a re-
peal of the reduction in military retired
pay for civilian employees of the Federal
Government)

Strike section 654, and
lowing:

SEC. 654. REPEAL OF REDUCTION IN RETIRED
PAY FOR CIVILIAN EMPLOYEES.

(a) REPEAL.—(1) Section 5532 of title 5,
United States Code, is repealed.

(2) The chapter analysis at the beginning
of chapter 55 of such title is amended by
striking the item relating to section 5532.

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by subsection (a) shall take effect on

insert the fol-
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the first day of the first month that begins
after the date of the enactment of this Act.

REPEAL DUAL COMPENSATION LIMITATIONS

Mr. CRAPO. Mr. President, my
amendment is co-sponsored by the Sen-
ate Majority Leader, Senator LOTT. On
February 23, 1999, the Senate voted 87
to 11 in favor of this same amendment
during consideration of S. 4.

My amendment will repeal the cur-
rent statute that reduces retirement
pay for regular officers of a uniformed
service who chose to work for the fed-
eral government.

The uniformed services include the
Army, Navy, Air Force, Marine Corps,
Coast Guard, Public Health Service and
the National Oceanographic and At-
mospheric Agency.

If a retired officer from the uniform
services comes to work for the Senate,
his or her retirement pay is reduced by
about 50 percent, after the first $8,000,
to offset for payments from the Senate.

The retired officer can request a
waiver but the executive, legislative
and judicial branches of government
handle the waiver process differently
on a case by case basis.

The current dual compensation limi-
tation is also discriminatory in that
regular officers are covered but reserv-
ists or enlisted personnel are not cov-
ered by the limitation.

The Congressional Budget Office has
recently looked at the current dual
compensation limitation and it is esti-
mated that around 6,000 military retir-
ees lose an average of $800 per month
because of this prohibition.

I have been unable to find one good
reason to explain why we should want
our law to discourage retired members
of the uniformed services from seeking
full time employment with the Federal
Government.

Our laws should not reduce a benefit
military retirees have earned because
they chose to work for the federal gov-
ernment.

My amendment would fix this in-
equity, it would give retired officers
equal pay for equal work from the fed-
eral government and it would give the
federal government access to a work-
force that currently avoids employ-
ment with the Federal Government.

I am pleased the managers of the bill
have agreed to accept my amendment
and | thank them for their support for
this important amendment.

AMENDMENT NO. 418
(Purpose: To establish as a policy of the

United States that the United States will

seek to establish a multinational economic

embargo against any foreign country with
which the United States is engaged in
armed conflict, and for other purposes)

In title X, at the end of subtitle D, add the
following:

SEC. 1061. MULTINATIONAL ECONOMIC EMBAR-
GOES AGAINST GOVERNMENTS IN
ARMED CONFLICT WITH THE
UNITED STATES.

(a) PoLicy ON THE ESTABLISHMENT OF EM-
BARGOES.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—It is the policy of the
United States, that upon the use of the
Armed Forces of the United States to engage
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in hostilities against any foreign country,
the President shall as appropriate—

(A) seek the establishment of a multi-
national economic embargo against such
country; and

(B) seek the seizure of its foreign financial
assets.

(b) REPORTS.—Not later than 20 days, or
earlier than 14 days, after the first day of the
engagement of the United States in any
armed conflict described in subsection (a),
the President shall, if the armed conflict
continues, submit a report to Congress set-
ting forth—

(1) the specific steps the United States has
taken and will continue to take to institute
the embargo and financial asset seizures pur-
suant to subsection (a); and

(2) any foreign sources of trade of revenue
that directly or indirectly support the abil-
ity of the adversarial government to sustain
a military conflict against the Armed Forces
of the United States.

AMENDMENT NO. 419

(Purpose: To require a report on the Air
Force distributed mission training)

On page 54, after line 24, insert the fol-
lowing:
Subtitle E—Other Matters
SEC. 251. REPORT ON AIR FORCE DISTRIBUTED
MISSION TRAINING.

(a) REQUIREMENT.—The Secretary of the
Air Force shall submit to Congress, not later
than January 31, 2000, a report on the Air
Force Distributed Mission Training program.

(b) CONTENT OF REPORT.—The report shall
include a discussion of the following:

(1) The progress that the Air Force has
made to demonstrate and prove the Air
Force Distributed Mission Training concept
of linking geographically separated, high-fi-
delity simulators to provide a mission re-
hearsal capability for Air Force units, and
any units of any of the other Armed Forces
as may be necessary, to train together from
their home stations.

(2) The actions that have been taken or are
planned to be taken within the Department
of the Air Force to ensure that—

(A) an independent study of all require-
ments, technologies, and acquisition strate-
gies essential to the formulation of a sound
Distributed Mission Training program is
under way; and

(B) all Air Force laboratories and other Air
Force facilities necessary to the research,
development, testing, and evaluation of the
Distributed Mission Training program have
been assessed regarding the availability of
the necessary resources to demonstrate and
prove the Air Force Distributed Mission
Training concept.

AMENDMENT NO. 420

(Purpose: To add test and evaluation labora-
tories to the pilot program for revitalizing
Department of Defense laboratories; and to
add an authority for directors of labora-
tories under the pilot program)

On page 48, line 5, after ‘“‘laboratory”, in-
sert the following: *‘, and the director of one
test and evaluation laboratory,”.

On page 48, between lines 11 and 12, insert
the following:

(B) To develop or expand innovative meth-
ods of operation that provide more defense
research for each dollar of cost, including to
carry out such initiatives as focusing on the
performance of core functions and adopting
more business-like practices.

On page 48, line 12, strike ““(B)”” and insert
“(e).

On page 48, beginning on line 14, strike
‘‘subparagraph (A)” and insert ‘‘subpara-
graphs (A) and (B)".
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AMENDMENT NO. 421

(Purpose: To authorize land conveyances
with respect to the Twin Cities Army Am-
munition Plant, Minnesota)

On page 453, between lines 10 and 11, insert
the following:

SEC. 2832. LAND CONVEYANCES, TWIN CITIES
ARMY AMMUNITION PLANT, MIN-
NESOTA.

(a) CONVEYANCE TO CITY AUTHORIZED.—The
Secretary of the Army may convey to the
City of Arden Hills, Minnesota (in this sec-
tion referred to as the “‘City’’), all right,
title, and interest of the United States in
and to a parcel of real property, including
improvements thereon, consisting of ap-
proximately 4 acres at the Twin Cities Army
Ammunition Plant, for the purpose of per-
mitting the City to construct a city hall
complex on the parcel.

(b) COoNVEYANCE TO COUNTY AUTHORIZED.—
The Secretary of the Army may convey to
Ramsey County, Minnesota (in this section
referred to as the “County’’), all right, title,
and interest of the United States in and to a
parcel of real property, including improve-
ments thereon, consisting of approximately
35 acres at the Twin Cities Army Ammuni-
tion Plant, for the purpose of permitting the
County to construct a maintenance facility
on the parcel.

(c) CONSIDERATION.—ASs a consideration for
the conveyances under this section, the City
shall make the city hall complex available
for use by the Minnesota National Guard for
public meetings, and the County shall make
the maintenance facility available for use by
the Minnesota National Guard, as detailed in
agreements entered into between the City,
County, and the Commanding General of the
Minnesota National Guard. Use of the city
hall complex and maintenance facility by
the Minnesota National Guard shall be with-
out cost to the Minnesota National Guard.

(d) DESCRIPTION OF PROPERTY.—The exact
acreage and legal description of the real
property to be conveyed under this section
shall be determined by surveys satisfactory
to the Secretary. The cost of the survey
shall be borne by the recipient of the real
property.

(e) ADDITIONAL TERMS AND CONDITIONS.—
The Secretary may require such additional
terms and conditions in connection with the
conveyances under this section as the Sec-
retary considers appropriate to protect the
interests of the United States.

AMENDMENT NO. 422

(Purpose: To require a land conveyance,
Naval Training Center, Orlando, Florida)

On page 459, between lines 17 and 18, insert
the following:

SEC. 2844. LAND CONVEYANCE, NAVAL TRAINING
CENTER, ORLANDO, FLORIDA.

(a) CONVEYANCE REQUIRED.—The Secretary
of the Navy shall convey all right, title, and
interest of the United States in and to the
land comprising the main base portion of the
Naval Training Center and the McCoy Annex
Areas, Orlando, Florida, to the City of Or-
lando, Florida, in accordance with the terms
and conditions set forth in the Memorandum
of Agreement by and between the United
States of America and the City of Orlando
for the Economic Development Conveyance
of Property on the Main Base and McCoy
Annex Areas of the Naval Training Center,
Orlando, executed by the Parties on Decem-
ber 9, 1997, as amended.

AMENDMENT NO. 423
(Purpose: To modify the conditions for
issuing obsolete or condemned rifles of the
Army and blank ammunition without
charge)
In title X, at the end of subtitle D, add the
following:
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SEC. 1061. CONDITIONS FOR LENDING OBSOLETE
OR CONDEMNED RIFLES FOR FU-
NERAL CEREMONIES.

Section 4683(a)(2) of title 10, United States
Code, is amended to read as follows:

““(2) issue and deliver those rifles, together
with blank ammunition, to those units with-
out charge if the rifles and ammunition are
to be used for ceremonies and funerals in
honor of veterans at national or other ceme-
teries.”.

AMENDMENT NO. 424
(Purpose: To authorize use of Navy procure-
ment funds for advance procurement for
the Arleigh Burke class destroyer pro-
gram)
On page 25, between lines 17 and 18, insert

the following:
(c) OTHER FUNDS FOR ADVANCE PROCURE-

MENT.—Notwithstanding any other provision
of this Act, of the funds authorized to be ap-
propriated under section 102(a) for procure-
ment programs, projects, and activities of
the Navy, up to $190,000,000 may be made
available, as the Secretary of the Navy may
direct, for advance procurement for the
Arleigh Burke class destroyer program. Au-
thority to make transfers under this sub-
section is in addition to the transfer author-
ity provided in section 1001.

AMENDMENT NO. 425
(Purpose: To set aside funds for the
procurementof the MLRS rocket inventory
and reuse model)
In title I, at the end of subtitle B, add the
following:
SEC. 114. MULTIPLE LAUNCH ROCKET SYSTEM.
Of the funds authorized to be appropriated
under section 101(2), $500,000 may be made
available to complete the development of
reuse and demilitarization tools and tech-
nologies for use in the disposition of Army
MLRS inventory.

AMENDMENT NO. 426

(Purpose: To expand the entities eligible to
participate in alternative authority for ac-
quisition and improvement of military
housing)

On page 440, between lines 6 and 7, insert
the following:

SEC. 2807. EXPANSION OF ENTITIES ELIGIBLE TO
PARTICIPATE IN ALTERNATIVE AU-
THORITY FOR ACQUISITION AND IM-
PROVEMENT OF MILITARY HOUSING.

(a) DEFINITION OF ELIGIBLE ENTITY.—Sec-
tion 2871 of title 10, United States Code, is
amended—

(1) by redesignating paragraphs (5) through
(7) as paragraphs (6) through (8) respectively;
and

(2) by inserting after paragraph (4) the fol-
lowing new paragraph (5):

““(5) The term ‘eligible entity’ means any
individual, corporation, firm, partnership,
company, State or local government, or
housing authority of a State or local govern-
ment.”’.

(b) GENERAL AUTHORITY.—Section 2872 of
such title is amended by striking ‘“‘private
persons’ and inserting ‘‘eligible entities’.

(c) DIRECT LOANS AND LOAN GUARANTEES.—
Section 2873 of such title is amended—

(1) in subsection (a)(1)—

(A) by striking ‘“‘persons in private sector”’
and inserting ‘“‘an eligible entity’’; and

(B) by striking ‘“‘such persons’ and insert-
ing “‘the eligible entity’’; and

(2) in subsection (b)(1)—

(A) by striking ‘“‘any person in the private
sector” and inserting ‘“‘an eligible entity’’;
and

(B) by striking ‘“‘the person’ and inserting
“the eligible entity”’.

(d) INVESTMENTS.—Section 2875 of such
title is amended—

(1) in subsection (a), by striking ‘‘non-
governmental entities’” and inserting ‘“‘an el-
igible entity”’;

May 27, 1999

(2) in subsection (c)—

(A) by striking ‘““a nongovernmental enti-
ty”’ both places it appears and inserting “‘an
eligible entity”’; and

(B) by striking ‘‘the entity’ each place it
appears and inserting ‘‘the eligible entity’’;

(3) in subsection (d), by striking ‘“‘non-
governmental’” and inserting “‘eligible’’; and

(4) in subsection (e), by striking ‘““a non-
governmental entity’” and inserting “‘an eli-
gible entity”’.

(e) RENTAL GUARANTEES.—Section 2876 of
such title is amended by striking ‘‘private
persons’’ and inserting ‘“‘eligible entities’.

(f) DIFFERENTIAL LEASE PAYMENTS.—Sec-
tion 2877 of such title is amended by striking
“private”.

(g) CONVEYANCE OR LEASE OF EXISTING
PROPERTY AND FACILITIES.—Section 2878(a) of
such title is amended by striking ‘“‘private
persons’ and inserting “‘eligible entities™.

(h) CLERICAL AMENDMENTS.—(1) The head-
ing of section 2875 of such title is amended to
read as follows:

“§2875. Investments”.

(2) The table of sections at the beginning of
subchapter IV of chapter 169 of such title is
amended by striking the item relating to
section 2875 and inserting the following new
item:

“2875. Investments.”’.

AMENDMENT NO. 427

(Purpose: To authorize medical and dental
care for certain members of the Armed
Forces incurring injuries on inactive-duty
training)

On page 272, between lines 8 and 9, insert
the following:
SEC. 717. MEDICAL AND DENTAL CARE FOR CER-
TAIN MEMBERS INCURRING INJU-
RIES ON INACTIVE-DUTY TRAINING.
(a) ORDER TO ACTIVE DUTY AUTHORIZED.—
(1) Chapter 1209 of title 10, United States
Code, is amended by adding at the end the
following:

“§12322. Active duty for health care

“A member of a uniformed service de-
scribed in paragraph (1)(B) or (2)(B) of sec-
tion 1074a(a) of this title may be ordered to
active duty, and a member of a uniformed
service described in paragraph (1)(A) or (2)(A)
of such section may be continued on active
duty, for a period of more than 30 days while
the member is being treated for (or recov-
ering from) an injury, illness, or disease in-
curred or aggravated in the line of duty as
described in such paragraph.”.

(2) The table of sections at the beginning of
such chapter is amended by adding at the
end the following:

¢12322. Active duty for health care.”.

(b) MeDICAL AND DENTAL CARE FOR MEM-
BERS.—Subsection (e) of section 1074a of such
title is amended to read as follows:

““(e)(1) A member of a uniformed service on
active duty for health care or recuperation
reasons, as described in paragraph (2), is en-
titled to medical and dental care on the
same basis and to the same extent as mem-
bers covered by section 1074(a) of this title
while the member remains on active duty.

““(2) Paragraph (1) applies to a member de-
scribed in paragraph (1) or (2) of subsection
(a) who, while being treated for (or recov-
ering from) an injury, illness, or disease in-
curred or aggravated in the line of duty, is
continued on active duty pursuant to a
modification or extension of orders, or is or-
dered to active duty, so as to result in active
duty for a period of more than 30 days.”".

(c) MEDICAL AND DENTAL CARE FOR DEPEND-
ENTS.—Subparagraph (D) of section 1076(a)(2)
of such title is amended to read as follows:
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“(D) A member on active duty who is enti-
tled to benefits under subsection (e) of sec-
tion 1074a of this title by reason of paragraph
(1), (2), or (3) of subsection (a) of such sec-
tion.”.

Mr. CLELAND. Mr. President, | am
pleased to offer this amendment to S.
1059, The National Defense Authoriza-
tion Act for Fiscal Year 2000, which
seeks to protect the men and women of
our reserve military components. The
1998 National Defense Authorization
Act provided health care coverage for
Reservists and Guardsmen incurring
injury, illness or disease while per-
forming duty in an active-duty status.
However, it overlooked those service-
men and women performing duty in
“inactive duty’ status, which is the
status they are in while performing
their monthly “‘drill weekends.”’

This problem was dramatically illus-
trated recently when an Air Force Re-
serve C-130 crashed in Honduras, Kill-
ing three crewmembers. One of the sur-
vivors was unable to work for over a
year due to the serious nature of his in-
juries. While he was reimbursed for lost
earnings, this serviceman was only eli-
gible for military medical care related
to injuries sustained in the crash. His
family lost their civilian health insur-
ance and was ineligible to receive med-
ical from the military. Had he been on
military orders of more than 30 days,
both he and his family would have been
eligible for full military medical bene-
fits for the duration of his recovery.

My dear colleagues, this is unaccept-
able. We must plug this loophole so
that these tragic circumstances are not
repeated.

Why is it so important that we look
out for our Guardsmen and Reservists?
It is because our military services have
been reduced by one-third, while world-
wide commitments have increased
fourfold, leading to a dramatic increase
in the dependence on our reserve com-
ponents to meet our worldwide com-
mitments. Like their active duty coun-
terparts, they are dealing with the de-
mands of a high operations tempo; yet
they must meet the additional chal-
lenge of balancing their military duty
with their civilian employment.

Members of the Guard and Reserve
have been participating at record lev-
els. Nearly 270,000 Reservists and
Guardsmen were mobilized during Op-
erations Desert Shield and Desert
Storm. Over 17,000 Reservists and
Guardsmen have answered the Nation’s
call to bring peace to Bosnia. And, re-
cently, over 4,000 Reservists and
Guardsmen have been called up to sup-
port current operations in Kosovo. The
days of the *““‘weekend warrior’ are long
gone.

In addition to significant contribu-
tions to military operations, members
of the reserve components have deliv-
ered millions of pounds of humani-
tarian cargo to all corners of the globe.
Closer to home, they have responded to
numerous state emergencies, such as
the devastating floods that struck in
America’s heartland last year. The
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men and women of the Reserve Compo-
nents are on duty all over the world,
every day of the year.

Considering everything our citizen
soldiers, sailors, airmen and marines
have done for us, we must not turn our
backs on them and their families in
their times of need. Please join me in
supporting this amendment providing
for those who provide for us.

AMENDMENT NO. 428
(Purpose: To refine and extend Federal
acquisition streamlining)

At the end of title VIII, add the following:
SEC. 807. STREAMLINED APPLICABILITY OF COST

ACCOUNTING STANDARDS.

(a) ApPLICABILITY.—Paragraph (2) of sec-
tion 26(f) of the Office of Federal Procure-
ment Policy Act (41 U.S.C. 422(f)(2)) is
amended—

(1) by redesignating subparagraph (C) as
subparagraph (D);

(2) by striking subparagraph (B) and insert-
ing the following:

“(B) The cost accounting standards shall
not apply to a contractor or subcontractor
for a fiscal year (or other one-year period
used for cost accounting by the contractor or
subcontractor) if the total value of all of the
contracts and subcontracts covered by the
cost accounting standards that were entered
into by the contractor or subcontractor, re-
spectively, in the previous or current fiscal
year (or other one-year cost accounting pe-
riod) was less than $50,000,000.

““(C) Subparagraph (A) does not apply to
the following contracts or subcontracts for
the purpose of determining whether the con-
tractor or subcontractor is subject to the
cost accounting standards:

‘(i) Contracts or subcontracts for the ac-
quisition of commercial items.

““(if) Contracts or subcontracts where the
price negotiated is based on prices set by law
or regulation.

“(iii) Firm, fixed-price contracts or sub-
contracts awarded on the basis of adequate
price competition without submission of cer-
tified cost or pricing data.

“(iv) Contracts or subcontracts with a
value that is less than $5,000,000.”".

(b) WAIVER.—Such section is further
amended by adding at the end the following:

“(5)(A) The head of an executive agency
may waive the applicability of cost account-
ing standards for a contract or subcontract
with a value less than $10,000,000 if that offi-
cial determines in writing that—

‘(i) the contractor or subcontractor is pri-
marily engaged in the sale of commercial
items; and

‘“(ii) the contractor or subcontractor would
not otherwise be subject to the cost account-
ing standards.

““(B) The head of an executive agency may
also waive the applicability of cost account-
ing standards for a contract or subcontract
under extraordinary circumstances when
necessary to meet the needs of the agency. A
determination to waive the applicability of
cost accounting standards under this sub-
paragraph shall be set forth in writing and
shall include a statement of the cir-
cumstances justifying the waiver.

““(C) The head of an executive agency may
not delegate the authority under subpara-
graph (A) or (B) to any official in the execu-
tive agency below the senior policymaking
level in the executive agency.

‘“(D) The Federal Acquisition Regulation
shall include the following:

‘(i) Criteria for selecting an official to be
delegated authority to grant waivers under
subparagraph (A) or (B).

“(if) The specific circumstances under
which such a waiver may be granted.
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“(E) The head of each executive agency
shall report the waivers granted under sub-
paragraphs (A) and (B) for that agency to the
Board on an annual basis.”.

(c) CONSTRUCTION REGARDING CERTAIN NOT-
FOR-PROFIT  ENTITIES.—The amendments
made by this section shall not be construed
as modifying or superseding, nor as intended
to impair or restrict, the applicability of the
cost accounting standards to—

(1) any educational institution or federally
funded research and development center that
is associated with an educational institution
in accordance with Office of Management
and Budget Circular A-21, as in effect on
January 1, 1999; or

(2) any contract with a nonprofit entity
that provides research and development and
related products or services to the Depart-
ment of Defense.

SEC. 808. GUIDANCE ON USE OF TASK ORDER
AND DELIVERY ORDER CONTRACTS.

(a) GUIDANCE IN THE FEDERAL ACQUISITION
REGULATION.—Not later than 180 days after
the date of the enactment of this Act, the
Federal Acquisition Regulation issued in ac-
cordance with sections 6 and 25 of the Office
of Federal Procurement Policy Act shall be
revised to provide guidance to agencies on
the appropriate use of task order and deliv-
ery order contracts in accordance with sec-
tions 2304a through 2304d of title 10, United
States Code, and sections 303H through 303K
of the Federal Property and Administrative
Services Act of 1949 (41 U.S.C. 253h through
253K).

(b) CONTENT OF GUIDANCE.—The regulations
issued pursuant to subsection (a) shall, at a
minimum, provide the following:

(1) Specific guidance on the appropriate
use of government-wide and other multi-
agency contracts entered in accordance with
the provisions of law referred to in that sub-
section.

(2) Specific guidance on steps that agencies
should take in entering and administering
multiple award task order and delivery order
contracts to ensure compliance with—

(A) the requirement in section 5122 of the
Clinger-Cohen Act (40 U.S.C. 1422) for capital
planning and investment control in pur-
chases of information technology products
and services;

(B) the requirement in section 2304c(b) of
title 10, United States Code, and section
303J(b) of the Federal Property and Adminis-
trative Services Act of 1949 (41 U.S.C. 253j(b))
to ensure that all contractors are afforded a
fair opportunity to be considered for the
award of task orders and delivery orders; and

(C) the requirement in section 2304c(c) of
title 10, United States Code, and section
303J3(c) of the Federal Property and Adminis-
trative Services Act of 1949 (41 U.S.C. 253j(c))
for a statement of work in each task order or
delivery order issued that clearly specifies
all tasks to be performed or property to be
delivery under the order.

(c) GSA FEDERAL SUPPLY SCHEDULES PRO-
GRAM.—The Administrator for Federal Pro-
curement Policy shall consult with the Ad-
ministrator of General Services to assess the
effectiveness of the multiple awards schedule
program of the General Services Administra-
tion referred to in section 309(b)(3) of the
Federal Property and Administrative Serv-
ices Act of 1949 (41 U.S.C. 259(b)(3)) that is ad-
ministered as the Federal Supply Schedules
program. The assessment shall include ex-
amination of the following:

(1) The administration of the program by
the Administrator of General Services.

(2) The ordering and program practices fol-
lowed by Federal customer agencies in using
schedules established under the program.

(d) GAO REPORT.—Not later than one year
after the date on which the regulations re-
quired by subsection (a) are published in the
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Federal Register, the Comptroller General
shall submit to Congress an evaluation of ex-
ecutive agency compliance with the regula-
tions, together with any recommendations
that the Comptroller General considers ap-
propriate.
SEC. 809. CLARIFICATION OF DEFINITION OF
COMMERCIAL ITEMS WITH RESPECT
TO ASSOCIATED SERVICES.

Section 4(12) (E) of the Office of Federal
Procurement Policy Act (41 U.S.C. 403(E)) is
amended to read as follows:

“(E) Installation services, maintenance
services, repair services, training services,
and other services if—

‘(i) the services are procured for support of
an item referred to in subparagraph (A), (B),
(C), or (D), regardless of whether such serv-
ices are provided by the same source or at
the same time as the item; and

“(ii) the source of the services provides
similar services contemporaneously to the
general public under terms and conditions
similar to those offered to the Federal Gov-
ernment.”.

SEC. 810. USE OF SPECIAL SIMPLIFIED PROCE-
DURES FOR PURCHASES OF COM-
MERCIAL ITEMS IN EXCESS OF THE
SIMPLIFIED ACQUISITION THRESH-
OLD.

(@) EXTENSION OF AUTHORITY.—Section
4202(e) of the Clinger-Cohen Act of 1996 (divi-
sions D and E of Public Law 104-106; 110 Stat.
654; 10 U.S.C. 2304 note) is amended by strik-
ing ‘““three years after the date on which such
amendments take effect pursuant to section
4401(b)”’ and inserting ‘‘January 1, 2002”.

(b) GAO RePORT.—Not later than March 1,
2001, the Comptroller General shall submit to
Congress an evaluation of the test program
authorized by section 4204 of the Clinger-
Cohen Act of 1996, together with any rec-
ommendations that the Comptroller General
considers appropriate regarding the test pro-
gram or the use of special simplified proce-
dures for purchases of commercial items in
excess of the simplified acquisition thresh-
old.

SEC. 811. EXTENSION OF INTERIM REPORTING
RULE FOR CERTAIN PROCURE-
MENTS LESS THAN $100,000.

Section 31(e) of the Office of Federal Pro-
curement Policy Act (41 U.S.C. 427(e)) is
amended by striking ‘“‘October 1, 1999 and
inserting ““‘October 1, 2004".

Mr. THOMPSON. Mr. President, |
offer this amendment on behalf of my-
self as chairman of the Governmental
Affairs Committee and Senator
LIEBERMAN, the Committee’s ranking
minority member, and Senators WAR-
NER and LEVIN, the chairman and rank-
ing minority member of the Armed
Services Committee. Senator
LIEBERMAN and | thank the Armed
Services chairman and ranking mem-
ber for their cooperation and assist-
ance in preparing this amendment
which will benefit not only the pro-
curement process within the Depart-
ment of Defense, but other agencies
across the Federal government as well.

The amendment which we offer today
began as a request from the Adminis-
tration and others to include addi-
tional procurement-related reforms to
those enacted over the past several
years and those already included in S.
1059. Our amendment includes five pro-
visions, as follows: (1) Streamlined Ap-
plicability of Cost Accounting Stand-
ards; (2) Task Order and Delivery Order
Contracts; (3) Clarification to the Defi-
nition of Commercial Items; (4) Two-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —SENATE

year Extension of Commercial Items
Test Program; and (5) Extension of In-
terim Reporting Rule on Contracts
with Small Business. | ask unanimous
consent that a joint statement of spon-
sors explaining the amendment be
placed in the RECORD immediately fol-
lowing my statement. This statement
represents the consensus view of the
sponsors as to the meaning and intent
of the amendment.

There being no objection, the state-
ment was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

JOINT STATEMENT OF SPONSORS

1. STREAMLINED APPLICABILITY OF COST
ACCOUNTING STANDARDS

In recent years, Congress has enacted two
major acquisition reform statutes—the Fed-
eral Acquisition Streamlining Act of 1994
(FASA) and the Clinger-Cohen Act of 1996.
These statutes changed the trend in govern-
ment contracting toward simplifying the
government’s acquisition process and elimi-
nating many government-unique require-
ments. The goal of these changes in the gov-
ernment’s purchasing processes has been to
modify or eliminate unnecessary and burden-
some legislative mandates, increase the use
of commercial items to meet government
needs, and give more discretion to con-
tracting agencies in making their procure-
ment decisions.

Since the early 1900’s, the Federal govern-
ment has required certain unique accounting
standards or criteria designed to protect it
from the risk of overpaying for goods and
services by directing the manner or degree to
which Federal contractors apportion costs to
their contracts with the government. The
Cost Accounting Standards (CAS standards)
are a set of 19 accounting principles devel-
oped and maintained by the Cost Accounting
Standards (CAS) Board, a body created by
Congress to develop uniform and consistent
standards. The CAS standards require gov-
ernment contractors to account for their
costs on a consistent basis and prohibit any
shifting of overhead or other costs from com-
mercial contacts to government contracts,
or from fixed-priced contracts to cost-type
contracts.

FASA and the Clinger-Cohen Act took sig-
nificant steps to exempt commercial items
from the applicability of the CAS standards.
Nonetheless, the Department of Defense and
others in the public and private sectors con-
tinue to identify the CAS standards as a con-
tinuing barrier to the integration of com-
mercial items into the government market-
place. Advocates of relaxing the CAS stand-
ards argue that they require companies to
create unique accounting systems to do busi-
ness with the government in cost-type con-
tracts. They believe that the added cost of
developing the required accounting systems
has discouraged some commercial companies
from doing business with the government
and led others to set up separate assembly
lines for government products, substantially
increasing costs to the government.

This provision carefully balances the gov-
ernment’s need for greater access to com-
mercial items, particularly those of non-
traditional suppliers, with the need for a
strong set of CAS standards to protect the
taxpayers from overpayments to contrac-
tors. The provision would modify the CAS
standards to streamline their applicability,
while maintaining the applicability of the
standards to the vast majority of contract
dollars that are currently covered. In par-
ticular, the provision would raise the thresh-
old for coverage under the CAS standards
from $25 million to $50 million; exempt con-
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tractors from coverage if they do not have a
contract in excess of $5 million; and exclude
coverage based on firm, fixed price contracts
awarded on the basis of adequate price com-
petition without the submission of certified
cost or pricing data.

The provision also would provide for waiv-
ers of the CAS standards by Federal agencies
in limited circumstances. This would allow
contracting agencies to handle this contract
administration function, in Ilimited cir-
cumstances, as part of their traditional role
in administering contracts. The sponsors
note that waivers would be available for con-
tracts in excess of $10 million only in “‘excep-
tional circumstances.” The ‘“‘exceptional cir-
cumstances’ waiver may be used only when
a waiver is necessary to meet the needs of an
agency, and i.e., the agency determines that
it would not be able to obtain the products
or services in the absence of a waiver.

2. TASK ORDER AND DELIVERY ORDER
CONTRACTS

FASA authorized Federal agencies to enter
into multiple award task and delivery order
contracts for the procurement of goods and
services. Multiple award contracts occur
when two or more contracts are awarded
from one solicitation. Multiple award con-
tracting allows the government to procure
products and services more quickly using
streamlined acquisition procedures while
taking advantage of competition to obtain
optimum prices and quality on individual
task orders or delivery orders. FASA re-
quires orders under multiple-award contracts
to contain a clear description of the services
or supplies ordered and—except under speci-
fied circumstances—requires that each of the
multiple vendors be provided a fair oppor-
tunity to be considered for specific orders.

Concerns have been raised that the sim-
plicity of these multiple-award contracts has
brought with it the potential for abuse. The
General Accounting Office and the Depart-
ment of Defense Inspector General have re-
ported that agencies have routinely failed to
comply with the basic requirements of
FASA, including the requirement to provide
vendors a fair opportunity to be considered
for specific orders. While performance guid-
ance was established by the Office of Federal
Procurement Policy (OFPP) in 1996, the reg-
ulations implementing FASA do not estab-
lish any specific procedures for awarding or-
ders or any specific safeguards to ensure
compliance with competition requirements.

This provision would require that the Fed-
eral Acquisition Regulation provide the nec-
essary guidance on the appropriate use of
task and delivery order contracts as author-
ized by FASA. It also would require that the
Administrator of OFPP work with the Ad-
ministrator of the General Services Adminis-
tration (GSA) to review the ordering proce-
dures and practices of the Federal Supply
Schedule program administered by GSA.
This review should include an assessment as
to whether the GSA program should be modi-
fied to provide consistency with the regula-
tions for task order and delivery order con-
tracts required by this provision.

3. CLARIFICATION TO THE DEFINITION OF
COMMERCIAL ITEMS

FASA included a broad new definition of
‘“‘commercial items,” designed to give the
Federal government greater access to pre-
viously unavailable advanced commercial
products and technologies. However, the
FASA definition of commercial items in-
cluded only a limited definition of commer-
cial services. Under FASA, commercial
items include services purchased to support
a commercial product as a commercial serv-
ice. This language has been interpreted by
some to mean that these ancillary services
must be procured at the same time or from
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the same vendor as the commercial item the
service is intended to support.

This provision would clarify that services
ancillary to a commercial item, such as in-
stallation, maintenance, repair, training,
and other support services, would be consid-
ered a commercial service regardless of
whether the service is provided by the same
vendor or at the same time as the item if the
service is provided contemporaneously to the
general public under similar terms and con-
ditions.

4. TWO-YEAR EXTENSION OF COMMERCIAL ITEMS
TEST PROGRAM

Section 4202 of the Clinger-Cohen Act of
1996 provided the authority for Federal agen-
cies to use special simplified procedures to
purchases for amounts greater than $100,000
but not greater than $5 million if the agency
reasonably expects that the offers will in-
clude only commercial items. The purpose of
this test program was to give agencies addi-
tional procedural discretion and flexibility
so that purchases of commercial items in
this dollar range could be solicited, offered,
evaluated, and awarded in a simplified man-
ner that maximizes efficiency and economy
and minimizes paperwork burden and admin-
istration costs for both government and in-
dustry. Authority to use this test program
expires on January 1, 2000.

The Administration has reported that, due
to delays in implementing the test program,
the data available from the test program is
insufficient to assess the effectiveness of the
test, and additional data is required to deter-
mine whether this authority should be made
permanent. This provision would extend the
authority to January 1, 2002.

The provision also requires the Comp-
troller General to report to Congress on the
impact of the provision. The sponsors note
that the shortened notice period authorized
under the test program may have a different
impact on competition, depending on the
complexity of the commercial items to be
procured. For this reason, the sponsors ex-
pect the Comptroller General’s report to ad-
dress the extent to which the test authority
has been used, the types of commercial items
procured under the test program, and the im-
pact of the test program on competition for
agency contracts and on the small business
share of such contracts. The Comptroller
General’s report also should assess the ex-
tent to which the test program has stream-
lined the procurement process.

5. EXTENSION OF INTERIM REPORTING RULE ON

CONTRACTS WITH SMALL BUSINESS

Section 31(f) of the OFPP Act, as amended
by FASA, requires detailed reporting of con-
tract activity between $25,000 and $100,000 in
the Federal Procurement Data System
(FPDS). This requirement gives the govern-
ment the ability to track the impact of ac-
quisition reform on the share of contracts in
this dollar range that are awarded to small
businesses, small disadvantaged businesses
and woman-owned small businesses. It also
enables the government to track progress
and compliance on a variety of Federal pro-
curement programs, such as Small Business
Competitiveness Demonstration Program,
the Small Disadvantaged Business Reform
Program, the HUDBZone Small Business
Program, and the IRS Offset Program.

Under FASA, this provision is scheduled to
expire on October 1, 1999, so that after that
date agencies would only be required to re-
port summary data for procurements below
$100,000. Because the implementation of ac-
quisition reform measures is ongoing and in-
formation on the impact of those measures
on small business is important both to Con-
gress and the executive branch, this provi-
sion would extend the current reporting re-
quirement until October 1, 2004, as requested
by the Administration.
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AMENDMENT NO. 429
(Purpose: To authorize an additional
$21,700,000 for research, development, test,
and evaluation for the Army for the Force
XXI Battle Command, Brigade and Below
(FBCB2) (PE0203759A), and to offset the ad-
ditional amount by decreasing by
$21,700,000 the authorization for other pro-
curement for the Army for the Maneuver
Control System (MCS)
On page 17, line 1, strike ‘$3,669,070,000""
and insert *“$3,647,370,000"".
On page 29, line 10, strike, $4,671,194,000"
and insert “$4,692,894,000"".

AMENDMENT NO. 430
(Purpose: To improve financial management
and accountability in the Department of

Defense)

On page 321, line 18, strike out “and”’.

On page 321, after line 24, insert the fol-
lowing:

(iv) obligations and expenditures are re-
corded contemporaneously with each trans-
action;

(v) organizational and functional duties
are performed separately at each step in the
cycles of transactions (including, in the case
of a contract, the specification of require-
ments, the formation of the contract, the
certification of contract performance, re-
ceiving and warehousing, accounting, and
disbursing); and

(vi) use of progress payment allocation sys-
tems results in posting of payments to ap-
propriation accounts consistent with section
1301 of title 31, United States Code.

On page 322, line 4, insert before the semi-
colon the following: ‘““that, at a minimum,
uses double-entry bookkeeping and complies
with the United States Government Stand-
ard General Ledger at the transaction level
as required under section 803(a) of the Fed-
eral Financial Management Improvement
Act of 1996 (31 U.S.C. 3512 note)™".

On page 322, between lines 17 and 18, insert
the following:

(5) An internal controls checklist which,
consistent with the authority in sections
3511 and 3512 of title 31, United States Code,
the Comptroller General shall prescribe as
the standards for use throughout the Depart-
ment of Defense, together with a statement
of the Department of Defense policy on use
of the checklist throughout the department.

On page 323, line 14, before the period in-
sert ‘“‘or the certified date of receipt of the
items”’.

On page 324, between the matter following
line 20 and the matter on line 21, insert the
following:

(c) STUDY AND REPORT ON DEPARTMENT OF
DEFENSE ELECTRONIC FUND TRANSFERS.—(1)
Subject to paragraph (3), the Secretary of
Defense shall conduct a feasibility study to
determine—

(A) whether all electronic payments issued
by the Department of Defense should be
routed through the Regional Finance Cen-
ters of the Department of the Treasury for
verification and reconciliation;

(B) whether all electronic payments made
by the Department of Defense should be sub-
jected to the same level of reconciliation as
United States Treasury checks, including
matching each payment issued with each
corresponding deposit at financial institu-
tions;

(C) whether the appropriate computer se-
curity controls are in place in order to en-
sure the integrity of electronic payments;

(D) the estimated costs of implementing
the processes and controls described in sub-
paragraphs (A), (B), (C); and

(E) the period that would be required to
implement the processes and controls.

(2) Not later than March 1, 2000, the Sec-
retary of Defense shall submit a report to
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Congress containing the results of the study
required by paragraph (1).

(3) In this subsection, the term ‘“‘electronic
payment’” means any transfer of funds, other
than a transaction originated by check,
draft, or similar paper instrument, which is
initiated through an electronic terminal, tel-
ephonic instrument, or computer or mag-
netic tape so as to order, instruct, or author-
ize a debit or credit to a financial account.

On page 329, after line 25, insert the fol-
lowing:

SEC. 1009. RESPONSIBILITIES AND ACCOUNT-
ABILITY FOR FINANCIAL MANAGE-
MENT.

(a) UNDER SECRETARY OF DEFENSE (ComMP-
TROLLER).—(1) Section 135 of title 10, United
States Code, is amended—

(A) by redesignating subsections (d) and (e)
as subsections (e) and (f), respectively; and

(B) by inserting after subsection (c) the fol-
lowing:

“(d)(1) The Under Secretary is responsible
for ensuring that the financial statements of
the Department of Defense are in a condition
to receive an unqualified audit opinion and
that such an opinion is obtained for the
statements.

“(2) If the Under Secretary delegates the
authority to perform a duty, including any
duty relating to disbursement or accounting,
to another officer, employee, or entity of the
United States, the Under Secretary con-
tinues after the delegation to be responsible
and accountable for the activity, operation,
or performance of a system covered by the
delegated authority.”.

(2) Subsection (c)(1) of such section is
amended by inserting ‘“and to ensure ac-
countability to the citizens of the United
States, Congress, the President, and man-
agers within the Department of Defense’” be-
fore the semicolon at the end.

(b) MANAGEMENT OF CREDIT CARDS.—(1) The
Under Secretary of Defense (Comptroller)
shall prescribe regulations governing the use
and control of all credit cards and conven-
ience checks that are issued to Department
of Defense personnel for official use. The reg-
ulations shall be consistent with regulations
that apply government-wide regarding use of
credit cards by Federal Government per-
sonnel for official purposes.

(2) The regulations shall include safeguards
and internal controls to ensure the fol-
lowing:

(A) There is a record of all credited card
holders that is annotated with the limita-
tions on amounts that are applicable to the
use of each card by each credit card holder.

(B) The credit card holders and authorizing
officials are responsible for reconciling the
charges appearing on each statement of ac-
count with receipts and other supporting
documentation and for forwarding reconciled
statements to the designated disbursing of-
fice in a timely manner.

(C) Disputes and discrepancies are resolved
in the manner prescribed in the applicable
Governmentwide credit card contracts en-
tered into by the Administrator of General
Services.

(D) Credit card payments are made
promptly within prescribed deadlines to
avoid interest penalties.

(E) Rebates and refunds based on prompt
payment on credit card accounts are prop-
erly recorded in the books of account.

(F) Records of a credit card transaction
(including records on associated contracts,
reports, accounts, and invoices) are retained
in accordance with standard Federal Govern-
ment policies on the disposition of records.

() REMITTANCE ADDRESSES.—The Under
Secretary of Defense (Comptroller) shall pre-
scribe regulations setting forth controls on
alteration of remittance addresses. The regu-
lations shall ensure that—
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(1) a remittance address for a disbursement
that is provided by an officer or employee of
the Department of Defense authorizing or re-
questing the disbursement is not altered by
any officer or employee of the department
authorized to prepare the disbursement; and

(2) a remittance address for a disbursement
is altered only if the alteration is—

(A) requested by the person to whom the
disbursement is authorized to be remitted;
and

(B) made by an officer or employee author-
ized to do so who is not an officer or em-
ployee referred to in paragraph (1).

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, |
would like to speak briefly on the
Grassley-Domenici amendment on fi-
nancial management reforms at the
Department of Defense.

The bill before us today provides the
first major increase in defense spend-
ing since 1985.

The increase in defense spending au-
thorized in this bill was initially ap-
proved by the Budget Committee back
in March.

As a Member of the Budget Com-
mittee, | voted for the extra 8 billion
dollars for national defense.

That may come as a surprise to some
of my colleagues.

In the past, | have opposed increases
in the defense budget. Now, | don’t. My
colleagues must be wondering why.

I would like to explain my position.

| support this year’s increase in de-
fense spending for one reason and one
reason only.

The Budget Committee—and now the
Armed Services Committee—are call-
ing for financial management reforms
at DOD.

The Committees are telling DOD to
bring its accounting practices up to ac-
cepted standards, so it can produce
‘‘auditable’ financial statements—as
required by the Chief Financial Offi-
cers Act.

This is music to my ears.

We should not pump up the DOD
budget without a solid commitment to
financial management reform.

The Committees are telling DOD to
do what DOD is already required to
do—under the law.

The Budget Committee’s report on
the Concurrent Resolution for FY 2000
contained strong language on the need
for financial management reform at
the Pentagon.

While the Budget Committee’s lan-
guage is not binding, it sends a clear,
unambiguous message to the Pentagon:
clean up your books—now!

The Armed Services Committee
reached the same conclusions—inde-
pendently.

The Armed Services Committee has
cranked up the pressure a notch. The
Committee has taken the next logical
step.

The bill before us today contains
much more than a strong message.

It mandates financial management
reform.
If adopted in conference, the lan-

guage in this bill would become the law
of the land.

And with it, | hope we are able to
generate more pressure for financial
reform at the Pentagon.
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The legislative language on financial
management reform is reflected in sev-
eral provisions in Title X [ten] of the
bill.

Mr. President, if financial reforms
were not in the bill, | would be stand-
ing here with a different kind of
amendment in my hand.

I would be asking my colleagues to
support an amendment to cut the DOD
budget.

Fortunately, that’s not necessary.

It’s not necessary because the Armed
Services Committee has seen the light
and seized the initiative.

The Armed Services Committee is de-
manding financial management re-
forms at the Pentagon.

First, 1 would like to thank my
friend from Virginia, Senator WAR-
NER—the Committee Chairman—for
recognizing and accepting the need for
financial management reform at the
Pentagon.

I would also like to thank my friend
from Oklahoma, Senator INHOFE—
Chairman of the Readiness Sub-
committee—for putting some horse-
power behind DOD financial manage-
ment reform.

His hearing on DOD Financial Man-
agement on April 14th helped to high-
light the need for reform and set the
stage for the corrective measures in
the bill.

But above all, | would like to thank
the entire Armed Services Committee
for taking time to listen to my con-
cerns and for addressing them in the
bill in a meaningful way.

I hope the Committee’s efforts to
strengthen internal controls—when
combined with mine—will improve
DOD’s ability to detect and prevent
fraud and better protect the peoples’
money.

Mr. President, this bill does not con-
tain all the new financial management
controls that | wanted. There had to be
give-and-take along the way.

I remain especially concerned about
the need for restrictions on the use of
credit cards for making large payments
on R&D and procurement contracts.

The Committee has assured me that
there will be a good faith effort to ex-
amine this issue before the conference
on this bill is concluded.

Based on information to be provided
by the Department and the General Ac-
counting Office and Inspector General,
the final version of the bill may in-
clude: (1) a dollar ceiling on credit card
transactions; and (2) strict limits on
using credit cards to make large con-
tract payments.

I hope that is possible.

There will be no improvement in the
dismal DOD financial management pic-
ture without reform—and some pres-
sure from this Committee and the
other committees of Congress.

We need to lean on the Pentagon bu-
reaucrats to make it happen.

Without reform, the vast effort dedi-
cated to auditing the annual financial
statements will be a wasted effort.

The bill before us will hopefully es-
tablish a solid foundation—and create
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a new environment—where financial
management reform can begin to hap-
pen.

In doing what we are doing, | hope we
are providing the Pentagon with the
wherewithal to get the job done.

The reforms in the bill are not new or
dramatic.

In my mind, it’s basic accounting 101
stuff: DOD needs to record financial
transactions in the books of account as
they occur. Now, that’s not com-
plicated or difficult, but it’s the essen-
tial first step. And it’s not being done
today.

The Committee is telling DOD to get
on the stick and do what it’s already
supposed to be doing—under the law.
And it calls for some accountability to
help get the job done.

The language in this bill—I hope—
will get DOD moving toward a ‘‘clean”
audit opinion.

I hope that’s where we are headed.

And there is another important rea-
son why DOD financial reform is need-
ed today.

As | stated right up front, we are
looking at the first big increase in de-
fense spending since 1985.

I think this Committee needs to be
on the record, telling the Pentagon to
get its financial house in order.

If the Pentagon wants all this extra
money, then the Pentagon needs to ful-
fill its Constitutional responsibility to
the taxpayers of this country.

First, it needs to regain control of
the taxpayers’ money it’s spending
right now.

And second, it needs to be able to
provide a full and accurate accounting
of how all the money gets spent.

DOD must be able to present an accu-
rate and complete accounting of all fi-
nancial transactions—including all re-
ceipts and expenditures. It needs to be
able to do this once a year—accurately
and completely.

The GAO and IG auditors should be
able to examine the department’s
books and its financial statements and
render a ‘““‘clean’ audit opinion.

That’s the goal.

I want to see us reach that goal
reached in my lifetime.

Mr. President, 1 would like to extend
a special word of thanks to the entire
Armed Service Committee for helping
me with my DOD financial manage-
ment reform initiative.

I would like to thank the committee
for helping to push the Pentagon in the
right direction—toward sound financial
management practices.

I would like to thank the Committee
Chairman, Senator WARNER, and his
Subcommittee  Chairman, Senator
INHOFE, for throwing their weight be-
hind the effort.

I would like to thank them for work-
ing with me and helping me craft an
acceptable piece of legislation.

Mr. President, in my mind, DOD fi-
nancial management reform is manda-
tory as we move to larger DOD budg-
ets.

Higher defense budgets need to be
hooked up to financial reforms—just
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like a horse and buggy—one behind the
other. They need to move together.
AMENDMENT NO. 431
(Purpose: To authorize $4,500,000 for re-
search, development, test, and evaluation,
Defense-wide, relating to a hot gas decon-
tamination facility, and to reduce by
$4,500,000 the amount authorized for chem-
ical demilitarization activities to take
into account inflation savings in the ac-
count for such activities)
On page 18, line 13, strike ‘$1,169,000,000"
and insert ‘“$1,164,500,000"".
On page 29, line 14, strike ‘$9,400,081,000’
and insert ‘“$9,404,581,000".

AMENDMENT NO. 432
(Purpose: To provide $3,500,000 (in PE 62633N)
for Navy research in computational engi-
neering design, and to provide an offset)
On page 29, line 11, increase the amount by
$3,500,000.
On page 29, line 14, decrease the amount by
$3,500,000.

AMENDMENT NO. 433
(Purpose: To extend certain temporary au-
thorities to provide benefits for Depart-
ment of Defense employees in connection
with defense workforce reductions and re-
structuring)
At the end of title XI, add the following:

SEC. 1107. EXTENSION OF CERTAIN TEMPORARY
AUTHORITIES TO PROVIDE BENE-
FITS FOR EMPLOYEES IN CONNEC-
TION WITH DEFENSE WORKFORCE
REDUCTIONS AND RESTRUCTURING.

(@) LuUMP-SUM PAYMENT OF SEVERANCE
PAY.—Section 5595(i)(4) of title 5, United
States Code, is amended by striking ‘‘the
date of the enactment of the National De-
fense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 1996
and before October 1, 1999 and inserting
“February 10, 1996, and before October 1,
2003,

(b) VOLUNTARY SEPARATION INCENTIVE.—
Section 5597(e) of such title is amended by
striking ‘‘September 30, 2001”" and inserting
‘“‘September 30, 2003"".

(c) CONTINUATION OF FEHBP ELIGIBILITY.—
Section 8905a(d)(4)(B) of such title is amend-
ed by striking clauses (i) and (ii) and insert-
ing the following:

‘(i) October 1, 2003; or

“(ii) February 1, 2004, if specific notice of
such separation was given to such individual
before October 1, 2003.”".

EXIT SURVEY

Ms. LANDRIEU. Mr. President, |
thank our chairman, Senator WARNER,
and the ranking member, Senator
LEVIN, for agreeing to this very impor-
tant amendment. As a new member of
the Senate Armed Services Committee,
I was a little taken aback by the way
the Committee launched into major
legislation at the very start of this ses-
sion. | am glad that we did. From the
very start of the year, it was clear that
we had a very real problem in retention
that threatened to reach crisis propor-
tions. Furthermore, this crisis was
looming just when our country most
needed every talented soldier, sailor,
and airman that we could keep in the
service.

The structural reasons behind the re-
tention shortfalls have already been
well documented on the floor; a boom-
ing economy, long deployment, and a
lack of predictability for family life
have all taken their toll. However,
what | have found very frustrating is
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that we have no sense of priority be-
hind these problems. Are soldiers leav-
ing because the pay is too low, or be-
cause the retirement package is insuf-
ficient? Do we need to address oper-
ations tempo first, or health care? The
evidence is all anecdotal. We have a
strong sense of the universe of prob-
lems, but no qualitfiable data on their
relative importance.

As it stands, each service is respon-
sible for exit surveys which are con-
ducted on a voluntary basis when a
person separates from the military.
These surveys are not standardized, do
not seek the same information, nor are
they scientifcally tested. In short, they
are not much better than the anecdotal
evidence that we collect by word of
mouth. The dimensions of our difficul-
ties in retention demand that we have
much better information. For that rea-
son, | have introduced this amendment
to the Defense Authorization bill,
which will give us the data that we
need to assess the steps Congress needs
take in coming years to stem this tide.

The amendment instructs the Sec-
retary of Defense to develop and imple-
ment a survey of all military personnel
leaving the service starting in January
2000 and ending six months later. The
survey will provide uniformity of data,
and be scientifically tested so as to
give as some real feedback as to why
our men and women are leaving the
service. Additionally, there are specific
issues of content that the survey must
address, namely: the reasons for leav-
ing military service, plans for activi-
ties after the separation, affiliation
with a Reserve component, attitude to-
ward pay and benefits, and the extent
of job satisfaction during their tenure.

I believe that the answers to these
questions are vital to the Senate’s role
in addressing retention and other read-
iness concerns. The future of our all-
volunteer force depends on our ability
to continue to recruit and retain the
manpower necessary to support our na-
tional security priorities. To do so, we
need forward thinking policy which
makes the most of our scarce resources
and protects the quality of life of our
armed services. This amendment will
give us the data and intellectual
framework to begin such policy. Again,
I thank Senators WARNER and LEVIN
for accepting it.

AMENDMENT NO. 434
(Purpose: To require the Secretary of De-

fense to carry out an exit survey on mili-

tary service for members of the Armed

Forces separating from the Armed Forces)

In title V, at the end of subtitle F, add the
following:

SEC. 582. EXIT SURVEY FOR SEPARATING MEM-
BERS.

(@) REQUIREMENT.—The Secretary of De-
fense shall develop and carry out a survey on
attitudes toward military service to be com-
pleted by members of the Armed Forces who
voluntarily separate from the Armed Forces
or transfer from a regular component to a re-
serve component during the period beginning
on January 1, 2000, and ending on June 30,
2000, or such later date as the Secretary de-
termines necessary in order to obtain enough
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survey responses to provide a sufficient basis
for meaningful analysis of survey results.
Completion of the survey shall be required of
such personnel as part of outprocessing ac-
tivities. The Secretary of each military de-
partment shall suspend exit surveys and
interviews of that department during the pe-
riod described in the first sentence.

(b) SURVEY CONTENT.—The survey shall, at
a minimum, cover the following subjects:

(1) Reasons for leaving military service.

(2) Plans for activities after separation
(such as enrollment in school, use of Mont-
gomery GI Bill benefits, and work).

(3) Affiliation with a Reserve component,
together with the reasons for affiliating or
not affiliating, as the case may be.

(4) Attitude toward pay and benefits for
service in the Armed Forces.

(5) Extent of job satisfaction during service
as a member of the Armed Forces.

(6) Such other matters as the Secretary de-
termines appropriate to the survey con-
cerning reasons for choosing to separate
from the Armed Forces.

(c) ReEPORT.—Not later than February 1,
2001, the Secretary shall submit to Congress
a report containing the results of the sur-
veys. The report shall include an analysis of
the reasons why military personnel volun-
tarily separate from the Armed Forces and
the post-separation plans of those personnel.
The Secretary shall utilize the report’s find-
ings in crafting future responses to declining
retention and recruitment.

AMENDMENT NO. 435

(Purpose: To authorize the use of amounts
for award fees for Department of Energy
closure projects for purposes of funding ad-
ditional cleanup projects at closure project
sites)

On page 574, strike lines 1 through 24 and
insert the following:

SEC. 3175. USE OF AMOUNTS FOR AWARD FEES

FOR DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY CLO-
SURE PROJECTS FOR ADDITIONAL
CLEANUP PROJECTS AT CLOSURE
PROJECT SITES.

(a) AUTHORITY To USE AMOUNTS.—The Sec-
retary of Energy may use an amount author-
ized to be appropriated for the payment of
award fees for a Department of Energy clo-
sure project for purposes of conducting addi-
tional cleanup activities at the closure
project site if the Secretary—

(1) anticipates that such amount will not
be obligated for payment of award fees in the
fiscal year in which such amount is author-
ized to be appropriated; and

(2) determines the use will not result in a
deferral of the payment of the award fees for
more than 12 months.

(b) REPORT ON USE OF AUTHORITY.—Not
later than 30 days after each exercise of the
authority in subsection (a), the Secretary
shall submit to the congressional defense
committees a report the exercise of the au-
thority.

AMENDMENT NO. 436

(Purpose: To authorize the awarding of the
Medal of Honor to Alfred Rascon for valor
during the Vietnam conflict)

At the appropriate place in the bill, insert
the following new section:

SEC. . AUTHORITY FOR AWARD OF MEDAL OF
HONOR TO ALFRED RASCON FOR
VALOR DURING THE VIETNAM CON-
FLICT.

(&) WAIVER OF TIME LIMITATIONS.—Not-
withstanding the time limitations specified
in section 3744 of total 10, United States
Code, or any other time limitation with re-
spect to the awarding of certain medals to
persons who served in the Army, the Presi-
dent may award the Medal of Honor under
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section 3741 of that title to Alfred Rascon, of
Laurel, Maryland, for the acts of valor de-
scribed in subsection (b).

(b) AcTiON DESCRIBED.—The acts of valor
referred to in subsection (a) are the actions
of Alfred Rascon on March 16, 1966, as an
Army medic, serving in the grade of Spe-
cialist Four in the Republic of Vietnam with
the Reconnaissance Platoon, Headquarters
Company, 1st Battalion, 503rd Infantry, 173rd
Airborne Brigade (Separate), during a com-
bat operation known as Silver City.

Mr. ABRAHAM. Mr. President, | rise
today to offer this amendment to au-
thorize the awarding of the Medal of
Honor to Alfred Rascon, Mr. Rascon, a
Mexican-born immigrant, represents
the finest tradition of service to this
country. This award, after these many
years, will correct an oversight and
provide Mr. Rascon with the recogni-
tion he has earned. | would like to ac-
knowledge the hard work of Represent-
ative LANE EvaNs, who | am working
with on this issue and who has worked
to help correct the oversight that pre-
vented the awarding of the Medal of
Honor to Mr. Rascon.

To best understand the courage ex-
hibited by Mr. Rascon, | would like to
quote an excerpt from the study ‘““The
Military Contributions of Immigrants”
published by Empower America, the
American Immigration Law Founda-
tion, the Congressional Medal of Honor
Society, Heroes and Heritage, the Jap-
anese American Veterans Association,
and Veterans of Foreign Wars of the
U.S. The study describes in detail Mr.
Rascon’s actions on March 16, 1966:

Alfred Rascon was born in Chihuahau,
Mexico and immigrated to the United States
with his parents in the 1950s. He served two
tours in Vietnam, one as a medic, and was
known as ‘“‘Doc.” When Rascon volunteered
for the service he was not a citizen but still
a lawful permanent resident. He was 17 years
old but tricked his mother into signing his
papers so he could enlist.

On March 16, 1966, bullets flew and gre-
nades exploded, and Rascon’s platoon found
itself in a maelstrom of North Vietnamese
firepower. When an American machine gun-
ner went down and someone called for a
medic, Rascon, 20 at the time, ignored his or-
ders to remain under cover and rushed down
the trail amid a hail of enemy gunfire and
grenades. To better protect the wounded sol-
dier, Rascon placed his body between the
enemy machine gun fire and the soldier.
Rascon turned. He was shot in the hip. Al-
though wounded, he managed to drag the sol-
dier off the trail. Rascon soon discovered the
man he was dragging was dead.

Specialist 4th Class Larry Gibson crawled
forward looking for ammunition. The other
machine gunner was already dead and Gibson
had no ammunition with which to defend the
platoon. Rascon grabbed the dead soldier’s
ammo and gave it to Gibson. Then, amid re-
lentless enemy fire and grenades, Rascon
hobbled back up the trail, snared the dead
soldier’s machine gun and, most impor-
tantly, 400 rounds of additional ammunition.

The pace quickened and the grenades
dropped. One ripped open Rascon’s face. It
didn’t stop him. He saw another grenade
drop five feet from a wounded Neil Haffy. He
tackled Haffy and absorbed the grenade blast
himself, saving Haffy’s life.

Though severely wounded, Rascon crawled
back among the other wounded and gave
them aid. A few minutes later, Rascon saw
Sergeant Ray Compton being hit by gunfire.
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As Rascon moved toward him, another hand
grenade dropped. Instead of seeking cover
Rascon dove on top of the wounded sergeant
and again absorbed the blow. That time the
explosion smashed through Rascon’s helmet
and ripped into his scalp. He saved Comp-
ton’s life.

When the firefight ended, Rascon refused
aid for himself until the other wounded were
evacuated. So bloodied by the conflict was
Rascon that when soldiers placed him on the
evacuation helicopter, a chaplain saw his
condition and gave him last rites. But Alfred
Rascon survived.

Today, Rascon, now 50, lives in Howard
County, Maryland. The soldiers who wit-
nessed Rascon’s deeds that day recommended
him in writing for a Medal of Honor. Years
later, these soldiers were shocked to discover
that he had not received one. The men con-
tinue to this day to seek full recognition and
the awarding of the Medal of Honor for Al-
fred Rascon.

Perhaps the best description of Alfred
Rascon’s actions came 30 years later from
fellow platoon member Larry Gibson: | was a
19-year-old gunner with a recon section. We
were under intense and accurate enemy fire
that had pinned down the point squad, mak-
ing it almost impossible to move without
being killed. Unhesitatingly, Doc [as he was
called] went forward to aid the wounded and
dying. | was one of the wounded. Doc took
the brunt of several enemy grenades, shield-
ing the wounded with his body . . . In these
few words | cannot fully describe the events
of that day. The acts of unselfish heroism
Doc performed while saving the many
wounded, though severely wounded himself,
speak for themselves. This country needs
genuine heroes. Doc Rascon is one of those.”

Rascon was once asked why he acted with
such courage on the battlefield even though
he was an immigrant and not yet a citizen.
Rascon replied, ““‘I was always an American
in my heart.”

Mr. President, the approach of Me-
morial Day is a proper occasion for us
to reflect on what it means to live in a
nation that can attract young men and
women who were not even born here to
volunteer and, if necessary, die for
their adopted country. It is an occasion
to reflect on what it means to live in a
nation where to this day the children
of immigrants volunteer and serve.

Today, over 60,000 active military
personnel are immigrants to his coun-
try. This desire to serve is consistent
with our history. More than 20 percent
of the recipients of our highest mili-
tary award, the Congressional Medal of
Honor, have been immigrants. Indeed
America remains free because in no
small part she has been blessed with
many American heroes willing to give
their lives in her defense.

During his last year in office, Ronald
Reagan traveled out to a high school in
Suitland, MD. Surrounded by students
he was asked about America and what
it means to be an American. President
Reagan looked out at the young people
and responded:

I got a letter from a man the other day,
and I’'ll share it with you. The man said you
can go to live in Japan, but you cannot be-
come Japanese—or Germany, or France—and
he named all the others. But he said anyone
from any corner of the world can come to
America and become an American.

We owe a debt to all those people,
wherever they or their parents were
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born, who have kept our Nation free
and safe in a dangerous world. And we
owe a continuing debt of gratitude to
those today who serve, guarding our
country, our homes and our freedom.
Like all good things, freedom must be
won again and again. | hope all of us
will remember those, immigrants and
native born, who have won freedom for
us in the past, and stand ready to win
freedom for us again, if they must. May
we never forget our debt to the brave
who have fallen and the brave who
stand ready to fight.

I believe the awarding of the Medal of
Honor to Alfred Rascon is richly de-
served. This award will demonstrate
America’s appreciation of Alfred
Rascon’s valor in combat and recognize
his extraordinary service to this coun-
try. Mr. President, | yield the floor.

AMENDMENT NO. 437
(Purpose: To prohibit the return of veterans
memorial objects to foreign nations with-
out specific authorization in law)

At the appropriate place in the bill, insert
the following new section and renumber the
remaining sections accordingly:

“SEC. . PROHIBITION ON THE RETURN OF VET-
ERANS MEMORIAL OBJECTS TO FOR-

EIGN NATIONS WITHOUT SPECIFIC
AUTHORIZATION IN LAW.

(a) PrRoHIBITION.—Notwithstanding section
2572 of title 10, United States Code, or any
other provision of law, the President may
not transfer a veterans memorial object to a
foreign country or entity controlled by a for-
eign government, or otherwise transfer or
convey such object to any person or entity
for purposes of the ultimate transfer or con-
veyance of such object to a foreign country
or entity controlled by a foreign govern-
ment, unless specifically authorized by law.

(b) DEFINITIONS.—In this section:

(1) ENTITY CONTROLLED BY A FOREIGN GOV-
ERNMENT.—The term “‘entity controlled by a
foreign government’ has the meaning given
that term in section 2536(c)(1) of title 10,
United States Code.

(2) VETERANS MEMORIAL OBJECT.—The term
““veterans memorial object” means any ob-
ject, including a physical structure or por-
tion thereof, that—

(A) is located at a cemetery of the Na-
tional Cemetery System, war memorial, or
military installation in the United States;

(B) is dedicated to, or otherwise memorial-
izes, the death in combat or combat-related
duties of members of the United States
Armed Forces; and

(C) was brought to the United States from
abroad as a memorial of combat abroad.”

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. President, amend-
ment No. 437 to S. 1059, the Defense Au-
thorization bill, prohibits the return to
a foreign country of any portion of a
memorial to American veterans with-
out the express authorization of Con-
gress.

I would not have thought that an
amendment like this was necessary,
Mr. President. It would never have oc-
curred to me that an administration
would even briefly consider disman-
tling part of a memorial to American
soldiers who died in the line of duty in
order to send a piece of that memorial
to a foreign country; but a real possi-
bility of just that happening exists in
my state of Wyoming involving what
are known as the “‘Bells of Balangiga.”

In 1898, the Treaty of Paris brought
to a close the Spanish-American War.
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As part of the treaty, Spain ceded pos-
session of the Philippines to the United
States. At about the same time, the
Filipino people began an insurrection
in their country. In August 1901, as
part of the American efforts to stem
the insurrection, a company of 74 offi-
cers and men from the 9th Infantry,
Company G, occupied the town of
Balangiga on the island of Samar.
These men came from Ft. Russel in
Cheyenne, WY—today’s F.E. Warren
Air Force Base.

On September 28 of that year, taking
advantage of the preoccupation of the
American troops with a church service
for the just-assassinated President
McKinley, a group of Filipino insur-
gents infiltrated the town. Only three
American sentries were on duty that
day. As described in an article in the
November 19, 1997 edition of the Wall
Street Journal:

Officers slept in, and enlisted men didn’t
bother to carry their rifles as they ambled
out of their quarters for breakfast.
Balangiga had been a boringly peaceful site
since the infantry company arrived a month
earlier, according to military accounts and
soldiers’ statements. The quiet ended abrupt-
ly when a 23 year old U.S. sentry named Ad-
olph Gamlin walked past the local police
chief. In one swift move, the Filipino
grabbed the slightly built lowan’s rifle and
smashed the butt across [Gamlin’s] head. As
PFC Gamlin crumpled, the bells of Balangiga
began to peal.

With the signal, hundreds of Filipino fight-
ers swarmed out of the surrounding forest,
armed with clubs, picks and machete-like
bolo knives. Others poured out of the church;
they had arrived the night before, disguised
as women mourners and carrying coffins
filled with bolos. A sergeant was beheaded in
the mess tent and dumped into a vat of
steaming wash water. A young bugler was
cut down in a nearby stream. The company
commander was hacked to death after jump-
ing out a window. Besieged infantrymen de-
fended themselves with kitchen forks, mess
kits and baseball bats. Others threw rocks
and cans of beans.

Though he was also slashed across the
back, PFC . . . Gamlin came to and found a
rifle. By the time he and the other survivors
fought their way to the beach, 38 US soldiers
were dead and all but six of the remaining
men had been wounded.

The remaining soldiers escaped in
five dug-out canoes. Only three boats
made it to safety on Leyte. Seven men
died of exposure at sea, and other 8
died of their wounds; only 20 of the
company’s 74 members survived.

A detachment of 54 volunteers from
9th infantry units stationed at Leyte
returned to Balangiga and recaptured
the village. They were reinforced a few
days later from Companies K and L of
the 11th Infantry Regiment. When the
11th Infantry was relieved on October
18 by Marines, the 9th Infantry took
two of the church bells and an old
canon with them back to Wyoming as
memorials to the fallen soldiers.

The bells and canon have been dis-
played in front of the base flagpole on
the central parade grounds since that
time. The canon was restored by local
volunteers and placed under a glass dis-
play case in 1985 to protect it from the
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elements. The bells were placed in
openings in a large specially con-
structed masonry wall with a plaque
dedicating the memorial to the mem-
ory of the fallen soldiers.

Off and on since 1981, there have been
some discussions in various circles in
Cheyenne, Washington, and Manila
about the future of the bells, including
the possibility of returning them to the
Philippines. Most recently, the Phil-
ippine government—having run into
broad opposition to their request to
have both bells returned to them—has
proposed making a copy of both bells,
and having both sides keep one copy
and one original. Opposition to the pro-
posal from local and national civic and
veterans groups has been very strong.

Last year, developments indicated to
me that the White House was seriously
contemplating returning one or both of
the bells to the Philippines. 1998
marked the 100th anniversary of the
Treaty of Paris, and a state visit by
then-President Fidel Ramos—his last
as President—to the United States.
The disposition of the bells was high on
President Ramos’ agenda; he has spo-
ken personally to President Clinton
and several members of Congress about
it over the last three years, and made
it one of only three agenda items the
Filipino delegation brought to the
table. Since January 1998, the Filipino
press has included almost weekly arti-
cles on the bells’ supposed return, in-
cluding several in the Manila Times in
April and May which reported that a
new tower to house the bells was being
constructed in Borongon, Samar, to re-
ceive them in May. In addition, there
have been a variety of reports vilifying
me and the veterans in Wyoming for
our position on the issue, and others
threatening economic boycotts of US
products or other unspecified acts of
retaliation to force capitulation on the
issue.

Moreover, inquiries to me from var-
ious agencies of the administration so-
liciting the opinion of the Wyoming
congressional delegation on the issue
increased in frequency in the first 4
months of 1998. | also learned that the
Defense Department, perhaps in con-
junction with the Justice Department,
prepared a legal memorandum out-
lining its opinion of who actually con-
trols the disposition of the bells.

In response, the Wyoming congres-
sional delegation wrote a letter to
President Clinton on January 9, 1998, to
make clear our opposition to removing
the bells. Mr. President, | ask unani-
mous consent that the text of that let-
ter be inserted at this point in the
RECORD. In response to that letter, on
May 26, | received a letter from Sandy
Berger of the National Security Coun-
cil which | think is perhaps one of the
best indicators of the direction the
White House was headed on this issue.

To head off any move by the adminis-
tration to dispose of the bells, I and
Senator ENzI introduced S. 1903 on
April 1, 1998. The bill had 18 cosponsors,
including the distinguished Chairmen
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of the Committees on Armed Services,
Foreign Relations, Finance, Energy
and Natural Resources, Rules, Ethics,
and Banking; the Chairmen of five Sub-
committees of the Foreign Relations
Committee; and five members of the
Armed Services Committee.

While time has passed since this
issue came to a head last April, Mr.
President, my deep concern that the
administration might still dispose of
the bells has not. The administration
has not disavowed its earlier intent to
seek to return the bells—an intent de-
railed by the introduction of S. 1903
last year. In addition, despite article
1V, section 3, clause 2 of the Constitu-
tion, which states that the ‘“‘Congress
shall have the power to dispose of . . .
Property belonging to the United
States,” the Justice Department has
issued an informal memorandum stat-
ing that the bells could possibly be dis-
posed of by the President pursuant to
the provisions of 10 U.S.C. §2572.

I continue to be amazed, even in
these days of political correctness and
revisionist history, that a U.S. Presi-
dent—our Commander in Chief—would
appear to be ready to ignore the wishes
of our veterans and tear down a memo-
rial to U.S. soldiers who died in the
line of duty in order to send part of it
back to the country in which they were
killed. Amazed, that is, until | recall
this President’s fondness for sweeping
apologies and what some might view as
flashy P.R. gestures. Consequently,
Senator ENzI and | decided to pursue
the issue again in the 106th Congress.

Mr. President, to the veterans of Wy-
oming, and the United States as a
whole, the bells represent a lasting me-
morial to those 54 American soldiers
killed as a result of an unprovoked in-
surgent attack in Balangiga on Sep-
tember 28, 1901, In their view, which I
share, any attempt to remove either or
both of the bells—and in doing so actu-
ally physically dismantling a war me-
morial—is a desecration of that mem-
ory.

¥his amendment will protect the
bells and similar veterans memorials
from such an ignoble fate. The bill is
quite simple; it prohibits the transfer
of a veterans memorial or any portion
thereof to a foreign country or govern-
ment unless specifically authorized by
law. 1 would like to thank the distin-
guished Chairman of the Committee
[Senator WARNER] for his assistance,
and that of his staff, in moving this
amendment forward.

AMENDMENT NO. 438
(Purpose: To authorize emergency supple-

mental appropriations for fiscal year 1999)

In title X, at the end of subtitle A, add the
following:

SEC. 1009. AUTHORIZATION OF EMERGENCY SUP-
PLEMENTAL APPROPRIATIONS FOR
FISCAL YEAR 1999.

Amounts authorized to be appropriated to
the Department of Defense for fiscal year
1999 in the Strom Thurmond National De-
fense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 1999
(Public Law 105-261) are hereby adjusted
with respect to any such authorized amount,
by the amount by which appropriations pur-
suant to such authorization were increased
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(by a supplemental appropriation) or de-
creased (by a rescission), or both, in the 1999
Emergency Supplemental Appropriations
Act.

AMENDMENT NO. 439

(Purpose: To clarify the scope of the require-
ments of section 1049, relating to the pre-
vention of interference with Department of
Defense use of the frequency spectrum)

On page 371, at the end of line 13, add the
following: “The preceding sentence does not
apply to the operation, by a non-Department
of Defense entity, of a communication sys-
tem, device, or apparatus on any portion of
the frequency spectrum that is reserved for
exclusively non-government use.”’.

On page 372, line 3, insert ‘‘fielded” after
“‘apparatus’.

(d) This section does not apply to any up-
grades, modifications, or system redesign to
a Department of Defense communication
system made after the date of enactment of
this Act where that modification, upgrade or
redesign would result in interference with or
receiving interference from a non-Depart-
ment of Defense system.

AMENDMENT NO. 440

(Purpose: To ensure continued participation
by small businesses in providing services of
a commercial nature)

On page 281, line 13, after ‘“Government.”
insert the following: “These items shall not
be considered commercial items for purposes
of Section 4202(e) of the Clinger-Cohen Act
(10 U.S.C. 2304 note).”".

On page 282, line 19, after ‘‘concerns,” in-
sert the following: ‘““HUBZone small business
concerns.”.

On page 283, line 19, strike ““(A)”’ and insert
w1y

Oon -page 283, line 23, strike *“(B)’’ and insert
“(2)".

On page 284, line 3, strike ““(C)”’ and insert
“@3)”.

On page 284, between lines 6 and 7, insert
the following:

(4) The term ‘“HUBZone small business
concern’’ has the meaning given the term in
section 3(p)(3) of the Small Business Act (15
U.S.C. 632(p)(3)).

AMENDMENT NO. 441

(Purpose: To authorize the Secretary of De-
fense to provide assistance to civil authori-
ties in responding to terrorism)

In title X, at the end of subtitle D, add the
following:

SEC. 1061. MILITARY ASSISTANCE TO CIVIL AU-
THORITIES FOR RESPONDING TO
TERRORISM.

(a) AUTHORITY.—During fiscal year 2000,
the Secretary of Defense, upon the request of
the Attorney General, may provide assist-
ance to civil authorities in responding to an
act or threat of an act of terrorism, includ-
ing an act of terrorism or threat of an act of
terrorism that involves a weapon of mass de-
struction, within the United States if the
Secretary of Defense determines that—

(1) special capabilities and expertise of the
Department of Defense are necessary and
critical to respond to the act or threat; and

(2) the provision of such assistance will not
adversely affect the military preparedness of
the armed forces.

(b) NATURE OF ASSISTANCE.—ASsistance
provided under subsection (a) may include
the deployment of Department of Defense
personnel and the use of any Department of
Defense resources to the extent and for such
period as the Secretary of Defense deter-
mines necessary to prepare for, prevent, or
respond to an act or threat described in that
subsection. Actions taken to provide the as-
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sistance may include the prepositioning of
Department of Defense personnel, equip-
ment, and supplies.

(¢) REIMBURSEMENT.—(1) Assistance pro-
vided under this section shall normally be
provided on a reimbursable basis. Notwith-
standing any other provision of law, the
amounts of reimbursement shall be limited
to the amounts of the incremental costs of
providing the assistance. In extraordinary
circumstances, the Secretary of Defense may
waive reimbursement upon determining that
a waiver of the reimbursement is in the na-
tional security interests of the United States
and submitting to Congress a notification of
the determination.

(2) If funds are appropriated for the Depart-
ment of Justice to cover the costs of re-
sponding to an act or threat for which assist-
ance is provided under subsection (a), the De-
partment of Defense shall be reimbursed out
of such funds for the costs incurred by the
department in providing the assistance with-
out regard to whether the assistance was
provided on a nonreimbursable basis.

(d) LIMITATION ON FUNDING.—Not more
than $10,000,000 may be obligated to provide
assistance pursuant to subsection (a) in a fis-
cal year.

(e) PERSONNEL RESTRICTIONS.—INn carrying
out this section, a member of the Army,
Navy, Air Force, or Marine Corps may not,
unless authorized by another provision of
law—

(1) directly participate in a search, seizure,
arrest, or other similar activity; or

(2) collect intelligence for law enforcement
purposes.

(f) NONDELEGABILITY OF AUTHORITY.—(1)
The Secretary of Defense may not delegate
to any other official authority to make de-
terminations and to authorize assistance
under this section.

(2) The Attorney General may not delegate
to any other official authority to make a re-
quest for assistance under subsection (a).

(h) RELATIONSHIP TO OTHER AUTHORITY.—(1)
The authority provided in this section is in
addition to any other authority available to
the Secretary of Defense.

(2) Nothing in this section shall be con-
strued to restrict any authority regarding
use of members of the armed forces or equip-
ment of the Department of Defense that was
in effect before the date of enactment of this
Act.

(i) DEFINITIONS.—In this section:

(1) The term ‘“‘threat of an act of ter-
rorism” includes any circumstance providing
a basis for reasonably anticipating an act of
terrorism, as determined by the Secretary of
Defense in consultation with the Attorney
General and the Secretary of the Treasury.

(2) The term ““‘weapon of mass destruction”’
has the meaning given the term in section
1403 of the Defense Against Weapons of Mass
Destruction Act of 1996 (50 U.S.C. 2302(1)).

Mr. WARNER. Now, Mr. President,
momentarily we will proceed to the
amendment by Mr. ALLARD. If the Sen-
ators are ready, | will yield the floor.

AMENDMENT NO. 396

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, there will now be 30
minutes remaining for debate on the
Allard amendment numbered 396, with
20 minutes under the control of the
Senator from lowa, Mr. HARKIN, and 10
minutes equally divided between the
Senator from Colorado, Mr. ALLARD,
and the Senator from Virginia, Mr.
WARNER.

Mr. ALLARD addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Colorado.
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Mr. ALLARD. If I might just briefly
before 1 yield the floor for Senator
HARKIN, | ask unanimous consent to
add Senator ENzI as a cosponsor of the
amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. ALLARD. | yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from lowa.

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, | under-
stand | have 20 minutes. Is that right?
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Correct.

Mr. HARKIN. Will the Chair please
advise the Senator when he has used 15
minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. We will.

Mr. HARKIN. | appreciate that.

Mr. President, | would like to take a
few minutes to speak about the Civil
Air Patrol, a unique group of volunteer
civilian airmen and others, who sup-
port this nation in a variety of ways.

CAP members represent a cross-sec-
tion of America and include pilots,
emergency medical technicians, and
teachers who use their professional
skills to provide emergency services,
youth programs, and aerospace edu-
cation. Its more than 60,000 senior and
cadet members are located in small
towns and large cities across this coun-
try. Day in and day out, its aircrews
fly search and rescue, disaster relief,
counter-drug and Air Force operational
support missions while teachers and
others run a youth program for thou-
sands of cadets and support aerospace
education programs in hundreds of
schools.

CAP began its service to the nation
under very unusual circumstances. As
World War Il approached, civilian pi-
lots began to look for ways to help
with the expected war effort. They or-
ganized together as an air arm of the
Office of Civil Defense and, in the first
months of the war, they were quick to
respond as ships were torpedoed within
sight of land. During a period when we
lacked the Army and Navy aircraft
needed to patrol thousands of square
miles off our coasts looking for Ger-
man submarines, the CAP was there.

Flying their own aircraft, sometimes
using automobile inner tubes for life
preservers, CAP pilots did what the
military could not, find enemy sub-
marines in the Atlantic and Gulf of
Mexico. They spotted so many sub-
marines, in fact, that they finally con-
vinced the military that they should be
armed. At first they simply carried the
bombs on their laps and dropped them
out the door of the aircraft, later they
improvised homemade bomb aiming
sights and put bomb racks under their
Beech, Fairchild, Sikorsky, and
Stinson aircraft. It was over a year and
a half before the military could accom-
plish this mission without CAP’s help.

By July of 1943, CAP pilots had flown
over 24 million miles on anti-sub-
marine combat missions and had spot-
ted and reported the location of 173
submarines to the military. CAP itself
attacked 57 of those submarines and
sank or damaged two. Hundreds of sur-
vivors from sunk ships and military
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aircraft crashes (at sea) were rescued
as part of CAP’s anti-submarine patrol
efforts. Twenty-six CAP volunteer lives
and 90 aircraft were lost on these civil-
ian-flown combat missions.

CAP’s World War Il service also set
the foundation for its modern day serv-
ice to America. During the war, CAP
became a part of the Army Air Force
and flew hundreds of thousands of
hours nationwide on border patrol,
search and rescue, forest fire watch,
target-towing, courier flights, and
military training exercises. It began its
cadet program to help the military re-
cruit young Americans and to teach
them about aviation. These were in-
valuable missions that contributed
greatly to the war effort. Many of the
same missions and the tradition of
service established then, continues
today.

Today, CAP again flies support mis-
sions off the coast of America in sup-
port of another kind of war, the war
against drugs. Since 1985, CAP has
flown hundreds of thousands of hours
in support of the U.S. Customs, U.S.
Drug Enforcement Agency, and other
federal and local law enforcement
agencies. CAP aircrews fly reconnais-
sance, communications relay, and
transport missions which take place
over water along the 12-mile territorial
limit, along the nation’s borders, and
in most of the 50 states.

The cost to the taxpayer is very lit-
tle as CAP aircraft are flown by volun-
teer aircrews for about $55 a hour. Air-
crew members donate their time, often
using their own personal leave from
work to fly these missions. They pro-
vide essential support to the govern-
ment, which would cost the taxpayer,
even if the government had the pilots
and aircraft to use, up to $2,000 an
hour. In 1998 alone, Civil Air Patrol
flew 41,721 hours in support of counter-
drug efforts.

CAP also flies and conducts more tra-
ditional missions. While it is the offi-
cial auxiliary of the Air Force, it also
performs numerous emergency services
missions, youth programs and aero-
space education programs in support of
states and local communities across
this nation. It’s pilots routinely fly
about 85 percent of all the search and
rescue hours flown in the United
States. Whether searching for a lost
child in a state park or looking for
downed military aviator, Civil Air Pa-
trol is there. In 1998, Civil Air Patrol
conducted 3,155 search and rescue mis-
sions and saved 116 lives. CAP also sup-
ports local communities and states
during time of disaster. In 1998, during
a period lasting weeks, hundreds of
CAP members in drought-stricken
Florida and Texas flew emergency fire
watch while others maintained air-
borne communications relay stations,
around the clock, supporting fire fight-
ers on the ground. As recently as three
weeks ago, when the Oklahoma torna-
does killed 45, CAP aerial and ground
units quickly joined with community
and state disaster relief efforts. Other
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emergency and humanitarian missions
include flood surveillance, tornado and
hurricane reconnaissance, blood collec-
tion and distribution flights, and the
emergency airlift of medical material.

Over 26,000 young people participate
in CAP’s growing cadet program where
they not only have opportunities to
fly, but they too learn discipline, lead-
ership and public service skills. Not
only are many of these cadets model
citizens but they help their commu-
nities and states during times of emer-
gency. Indeed, during CAP’s emergency
operations cadets operate many of its
radios and make up the bulk of its
ground rescue units. The cadet pro-
gram also includes local unit activi-
ties, physical fitness, leadership lab-
oratories, aerospace education, and
moral leadership. A wide range of an-
nual special cadet activities include
nationwide flight encampments where
cadets each summer, working with
adult flight instructors, learn how to
fly powered aircraft and gliders. In
1998, 180 young men and women learned
how to fly at these encampments. CAP
also conducts nearly 200 aerospace edu-
cation workshops that reach over 5,000
educators annually and routinely pro-
vides Air Force ROTC and CAP cadets
in a series of orientation flights—over
17,500 in 1998—to introduce them to
modern aviation.

It is impossible to adequately cap-
ture the essence of the Civil Air Patrol
in just a few short words, however, |
hope it is clear that the CAP is a
unique organization that touches
Americans at all levels. While it is the
official auxiliary of the Air Force, it is
also a benevolent, civilian non-profit
corporation chartered by Congress to
support emergency service and edu-
cational organizations such as the
American Red Cross, all fifty states,
the District of Columbia and the Com-
monwealth of Puerto Rico as well as
thousands of local communities across
the nation. Its more than 50,000 mem-
bers, 1,700 squadrons, 535 light aircraft
and thousands of communications sta-
tions stand ready to support not only
the Air Force and other Federal agen-
cies but all the citizens of the United
States, no matter where they live.
Civil Air Patrol does this valuable hu-
manitarian and public service mission
24 hours a day, 365 days a year with lit-
tle or no fan fare. Its volunteers de-
serve our thanks and appreciation.

AIR FORCE PROPOSAL

I rise in support of the Allard amend-
ment to ensure civilian leadership of
the Civil Air Patrol and to require
studies of proposals to improve its op-
erations.

The Air Force has proposed a take-
over the governance of CAP. The De-
fense Authorization bill includes this
proposal. It is not warranted, nor will
it necessarily address alleged problem
with CAP.

I am joining with Senator ALLARD
and a long, bipartisan list of cospon-
sors to offer an alternative that has
Congress make a more considered deci-
sion.
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The Air Force has proposed some
huge and abrupt changes to the oper-
ations and governance of the Civil Air
Patrol. The Air Force wants to place
themselves in control of the CAP Board
and operations. The proposal would put
an Air Force Reserve Major General in
charge of Headquarters, place an over-
sight Board—appointed by the Air
Force—in control of CAP and replace a
lot of the civilian staff with Air Force
uniformed staff. This represents a
major change to the CAP. It represents
a higher financial cost to the taxpayer.
It also represents placing a civilian
volunteer nonprofit organization under
the control of the Air Force.

Strangely, the Armed Services Com-
mittee has adopted the Air Force pro-
posal. | say strangely, because the
Committee adopted the language with
very little review or discussion. There
has been no hearings on the Air Force
proposal.

The Air Force is citing allegations of
financial mismanagement and safety
lapses as the reasons for the change.
While the Air Force has told the press
there are series problems with CAP,
they have yet to make clear the evi-
dence to support the allegations. There
has been no report by the Air Force In-
spector General, no report by the DOD
1G, nor by the GAO. The Air Force did
write a report a year ago arguing for
an adoption of a new financial manage-
ment process—the adoption of an OMB
circular—but CAP is waiting for the
OMB to review the plan.

The Civil Air Patrol leadership has
rejected the allegations. We don’t need
to rush to a hasty decision. In fact, |
have talked to both Acting Secretary
Peters of the Air Force and CAP lead-
ership. Both want to get together upon
my behest to discuss any differences
and think through any proposals. |
would like to invite other Senators to
attend if they so desire.

The Senator from Oklahoma de-
scribed many allegations of CAP
missteps. All | heard were allegations.
In fact, many were made by unnamed
former members. Where is the evi-
dence? Where is the formal review?
Where are the hearings? Are we going
to base legislation on unchecked alle-
gations?

Let me address just one allegation
made by the Air Force and repeated by
the Senator from Oklahoma—the infa-
mous CAP cruise, which has been pur-
ported as the worst of CAP’s missteps.

I have looked into the matter and
here is what | have found. It is true
that, in 1998 the southeast region had a
meeting aboard a ship instead of at a
hotel. CAP regions have meetings regu-
larly with the region wings deciding on
the location. Let’s look at a few more
facts.

First, no CAP member used federal
dollars to pay for the cruise. None.
That’s right, the volunteer members of
CAP all pay their own way out of their
own pockets. It is true that some CAP
headquarters staff attended that meet-
ing and were reimbursed for the cost.



S6172

This has long been the normal practice
for staff—who are paid federal employ-
ees, not members—to get reimbursed.
This is the normal federal practice as
far as travel expenses relating to work.
The Air Force had no criticism of the
staff attendance, but said that staff
members received unauthorized reim-
bursement.

But here is the key point: the reim-
bursement was approved by the Air
Force before the event. The Air Force
has about thirty Air Force staff over-
seeing operations and financial matters
at headquarters, at the CAP head-
quarters in Alabama. Before the event,
these Air Force staff, at the head-
quarters, approved the event for reim-
bursement.

In other words, the Air Force already
had authority to oversee CAP financial
matters, exercised the authority and
approved the reimbursement. Where is
the lack of Air Force control?

The Air Force has also pointed to
safety concerns. Although we only
have allegations, | talked to the CAP
Commander, Jay Bobich about them. |
asked if there is a need for a safety of-
ficer. His response was fairly open. He
doesn’t know about the incident
cited—again, they are from letters
from unknown sources—but would wel-
come an Air Force safety officer. The
Air Force can place one at the head-
quarters without this legislation and
always could, but perhaps the Air
Force did not think it was a serious
concern.

Let me also turn to an important
down-side to the Air Force proposal:
cost. The Air Force proposes to use
many more uniformed military per-
sonnel to run CAP headquarters, re-
placing the civilian employees. | don’t
have to point out the financial implica-
tion to my colleagues. Uniformed Air
Force personnel simply cost more. In
fact, the Air Force is even talking
about placing a 2-star general instead
of the current civilian director. This
alone is a $60,000 difference that the
taxpayers would have to bear.

Rather than simply take the Air
Force proposal, we should require the
DOD Inspector General to do a study of
the allegations. | have already started
the GAO on a study. We should also re-
quire an Inspector General study. This
way, we in Congress, can make an in-
formed decision that considers all pos-
sible alternatives.

I must pose a question to my col-
leagues. Why would anyone make a
lasting decision to make major
changes to an important organization
using unilateral input—in this case
from the Air Force? Right or wrong,
would it not be better to have an unbi-
ased and factual determination, and
then make a judgment based on the
facts?

Our amendment simply requires that
we take some time to look at the Air
Force proposal on CAP, examine other
potentially better proposals, and have
the IG and GAO make recommenda-
tions. Let’s not rush to a hasty judg-
ment without the facts.
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Mr. President, | want to give my dis-
claimer and talk about my own in-
volvement in the Civil Air Patrol. |
have been involved in the Civil Air Pa-
trol for about the last 15 years. | am at
present the commander of the Congres-
sional Civil Air Patrol Squadron. | go
out and fly missions. | fly with the
Civil Air Patrol quite regularly. So I
just wanted to lay it out that | am very
much involved with the Civil Air Pa-
trol and have been involved most of the
time | have been in the Senate.

It is a proud and good organization. |
am just going to give a little bit of the
background: More than 60,000 senior
and cadet members, all across Amer-
ica, in small towns, large cities, flying
every day in search and rescue mis-
sions. Almost 85 percent of all the
search and rescue missions in America
are done by the Civil Air Patrol. We
have youth programs for thousands of
cadets around America.

This organization started in World
War Il when German submarines were
sinking our ships off the coast, some-
times within sight of land. We didn’t
have the Army and Navy aircraft to pa-
trol, so, flying their own small aircraft,
sometimes using automobile inner
tubes as their life preservers, the CAP
pilots did what the military could
not—they found the enemy submarines
in the Atlantic and Gulf of Mexico.
They spotted so many submarines. In
fact, they finally convinced the mili-
tary they should be armed. At first
they actually carried bombs on their
laps in the plane. They would see a sub-
marine, and they would throw them
out the window on top of the sub-
marine, on top of the German U-boat.
By July of 1943, CAP pilots had flown
over 24 million miles on antisubmarine
combat missions. They had spotted and
reported the location of 173 submarines
to the military and the CAP itself at-
tacked 57 of those submarines and sank
or damaged two of them. | wanted to
lay that out as a kind of proud history
of the Civil Air Patrol.

Since that time, under civilian con-
trol, the Patrol has had a great cadet
program to recruit young people into
its program. Many of the pilots we
have had in the Air Force, the Navy,
came out of the Civil Air Patrol. It is
just an invaluable youth program. One
time | came over here to talk to a
youth group from the Cleveland, OH,
Civil Air Patrol squadron, all young
African Americans, male and female,
taken out of the inner city. They had
uniforms. They were given discipline.
They had summer programs. It was
just a wonderful thing to see, this
cadet program instilling good Amer-
ican values in these young people.

Again, | point that out as a way of
saying that this is a very proud, very
good organization, one that has done a
lot of good. As | said, 85 percent of all
search and rescue is done by the Civil
Air Patrol. In 1998, we conducted 3,155
search and rescue missions and saved
116 lives.

We also support communities and
States in times of disaster. In 1998, dur-
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ing a period lasting weeks, when we
saw all the fires in Florida and Texas,
hundreds of CAP members flew emer-
gency fire watch, while others main-
tained airborne communication relay
stations.

Three weeks ago during the terrible
Oklahoma tornadoes that killed 45 peo-
ple, CAP was there with aerial and
ground units and quickly joined with
community and State disaster relief ef-
forts. | can tell you that in 1993, during
the terrible floods we had in the Mid-
west, in lowa, the Civil Air Patrol was
there day after day after day helping
with logistics, helping with commu-
nication, helping fly aircraft over riv-
ers to warn of propane tanks floating
downstream.

All of these things are done by volun-
teers. The people flying these planes
don’t get paid a dime.

One other thing that most people
don’t know about is the drug interdic-
tion efforts by the Civil Air Patrol.
This was something that | had a proud
involvement with back in the 1980s. We
changed the law to give the Civil Air
Patrol the authority to join with the
DEA and others to fly drug interdic-
tion, both off our coasts and looking
for drugs within the continental United
States.

At that time, if | am not mistaken,
much of what was being done in that
regard was done by the National
Guard. They were charging over $1,100
an hour for that. The Civil Air Patrol
did it for about $80 an hour. Why? Be-
cause it was all volunteers. In fact,
many of the flying volunteers took
their own cameras with them, paid for
their own film, paid for developing,
which pictures they then turned over
to the DEA.

Again, | point that out because | am
very proud of the Civil Air Patrol, very
proud of their history, proud of what
they have been doing recently, proud of
what they are doing yet today to help
our States, our local communities, and
the great cadet programs they have to
instill good values and discipline
among so many young people in Amer-
ica.

Now what do we have? In front of us
we have this provision that was put
into the bill. | understand it was voice
voted in committee. We have had no
hearings on it, not one hearing. Yet,
this provision would basically allow
the Air Force to completely take over
the Civil Air Patrol.

The Air Force has always had a rela-
tionship with the Civil Air Patrol—
quite frankly, a pretty decent relation-
ship. But because of some unfounded
allegations, all of a sudden we have
this provision in the bill that basically
would allow the Air Force to take it
over.

Well, what the Allard and Harkin
amendment—joined by so many oth-
ers—says is, what we have are allega-
tions. When you have allegations, the
best thing to do is to have the GAO in-
vestigate and do a study, have the in-
spector general’s office investigate
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these allegations. Let’s find out where
the truth lies. That is what our amend-
ment says.

The world is not going to end in the
next year if we do not make this mas-
sive change to let the Air Force take
over the Civil Air Patrol. What we need
to do is to approach it in a logical man-
ner. That is what the Allard-Harkin
amendment does.

It simply says, GAO, IG, do an inves-
tigation, report back by February 15 of
the year 2000, next year, in time for the
next cycle. I am also going to ask the
chairman and the ranking member of
the Armed Services Committee if they
would have hearings on this, bring in
the Air Force, bring in the Civil Air
Patrol. Let’s find out if there are any
bases to these allegations.

I called the present commanding offi-
cer of the Civil Air Patrol, Jay Bobick,
last night. | talked to him about some
of the allegations that were made on
the record by my friend from Okla-
homa. Quite frankly, 1 got a com-
pletely different story.

There have been allegations of finan-
cial mismanagement and safety lapses,
but there is no evidence to support it.
There has been no report by the Air
Force inspector general, no report by
DOD, nor by GAO. The Civil Air Patrol
leadership rejects these allegations.

We don’t need to rush to a hasty de-
cision. | talked personally to both the
Acting Secretary of the Air Force and
to the CAP leadership. | asked them if
we could get them both together in the
same room, across the table from each
other, and talk to one another. | said |
would be there. Senator ALLARD would
be there. Anybody else is invited to
come, too. Let’s get these two entities
together, and let’s talk it out, just see
what is the basis of this problem. 1
think that is the proper way to pro-
ceed.

The Senator from Oklahoma de-
scribed many of the allegations of CAP
missteps. Some were made, as | under-
stand, in the record by unnamed
former members. Again | ask, where is
the evidence? Where is the formal re-
view? Where are the hearings? Are we
going to base this legislation on un-
checked allegations by unnamed
former members?

I must say at the outset, | know of
some former members of the Civil Air
Patrol who are still upset because they
were run out because they were mis-
managing things. Now they are coming
back, writing letters, and doing things
like that. Well, OK, if they want to do
that, that is fine. But let’s check into
it.

We heard last night about the infa-
mous CAP cruise, | say to my friend
from Oklahoma, a CAP cruise to wher-
ever it was, the Bahamas or Nassau,
some place like that, purported as one

of the worse CAP missteps, | looked
into the matter, and here is what |
found.

It is true that in 1998 the southeast
region—that is basically Florida, Ala-
bama, Mississippi, Georgia, Tennessee;
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I may have missed a couple States—
had a meeting. They had it aboard a
ship instead of at a hotel.

I point out the Civil Air Patrol re-
gions have meetings regularly within
the region and all the wings come to-
gether and they decide on the location.
They decided on having it on a ship.

Let’s look at the facts. First, no Civil
Air Patrol member used Federal dol-
lars to pay for that cruise, not one.
They paid for it out of their own pock-
ets, volunteer members. It is true that
some of the Civil Air Patrol head-
quarters staff at Maxwell Air Force
Base attended the meeting. They were
reimbursed for the cost. But this has
long been the normal practice. They
are paid Federal employees. They are
not volunteer members. When they go
to meetings like this, they get reim-
bursed.

Now, we were told they were reim-
bursed. They got the meals free on the
ship, but they then got reimbursed for
that.

This, 1 was told, | say to my friend
from Oklahoma, is not so. What they
got reimbursed for was breakfast and
lunch on the way to the ship, and they
got reimbursed for breakfast and lunch
or lunch and dinner on the way back,
which is normal, accepted Federal
practice. They were not reimbursed for
any of the meals while they were on
the ship. Anyway, that is what I have
been told.

I point this out, also, to my friend
from Oklahoma: The Air Force had no
criticism of this. In fact, another key
point: The Air Force has about 30 staff
overseeing operations and financial
matters at headquarters at Maxwell
Air Force Base in Alabama.

Before this cruise took place, the
southeast region sent it up to the Air
Force for approval. Guess what. The
Air Force approved the cruise before it
ever took place. That is true. The reim-
bursement and the cruise were ap-
proved by the Air Force before it ever
took place. In other words, the Air
Force already had the authority to
oversee Civil Air Patrol financial mat-
ters. They exercised that authority and
they approved it.

So | ask, where is the lack of Air
Force control? They had it. And now
we have allegations that they took this
cruise, but the Air Force approved it in
the first place.

Well, now | hear there are some safe-
ty concerns. Again, we only have alle-
gations. | talked to Mr. Bobick about
them. | asked if there is a need for a
safety officer, an Air Force safety offi-
cer. | say to my friend from Oklahoma
that his response was fairly open. He
didn’t know about the incident cited.
Again, these are letters from unknown
sources, unsubstantiated. But he said
they would welcome an Air Force safe-
ty officer. He pointed this out, | say to
my friend from Oklahoma. The Air
Force can place a safety officer at the
headquarters without this legislation.
They always could. They could tomor-
row. Why haven’t they? Perhaps the
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Air Force didn’t think it was a very se-
rious matter.

Yes, | want to point out that the Air
Force could—today, if they want—
place a safety officer at headquarters
in Alabama. They have never done so.
I am not saying they should not, but |
am saying let’s get some studies down
here and have some hearings on this
before we run off and do something
without even knowing what the facts
are.

I want to make just one other obser-
vation. Prior to 1995, we had some 170-
plus—I will leave myself a little
room—AIir Force personnel at Maxwell
running the Civil Air Patrol. The Air
Force, as | have stated, didn’t want to
do any more. We replaced them with ci-
vilians over a period of time. We re-
placed 170-some Air Force personnel—
they drew them down—with | think
about 104 civilians. They pay less and
we are actually saving the taxpayers
money.

Now, | understand the Air Force is
talking about placing a two-star gen-
eral as the executive director of the
Civil Air Patrol instead of the civilian
we have there now. | asked for a cost
estimate on that. It would cost about
$60,000 more per year to do that.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has used 15 minutes.

Mr. HARKIN. | thank the Chair.

I ask, where is the sense in doing
this? Again, | am not going to say we
should not make some changes in the
Civil Air Patrol. | believe some
changes are warranted. | have been in-
volved in this a long time. | am not
going to say | have all the knowledge
on exactly how to do it, but | believe
we ought to bring the Air Force and
Civil Air Patrol together and hammer
this thing out. We need hearings, a
GAO investigation, an IG investiga-
tion, and then let’s do it in a logical
manner, in a manner which really is
going to keep the civilian nature of the
Civil Air Patrol and even make it bet-
ter than it is today. | believe that can
be done.

That is why | am so strongly sup-
portive of the Allard amendment. |
think it takes that kind of a common-
sense, logical approach to improve and
make the Civil Air Patrol even better
in the next century.

I reserve the remainder of my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Oklahoma is recognized.

Mr. INHOFE. How much time do |
have remaining?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Colorado and the Senator
from Virginia are the only ones who
have time.

Mr. INHOFE. I am controlling time
for the Senator from Virginia.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has 5 minutes.

Mr. INHOFE. | will yield myself a
couple of minutes and | will reserve the
remainder of my time.

First of all, I don’t disagree with
many of the things the Senator from
lowa is saying. The only thing | dis-
agree with is, we have much better
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proof than he is implying in terms of
mismanagement.

I find something very interesting,
and that is a letter that went out last
night over the web site from one of the
prominent members, named Cameron
Warner, to all his fellow members. In
this letter he makes it very specific
that we at CAP have problems—prob-
lems at the top—and they are going to
have to be addressed. He goes on to say
that if we don’t do something about it,
those things that we said yesterday on
the floor of the Senate as to ‘60 Min-
utes” coming in and looking at all
these abuses could actually be a re-
ality. So here is a request from mem-
bers of the CAP saying they want to
clean up this act.

I ask unanimous consent that this be
printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the letter
was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

A SAD COMMENTARY
(By Cameron F. Warner)

DEAR CAP MEMBERSHIP: Folks, today as |
watched the debate about CAP v. USAF take
place on the Senate floor. | couldn’t help but
think how sad all of this truly is. Just listen
to the subject matter. All this dirty laundry
about CAP being aired out on the Senate
Floor in front of the American public.
Today, the image of CAP took a giant step in
the wrong direction relative to public per-
ception. How embarrassing to say the least!
Years of good work and wonderful acts by
members being tarnished by the actions of a
few. Indeed, this is a dark day in the history
of CAP.

It is a personal heartbreak to see just
where the leadership of Bobick and Albano
have taken CAP. Here is CAP, center stage
on the United States Senate floor for all to
see, but not for all it’s good deeds or accom-
plishments. Quite the contrary! Rather, we
have United States Senators on the Senate
floor talking about all the wrong doings of
leadership and the bad management of CAP.
Sen. Inhofe talks about FBI investigations of
CAP. Ask yourself, how bad does that sound
to the American public? How does that real-
ly sound to you?

The Allard amendment was not resolved as
earlier thought, so the debate will continue
early tomorrow morning with a vote to fol-
low. For those of you who are interested, live
Senate coverage will air on CSPAN2 first
thing in the morning. No matter what the
outcome, it will only get worse for CAP and
CAP will end up the big loser. Tomorrow is
but one battle, not the entire war. The
longer this goes on and the more public this
becomes, the worse CAP will look in the pub-
lic eye no matter how you cut it. Don’t be
surprised if Sen. Warner’s concerns about the
60 Minutes bad press possibility becomes a
reality. CAP will not be portrayed in a posi-
tive light at all.

How sad that this is right where Bobick,
Albano, the NEC and NB have lead CAP at
the end of this century! Today is tomorrow’s
history. Good work, guys!

Mr. INHOFE. Mr. President, the
other thing | want to mention is that
we all love the CAP. There isn’t a per-
son in the 100 Members here who has
worked closer with them than | have. |
was a flight instructor, and | have been
involved with these people. We love
them. We don’t want something to hap-
pen where all of a sudden we find out
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bad things are going on and the Air
Force says we can’t be responsible for
it, dump the program. We all want to
save the CAP.

Third, 1 don’t buy the argument when
they say we are using our own money.
It is 95 percent paid for by public funds.
But it is always easy to say these funds
were the ones that were the 5 percent.
| am not criticizing anybody for saying
that, because | hear that all the time
on the floor of the Senate.

I have no problem with accepting
this amendment. | think we can prob-
ably do it by voice vote. | would like to
address these things together. The Sen-
ator from lowa and | have talked, and
certainly the Senator from Colorado
also shares the concern that there
could be mismanagement that has to
be stopped, and this is actually the re-
quest of the members of the CAP.

I reserve the remainder of my time.

Mr. ALLARD. Mr. President, first of
all, 1 want to reiterate how important
the Civil Air Patrol is to States such as
Colorado, particularly in the moun-
tainous regions. They have played such
a vital role when we have had downed
aircraft in the Mountain States. They
have been a nonprofit civilian organi-
zation ever since 1946, and they have
been designated since 2 years after that
as an auxiliary. After all, it is the Civil
Air Patrol, not the Defense Air Patrol
or the Air Force Air Patrol. This is the
Civil Air Patrol, and it is volunteers.
That has been its focus. That is the
strength of the organization. | think
any effort at this point to put it under
the control of the Air Force is pre-
mature.

I am glad to hear that my colleague
from Oklahoma has recognized the fact
that we can do a GAO study to look at
the budget aspects of some of the dis-
crepancies that supposedly come out;
and then if we can get the inspector
general to go in and look at how the
management side of it is handled and
get concrete recommendations back to
the Senate, then we can go ahead and
have some hearings next year. That
makes good sense to me. | hope we can
accept that plan and move forward.

So if they want to go with a voice
vote, that is acceptable to me, with the
idea that we have a GAO study and we
have an inspector general study, and
then we have some hearings and get
the facts laid out.

I think Senator HARKIN, my col-
league from lowa, has made a good sug-
gestion, that we need to get both of
them in the same room to talk about
these differences. | think there is all
sorts of room to correct some mis-
understandings between the Air Force
and Civil Air Patrol. | think we can do
it in an honest manner.

So | think the Allard amendment is
reasonable. | think it has a reasonable
approach, and | urge my colleagues on
the Armed Services Committee to
work with us on the Allard amend-
ment.

I ask unanimous consent to add an-
other cosponsor to the amendment,
Senator Rob GRAMS of Minnesota.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, do |
have 4 or 5 minutes?

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
minutes remain.

Mr. HARKIN. | think maybe we are
going to reach a good resolution on
this and accept the amendment. | have
no problems with a voice vote. That is
fine. 1 know the Senator from Okla-
homa is sincere. We have talked about
this. He has been involved in the Civil
Air Patrol for a long time. | believe we
can work this out. Again, | hope we can
do it in a logical approach.

I have to chide my friend from Okla-
homa a little bit here on reading a let-
ter on the web. | say to my friend that
I know there are probably disgruntled
people in the CAP, like in the Air
Force or anywhere else. We are going
to get those Kkinds of letters.

Again, | just repeat for the sake of
emphasis that the best way to do that
is to get the IG to look into the darned
thing and see what type of basis there
is on that. | just want to add in my lit-
tle time remaining that | really want
to examine, perhaps, this oversight
board.

The Air Force wanted to have a mili-
tary oversight board. | personally don’t
think that is the way to go. For the
Civil Air Patrol, | agree, the present
structure of the board is not right. |
want to say that publicly to my friend
from Oklahoma. That is not right. But
I hope to work with him in thinking
about an oversight board that would be
more akin to the civilian oversight
board of the academies or something
like that, or maybe Congress would ap-
point some and the President would ap-
point some where we would have a
blend of civilians with the background
that would give them the kind of
knowledge they need to have an over-
sight of the Civil Air Patrol.

| hope that might be a better way of
proceeding on an oversight board to
keep it in civilian hands, but to do it in
the way that is not the present struc-
ture of how the board is set up, which
I, quite frankly, think invites a lot of
problems, the way the board is set up
with the commander. I am willing to
work on that. | think we can work that
out, but to have some kind of a civilian
oversight board.

Again, | appreciate the debate we
have had. | think we all are very justly
proud of the Civil Air Patrol and what
they have done in the past. | really be-
lieve that in the future, with drug
interdiction, with national disasters,
the Civil Air Patrol will continue to
play a vital role in our society. Plus, I
also want to work with my friend from
Oklahoma and my friend from Colo-
rado.

I have been trying for a long time to
beef up the cadet program in the Civil
Air Patrol. We need to strengthen the
cadet program. These inner-city Kids
especially are looking for things to do.
They need some order. They need some
structure and discipline in their lives.

Four
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This is what the Civil Air Patrol can do
for them. It will help build up our sum-
mer camps where these kids get to go
for a couple of weeks. They can learn
some technology and get some dis-
cipline and order in their lives. They
can wear a uniform of which they can
be proud. Believe me. | think we ought
to do more to strengthen and to build
up the cadet program in the Civil Air
Patrol. | think it would be one of the
best things we could do for the future
of our country.

Again, | appreciate all the work that
Senator ALLARD has done on this. |
have talked to so many Democrats on
my side who are supporting the Allard
amendment. | believe there is over-
whelming support on both sides for this
approach.

Again, if we want to have a voice
vote on it, that is fine with me.

I thank my colleague from Colorado.

| thank my friend from Oklahoma. |
think he has done a service here by at
least highlighting the problem and
pointing out that we have to do some-
thing. We may have disagreed a little
bit on how to do it, but that is normal.
I think now we are set on a course that
is really going to improve and make
the Civil Air Patrol even better.

| yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

The Senator from Oklahoma has 3
minutes remaining.

Mr. INHOFE. The other side?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time
of the Senator from lowa last expired.

Mr. INHOFE. Mr. President, | agree
with a lot of the things the Senator
from lowa is saying. | felt that we were
in a position where we couldn’t do
nothing. We had the accusations out
there. | think, quite frankly, ‘60 Min-
utes’ has had more publicity out of
this than the CAP has. However, that
is the reality. Any time there are accu-
sations like this and 95 percent of the
taxpayers’ money is being spent, we
have a responsibility for oversight. |
think we will be able to do that. I cer-
tainly have no objection to working on
this and making it happen.

| also say, since | have a minute re-
maining, that | am particularly con-
cerned, because 2 weeks ago | was
thinking about this ACP while flying
an airplane which had an engine blow,
and | wasn’t sure | was going to be able
to land safely gliding into the airport.
I could very well have been their prod-
uct a couple of weeks ago.

| yield the remaining time.

Mr. ALLARD. Mr. President, | would
like to summarize briefly before we go
to a vote. | think the Allard amend-
ment is a reasonable plan. It sets out
the process in which we can gather our
facts through a GAO report, and I am
sure the report from the Inspector Gen-
eral, then hold some hearings and
make some reasonable decisions. We
all, I think, agree that we need to un-
derstand the problem before we can
come to some satisfactory conclusion. |
think the plan does that.
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I urge the Members to vote aye. |
yield any remaining time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment.

The amendment (No. 396) was agreed
to.

Mr. ALLARD. Mr. President, | move
to reconsider the vote, and | move to
lay that motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Minnesota.

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, |
wanted to ask my colleagues whether
or not they are ready to go to an
amendment right this second, or
whether | could have 3 minutes as if in
morning business.

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, can I
get more clearly in mind the amount of
time the Senator needs?

Mr. WELLSTONE. | say to my col-
league that | think | can do everything
in 5 minutes.

Mr. WARNER. Is
bill?

Mr. WELLSTONE. No.

Mr. WARNER. We have a Senator
that is anxious to address a matter on
the bill.

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, |
have the floor, but 1 know we want to
move forward.

Mr. President, while | have the floor,
we are going to go forward with the
Kennedy amendment. Is that correct?
Can | ask unanimous consent that
after we dispense with the Kennedy
amendment | have 5 minutes?

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, allow
the managers to represent to the Sen-
ator that we will find a window in
which the Senator from Minnesota can
address the matter not related to the
bill. But we have good momentum on
this bill. 1 would like to ask the Sen-
ator from Massachusetts as to what his
desire is.

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, |
would like to submit the amendment.

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, |
yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Massachusetts.

Mr. KENNEDY. | will send the
amendment to the desk and speak
probably for 4 or 5 minutes on it. |
think my colleague, Senator LAUTEN-
BERG, may want to talk for a similar
period of time. We are prepared. There
is virtual support for it, and no opposi-
tion. Then we would obviously like to
get a vote on it and have it at a time
that is suitable with the managers any
time during the course of the day.

Mr. WARNER. If | might inquire, Mr.
President, of the Senator from Massa-
chusetts, he said get the vote. Would a
voice vote be suitable?

Mr. KENNEDY. This issue is suffi-
ciently important, Mr. President, deal-
ing with Libya that | think it is advan-
tageous to the Secretary of State and
on the whole issue of Qadhafi that we
have a strong vote in the Senate. We
would be glad to accommodate leaders

it related to the
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to vote at any time during the course
of the day.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Virginia.

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, here is
a schedule that the ranking member
and | are considering; that is, to have
the debate by the Senator from Massa-
chusetts and the Senator from New
Jersey. That would take, say, 10 min-
utes.

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, | will
only take about 4 or 5. | believe that is
what the Senator from New Jersey de-
sires. But | have not heard from him
this morning. | think we could at least
present the amendment, and | will
speak briefly. I am trying to get the
Senator from New Jersey here at the
present time.

Mr. WARNER. Then | would suggest
the following: The Senator from Min-
nesota is very anxious and very patient
to try to get 5 minutes to address the
Senate on a matter other than the bill.
I am perfectly willing, as this manager,
to grant him 5 minutes within which
time the Senator can contact Senator
LAUTENBERG. Then that will be fol-
lowed, as soon as the Senator from
Minnesota has concluded his remarks,
with 20 minutes of debate on the Ken-
nedy amendment, with, let’s say, 12
minutes under the control of the Sen-
ator from Massachusetts, and 8 min-
utes under the control of Senator
BROWNBACK.

Then we will proceed to a record vote
on the Kennedy amendment.

Mr. KENNEDY. If the Senator want-
ed to modify 10 minutes on our side,
that is fine. Senator LAUTENBERG indi-
cated he only wanted 5 minutes, so
that would be fine.

Mr. LEVIN. Is that modification
agreeable?

Mr. WARNER. | withhold the request
momentarily, because | am just now
informed that Senator FEINGOLD is
ready, in which case we would stack
the votes to make it convenient, if we
can determine the time the Senator
from Wisconsin desires.

Mr. FEINGOLD. | have two amend-
ments. It is perfectly acceptable to
have the votes stacked after they are
presented. The only issue is the time
agreement.

Mr. WARNER. The Senator desires a
record vote on both amendments?

Mr. FEINGOLD. | do. In terms of
time on my side for the presentation,
30 minutes.

Mr. LEVIN. Could the Senator iden-
tify which amendment that is?

Mr. FEINGOLD. The first amend-
ment is the so-called cost cap amend-
ment which | ask for a total of 30 min-
utes on my side; the other is the
amendment having to do with contract
specifications, and we only need 15
minutes on my side.

Mr. WARNER. Could the Senator
possibly reduce 30 minutes to 20 min-
utes?

Mr. FEINGOLD. That would be dif-
ficult. We started off with 45 minutes
and we are going down. It is a very
complicated issue.
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Mr. WARNER. | appreciate that, but
it is a subject that | think is pretty
well known. The Senator has raised it
very conscientiously through the
years. We have the necessity to get
this bill completed by early afternoon.
If the Senator could grant us 20 min-
utes on the first amendment, say 10
minutes on the second amendment,
then | ask for only 5 minutes on each
amendment on this side.

Excuse me, | am told on the first
amendment the Senator from Wis-
consin would have 20 minutes; on this
side, we would have 15 minutes; is that
agreeable?

Mr. FEINGOLD. That is pretty
tough, but I will agree to it and pro-
ceed accordingly.

Mr. WARNER. That
amendment.

As to the second amendment, the
amount of time?

Mr. FEINGOLD. | would like 15 min-
utes.

Mr. WARNER. Fifteen minutes; we
would take 10 minutes on this side.

So that concludes those two amend-
ments.

I think the Senator from Massachu-
setts is agreeable now. The Senator has
10 minutes equally divided and the Sen-
ator from New Jersey——

Mr. KENNEDY. Ten minutes on our
side. There is no opposition to this.

Mr. WARNER. We will reserve 5, in
the event someone is in opposition.

We have three amendments: two from
the Senator from Wisconsin, one from
the Senator from Massachusetts. Has
the Senator decided who goes first?

Mr. KENNEDY. | appreciate going
first because we will be very brief.

Mr. WARNER. Preceding these
amendments, we want to accommodate
the Senator from Minnesota for just 5
minutes. Is that agreeable?

Mr. KENNEDY. Yes.

Mr. WARNER. We will proceed as fol-
lows: 5 minutes allocated to the Sen-
ator from Minnesota to address the
Senate; followed by the Senator from
Massachusetts, with 10 minutes under
his control; 5 minutes under the con-
trol of the Senator from Virginia, if
necessary. That will require a record
vote, and it will be stacked. We will
then proceed to the Feingold amend-
ments, the first one with 20 minutes
under the control of the Senator from
Wisconsin, 15 under the control of the
Senator from Virginia; then to the sec-
ond Feingold amendment, 15 minutes
under the control of the Senator from
Wisconsin and 10 minutes under the
control of the Senator from Virginia.
That will be two record votes.

So we will have three record votes in
approximately about an hour’s time.
We will add no amendments in order to
any of the three amendments that we
just recited.

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, reserving
the right to object, | understand the
three votes will not only be stacked at
the end of the debate on the third
amendment but that we would vote on
them in the order in which they are
presented; is that correct?

is the first
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Mr. WARNER. That is correct.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
SANTORUM). Without objection, it is so
ordered.

The Senator from Minnesota is rec-
ognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, let
me thank the Senator from Virginia
for his graciousness, together with
both of my colleagues, Senator KEN-
NEDY and Senator FEINGOLD.

KOSOVO

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, |
ask unanimous consent, to have print-
ed in the RECORD a very eloquent, pow-
erful and important piece written by
President Jimmy Carter, entitled,
‘““Have We Forgotten the Path to
Peace?”” from the New York Times.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

[From the New York Times, May 27, 1999]
HAVE WE FORGOTTEN THE PATH TO PEACE?
(By Jimmy Carter)

After the cold war, many expected that the
world would enter an era of unprecedented
peace and prosperity. Those who live in de-
veloped nations might think this is the case
today, with the possible exception of the war
in Kosovo. But at the Carter Center we mon-
itor all serious conflicts in the world, and
the reality is that the number of such wars
has increased dramatically.

One reason is that the United Nations was
designed to deal with international conflicts,
and almost all the current ones are civil
wars in developing countries. This creates a
peacemaking vacuum that is most often
filled by powerful nations that concentrate
their attention on conflicts that affect them,
like those in Iraq, Bosnia and Serbia. While
the war in Kosovo rages and dominates the
world’s headlines, even more destructive
conflicts in developing nations are system-
atically ignored by the United States and
other powerful nations.

One can traverse Africa, from the Red Sea
in the northeast to the southwestern Atlan-
tic coast, and never step on peaceful terri-
tory. Fifty thousand people have recently
perished in the war between Eritrea and
Ethiopia, and almost two million have died
during the 16-year conflict in neighboring
Sudan. That war has now spilled into north-
ern Uganda, whose troops have joined those
from Rwanda to fight in the Democratic Re-
public of Congo (formerly Zaire). The other
Congo (Brazzaville) is also ravaged by civil
war, and all attempts to bring peace to An-
gola have failed. Although formidable com-
mitments are being made in the Balkans,
where white Europeans are involved, no such
concerted efforts are being made by leaders
outside of Africa to resolve the disputes.
This gives the strong impression of racism.

Because of its dominant role in the United
Nations Security Council and NATO, the
United States tends to orchestrate global
peacemaking. Unfortunately, many of these
efforts are seriously flawed. We have become
increasingly inclined to sidestep the time-
tested premises of negotiation, which in
most cases prevent deterioration of a bad sit-
uation and at least offer the prospect of a
bloodless solution. Abusive leaders can best
be induced by the simultaneous threat of
consequences and the promise of reward—at
least legitimacy within the international
community.

The approach the United States has taken
recently has been to devise a solution that
best suits its own purposes, recruit at least
tacit support in whichever forum it can best
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influence, provide the dominant military
force, present an ultimatum to recalcitrant
parties and then take punitive action
against the entire nation to force compli-
ance.

The often tragic result of this final deci-
sion is that already oppressed citizens suffer,
while the oppressor may feel free of further
consequences if he perpetrates even worse
crimes. Through control of the news media,
he is often made to seem heroic by defending
his homeland against foreign aggression and
shifting blame for economic or political woes
away from himself.

Our general purposes are admirable: to en-
hance peace, freedom, democracy, human
rights and economic progress. But this
flawed approach is now causing unwarranted
suffering and strengthening unsavory re-
gimes in several countries, including Sudan,
Cuba, Iraq and—the most troubling exam-
ple—Serbia.

There, the international community has
admirable goals of protecting the rights of
Kosovars and ending the brutal policies of
Slobodan Milosevic. But the decision to at-
tack the entire nation has been counter-
productive, and our destruction of civilian
life has now become senseless and exces-
sively brutal. There is little indication of
success after more than 25,000 sorties and
14,000 missiles and bombs, 4,000 of which were
not precision guided.

The expected few days of aerial attacks
have now lengthened into months, while
more than a million Kosovars have been
forced from their homes, many never to re-
turn even under the best of circumstances.
As the American-led force has expanded tar-
gets to inhabited areas and resorted to the
use of anti-personnel cluster bombs, the re-
sult has been damage to hospitals, offices
and residences of a half-dozen ambassadors,
and the Killing of hundreds of innocent civil-
ians and an untold number of conscripted
troops.

Instead of focusing on Serbian military
forces, missiles and bombs are now concen-
trating on the destruction of bridges, rail-
ways, roads, electric power, and fuel and
fresh water supplies. Serbian citizens report
that they are living like cavemen, and their
torment increases daily. Realizing that we
must save face but cannot change what has
already been done, NATO leaders now have
three basic choices: to continue bombing
ever more targets until Yugoslavia (include
Kosovo and Montenegro) is almost totally
destroyed, to rely on Russia to resolve our
dilemma through indirect diplomacy, or to
accept American casualties by sending mili-
tary forces into Kosovo.

So far, we are following the first, and
worst, option—and seem to be moving to-
ward including the third. Despite earlier de-
nials by American and other leaders, the re-
cent decision to deploy a military force of
50,000 troops on the Kosovo border confirms
that the use of ground troops will be nec-
essary to assure the return of expelled Alba-
nians to their homes.

How did we end up in this quagmire? We
have ignored some basic principals that
should be applied to the prevention or reso-
lution of all conflicts;

Short-circuiting the long-established prin-
ciples of patient negotiation leads to war,
not peace.

Bypassing the Security Council weakens
the United Nations and often alienates per-
manent members who may be helpful in in-
fluencing warring parties.

The exclusion of nongovernmental organi-
zations from peacemaking precludes vital
““second track’ opportunities for resolving
disputes.

Ignoring serious conflicts in Africa and
other underdeveloped regions deprives these
people of justice and equal rights.
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Even the most severe military or economic
punishment of oppressed citizens is unlikely
to force their oppressors to yield to Amer-
ican demands.

The United States’ insistence on the use of
cluster bombs, designed to Kill or maim hu-
mans, is condemned almost universally and
brings discredit on our nation (as does our
refusal to support a ban on land mines).

Even for the world’s only superpower, the
ends don’t always justify the means.

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, |
will read the relevant section:

Our general purposes are admirable: to en-
hance peace, freedom, democracy, human
rights and economic progress. But this
flawed approach is now causing unwarranted
suffering and strengthening unsavory re-
gimes in several countries, including Sudan,
Cuba, Irag and—the most troubling exam-
ple—Serbia.

There, the international community has
admirable goals of protecting the rights of
Kosovars and ending the brutal policies of
Slobodan Milosevic. But the decision to at-
tack the entire nation has been counter-
productive, and our destruction of civilian
life has now become senseless and exces-
sively brutal. There is little indication of
success and more than 25,000 sorties and
14,000 missiles and bombs, 4,000 of which were
not precision guided.

The expected few days of aerial attacks
have now lengthened into months, while
more than a million Kosovars have been
forced from their homes, many never to re-
turn even under the best of circumstances.
As the American-led force has expanded tar-
gets to inhabited areas and resorted to the
use of anti-personnel cluster bombs, the re-
sult has been damage to hospitals, offices
and residences of a half-dozen ambassadors,
and the Killing of hundreds of innocent civil-
ians and an untold number of conscripted
troops.

Instead of focusing on Serbian military
forces, missiles and bombs are now concen-
trating on the destruction of bridges, rail-
ways, roads, electric power, and fuel and
fresh water supplies. Serbian citizens report
that they are living like cavemen, and their
torment increases daily. Realizing that we
must save face but cannot change what has
already been done, NATO leaders now have
three basic choices: to continue bombing
ever more targets until Yugoslavia (includ-
ing Kosovo and Montenegro) is almost to-
tally destroyed, to rely on Russia to resolve
our dilemma through indirect diplomacy, or
to accept American casualties by sending
military forces into Kosovo.

The reason | read from this piece
today is to build on what | said last
night in the debate. Today there is a
report in the Washington Post that we
are going to be going after telephone
systems, communications, in Yugo-
slavia, as well as bombing electrical
grids. This ends up targeting the people
there.

Slobodan Milosevic has been indicted
as a war criminal. He has committed
brutal crimes against the Kosovars.
But the citizens of Yugoslavia have not
been the ones who have committed
these crimes.

I come to the floor to say to all of my
colleagues, | hope you have time to
read President Carter’s piece. | believe
we are severely undercutting our own
moral authority by targeting the civil-
ian infrastructure. | think we are mak-
ing a terrible mistake by doing so. |
come to the floor of the Senate to
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speak out against this and to make it
clear that this goes far beyond what we
said was our original goal of these air-
strikes and our military action—which
was to degrade the military capacity of
Milosevic.

Now this infrastructure is being tar-
geted. Too many civilians are being
targeted. As a Senator, | call into ques-
tion these airstrikes. | think Jimmy
Carter has done a real service for the
country by writing this piece, putting
the emphasis on diplomacy, putting
the emphasis on a diplomatic solution
to this conflict.

VETERANS ACCOUNTABILITY DAY

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, |
rise today to inform my colleagues
about a nationwide event which is
going to be taking place the Memorial
Day weekend.

This is going to be an accountability
day. It is organized by the Disabled
American Veterans. It is an extremely
important gathering.

I ask unanimous consent to have the
list of the locations and the dates of
these events printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the list was
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as
follows:

DAV SAVE VA HEALTH CARE RALLIES, 1999

MEMORIAL DAY WEEKEND
(As of 5/26/99)
Alabama

DAV National Service Office: 334-213-3365

Birmingham—2 pm, Sunday, 5/30/99

Montgomery—2 pm, Sunday, 5/30/99

Tuscaloosa—2 pm, Sunday, 5/30/99

Tuskegee—2 pm, Sunday, 5/30/99

Arizona

DAV National Service Office: 602-640-4655

Phoenix—10 am, Sunday, 5/30/99

Prescott—10 am, Sunday, 5/30/99

Tucson—10 am, Sunday, 5/30/99

Arkansas
DAV National Service Office: 501-370-3838
Little Rock—3 pm, Sunday, 5/30/99
California
W. Los Angeles DAV National Service Office:
310-235-2539

West Los Angeles—12 noon, Friday, 5/28/99

Lorna Linda—11 am, Sunday, 5/30/99

Long Beach—11 am, Sunday, 5/30/99

Oakland DAV National Service Office: 510-
834-2921

Fresno—10 am, Friday, 5/28/99

Palo Alto—10 am, Sunday, 5/30/99

San Francisco—1 pm, Friday, 5/28/99

Colorado

DAV National Service Office: 303-914-5570

Denver—8 am, Saturday, 5/29/99

Fort Lyon—2 pm, Sunday, 5/30/99

Grand Junction—1 pm, Sunday, 5/28/99

Connecticut
DAV National Service Office: 860-240-3335
West Haven—3 pm, Sunday, 5/30/99
Delaware
National Service Office: 302-633-5324
Wilmington—1 pm, Sunday, 5/30/99
District of Columbia
National Service Office: 202-691-3060
Washington, DC.—12:30 pm, Sunday, 5/30/99
Florida
National Service Office: 727-319-7444
Bay Pines—2 pm, Sunday, 5/30/99
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Gainesville—2 pm, Sunday, 5/30/99
Miami—2 pm, Sunday, 5/30/99

Tampa—2 pm, Sunday, 5/30/99

West Palm Beach—2 pm, Sunday, 5/30/99

Georgia
National Service Office: 404-347-2204

Augusta—2 pm, Sunday, 5/30/99
Decatur—2 pm, Sunday, 5/30/99
Dublin—2 pm, Sunday, 5/30/99
Savannah—2 pm, Sunday, 5/30/99

Hawaii
DAV National Service Office: 808-566-1610
Honolulu @ VARO—1 pm, Friday, 5/28/99
Idaho
DAV National Service Office: 208-334-1956
Boise—1 pm, Sunday, 5/30/99
Ilinois
DAYV National Service Office: 312-353-3960

Chicago (Lakeside)—2 pm, Sunday, 5/30/99
Danville—2 pm, Sunday, 5/30/99

Hines—2 pm, Sunday, 5/30/99

Marion—2 pm, Sunday, 5/30/99

North Chicago—2 pm, Sunday, 5/30/99

Indiana
DAV National Service Office: 317-226-7928

Fort Wayne—1 pm, Sunday, 5/30/99
Marion—1 pm, Sunday, 5/30/99

lowa
DAV National Service Office: 515-284-4658

Des Moines—12 pm, Sunday, 5/30/99
lowa City—12 pm, Sunday, 5/30/99
Knoxville—12 pm, Sunday, 5/30/99

Kansas

DAYV National Service Office: 316-688-6722
Wichita—1 pm, Sunday, 5/30/99

Kentucky
DAV National Service Office: 502-582-5849
Lexington—3 pm, Sunday, 5/30/99
Louisville—3 pm, Sunday, 5/30/99

Louisiana
DAV National Service Office: 504-619-4570

Alexandria—2 pm, Sunday, 5/30/99
New Orleans—2 pm, Sunday, 5/30/99
Shreveport—2 pm, Sunday, 5/30/99

Maryland
DAYV National Service Office: 410-962-3045

Baltimore—2:30 pm, Sunday, 5/30/99
Perry Point—2:30 pm, Sunday, 5/30/99

Massachusetts
DAV National Service Office: 617-565-2575
West Roxbury—10 am, Tuesday, 6/1/99
Michigan
DAYV National Service Office: 313-964-6595

Allen Park—11 am, Sunday, 5/30/99
Ann Arbor—11 am, Sunday, 5/30/99
Battle Creek—11 am, Sunday, 5/30/99
Iron Mountain—11 am, Sunday, 5/30/99
Saginaw—11 am, Sunday, 5/30/99

Minnesota
DAYV National Service Office: 612-970-5665
Minneapolis—1 pm, Sunday, 5/30/99
Mississippi
DAYV National Service Office: 601-364-7178

Biloxi—2 pm, Sunday, 5/30/99
Jackson—1 pm, Sunday, 5/30/99

Missouri
DAV National Service Office: 314-589-9883

Kansas City—1 pm, Monday, 5/31/99 (DAV
Chapter #2 Home)

Poplar Bluff—2:30 pm, Monday, 5/31/99

St. Louis—1:30 pm, Sunday, 5/30/99

Montana
DAV National Service Office: 406-443-8754
For Harrison—2 pm, Monday, 5/31/99
Nebraska
DAYV National Service Office: 402-420-4025
Grand Island—
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Lincoln—2 pm, Sunday, 5/30/99
Omaha—2 pm, Sunday, 5/30/99

Nevada
DAV National Service Office: 775-784-5239

Reno—2 pm, Sunday, 5/30/99
Las Vegas—2 pm, Sunday, 5/30/99

New Hampshire
DAV National Service Office: 603-666-7664
Manchester—1 pm, Sunday, 5/30/99
New Jersey
DAYV National Service Office: 973-645-3797

East Orange—9 am, Sunday, 5/30/99
Lyons—9 am, Sunday, 5/30/99

New Mexico
DAYV National Service Office: 505-248-6732
Albugquerque—11 am, Sunday, 5/30/99
New York

Albany DAV National Service Office : 518-
462-3311 ext. 3574

Albany—1 pm, Sunday, 5/30/99

Buffalo DAV National Service Office: 716-551—
5216

Buffalo—1 pm, Sunday, 5/30/99
Bath—1 pm, Sunday, 5/30/99
Rochester OC—1 pm, Sunday, 5/30/99

New York City DAV National Service Office:
212-807-3157

New York City—1 pm, Sunday, 5/30/99

Syracuse DAV National Service Office: 315-
423-5541

Syracuse—2 pm, Sunday, 5/30/99
Canandaigua—1 pm, Sunday, 5/30/99

North Carolina
DAV National Service Office: 336-631-5481

Asheville—10 am, Saturday, 5/29/99
Fayetteville—10 am, Friday, 5/28/99

North Dakota
DAV National Service Office: 701-237-2631
Fargo—1 pm, Sunday, 5/30/99
Ohio
Cleveland DAV National Service Office: 216-
522-3507

Chillicothe—3 pm, Sunday, 5/30/99
Cleveland—3 pm, Sunday, 5/30/99
Dayton—3 pm, Sunday, 5/30/99

Cincinnati DAV National Service Office: 513-
684-2676

Cincinnati—2 pm, Sunday, 5/30/99
Oklahoma
DAYV National Service Office: 918-687-2108

Muskogee—2 pm, Sunday, 5/30/99
Oklahoma City—2 pm, Sunday, 5/30/99

Oregon
DAV National Service Office: 503-326-2620
Portland—1 pm, Sunday, 5/30/99
Pennsylvania

Philadelphia DAV National Service Office:
215-381-3065

Philadelphia—1 pm, Sunday, 5/30/99
Altoona—1 pm, Sunday, 5/30/99
Coatesville—1 pm, Sunday, 5/30/99
Lebanon—1 pm, Sunday, 5/30/99

Pittsburgh DAV National Service Office: 412—
395-6787

Pittsburgh—1 pm, Sunday, 5/30/99
Erie—3 pm, Sunday, 5/30/99
Butler—1 pm, Sunday, 5/30/99

Puerto Rico
DAYV National Service Office: 787-766-5112
San Juan—10 am, Friday, 5/28/99

Rhode Island
DAV National Service Office: 401-528-4415
Providence—1 pm, Sunday, 5/30/99

South Carolina

DAYV National Service Office: 803-255-4238
Charleston—1 pm, Sunday, 5/30/99
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Columbia—1 pm, Sunday, 5/30/99
South Dakota
DAYV National Service Office: 605-333-6896
Fort Meade—2 pm, Sunday, 5/30/99
Sioux Falls—2 pm, Sunday, 5/30/99
Tennessee
DAV National Service Office: 605-736-5735
(VISN director has said no to any rallies on
hospital grounds)
Memphis—2 pm, Sunday, 5/30/99
Mountain Home—10 am, Sunday, 5/30/99
Nashville—1 pm, Sunday, 5/30/99
Texas
San Antonio DAV National Service Office:
210-949-3259
Kerrville—11 am, Saturday, 5/29/99
Waco DAV National Service Office: 254—299-
9932
Amarillo—1:30 pm, Sunday, 5/30/99
Big Spring—1 pm, Sunday, 5/30/99
Waco—1:30 pm, Sunday, 5/30/99
Dallas DAV National Service Office: 214-857—
1119
Dallas—1 pm, Sunday, 5/30/99
Houston DAV National Service Office: 713—
794-3665
Houston—10 am, Sunday, 5/30/99
Marlin—11 am, Sunday, 5/30/99
San Antonio—3 pm, Sunday, 5/30/99
Utah
DAV National Service Office: 801-524-5941
Salt Lake City—5 pm, Friday, 5/28/99
Vermont
DAV National Service Office: 802-296-5167
White River Junction—12:30 pm, Sunday, 5/
30/99
Virginia
Roanoke DAV National Service Office: 540-
857-2373
Hampton—2 pm, Sunday, 5/30/99
Richmond—2 pm, Sunday, 5/30/99
Salem—2 pm, Sunday, 5/30/99
Norfolk DAV National Service Office: 757-
423-7100
Newport News—12 pm, Sunday, 5/30/99
Washington
DAV National Service Office: 206-220-6225
Seattle—10 am, Sunday, 5/30/99
Spokane—10 am, Sunday, 5/30/99
Walla Walla—10 am, Sunday, 5/30/99
West Virginia
DAV National Service Office: 304-529-5465
Beckley—3 pm, Sunday, 5/30/99
Clarksburg—2 pm, Sunday, 5/30/99
Huntington—2 pm, Sunday, 5/30/99
Martinsburg—2 pm, Sunday, 5/30/99
Wisconsin
DAV National Service Office: 414-382-5225
Madison—10 am, Sunday, 5/30/99
Milwaukee—10 am, Sunday, 5/30/99
Tomah—10 am, Sunday, 5/30/99
Wyoming
DAV National Service Office (Denver): 303-
914-5570
Cheyenne—12 pm, Sunday, 5/30/99
Sheridan—1 pm, Monday, 5/31/99
Mr. WELLSTONE. Let me urge col-
leagues during this recess to attend
these sessions with the veterans com-
munity. This is an important voice.
They have many important concerns to
raise with us. | hope the Democrat and
Republican Senators will make sure
they meet with veterans as we move
forward in this whole budget debate
and appropriations. Right now the mes-
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sage is that the veterans should not ex-
pect timely care, the veterans can do
with less health care, the veterans are
not a top priority. We have to change
that.

The veterans are organizing and the
veterans are going to put the pressure
on us and | hope we will respond.

I thank my colleagues for their gra-
ciousness and yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time
of the Senator has expired. The Sen-
ator from Massachusetts is recognized.

AMENDMENT NO. 442
(Purpose: To express the sense of Congress
regarding the continuation of sanctions
against Libya)

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, | send
an amendment for myself and the Sen-
ator from New Jersey and others to the
desk and ask for its immediate consid-
eration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Massachusetts [Mr. KEN-
NEDY], for himself, Mr. LAUTENBERG, Mr.
BROWNBACK, Mr. SMITH of Oregon, Mr. Moy-
NIHAN, Mr. SCHUMER, Mr. TORRICELLI, Ms. MI-
KULSKI, and Mr. KyL, proposes an amend-
ment numbered 442.

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, | ask
unanimous consent that reading of the
amendment be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The amendment is as follows:

At the appropriate place in the bill, insert
the following:

SEC. ___. SENSE OF THE CONGRESS REGARDING
THE CONTINUATION OF SANCTIONS
AGAINST LIBYA.

(a) FINDINGS.—Congress makes the fol-
lowing findings:

(1) On December 21, 1988, 270 people, includ-
ing 189 United States citizens, were Killed in
a terrorist bombing on Pan Am 103 Flight
over Lockerbie, Scotland.

(2) Britain and the United States indicted
two Libyan intelligence agents, Abd al-Baset
Ali al-Megrahi and Al-Amin Khalifah
Fhimah, in 1991 and sought their extradition
from Libya to the United States or the
United Kingdom to stand trial for this hei-
nous terrorist act.

(3) The United Nations Security Council
called for the extradition of the suspects in
Security Council Resolution 731 and imposed
sanctions on Libya in Security Council Reso-
lutions 748 and 883 because Libyan leader
Colonel Muammar Qadhafi refused to trans-
fer the suspects to either the United States
or the United Kingdom to stand trial.

(4) The United Nations Security Council
Resolutions 731, 748, and 883 demand that
Libya cease all support for terrorism, turn
over the two suspects, cooperate with the in-
vestigation and the trial, and address the
issue of appropriate compensation.

(5) The sanctions in United Nations Secu-
rity Council Resolutions 748 and 883
include—

(A) a worldwide ban on Libya’s national
airline;

(B) a ban on flights into and out of Libya
by other nations’ airlines; and

(C) a prohibition on supplying arms, air-
plane parts, and certain oil equipment to
Libya, and a blocking of Libyan Government
funds in other countries.

(6) Colonel Muammar Qadhafi for many
years refused to extradite the suspects to ei-
ther the United States or the United King-
dom and had insisted that he would only
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transfer the suspects to a third and neutral
country to stand trial.

(7) On August 24, 1998, the United States
and the United Kingdom agreed to the pro-
posal that Colonel Qadhafi transfer the sus-
pects to The Netherlands, where they would
stand trial under a Scottish court, under
Scottish law, and with a panel of Scottish
judges.

(8) The United Nations Security Council
endorsed the United States-United Kingdom
proposal on August 27, 1998 in United Nations
Security Council Resolution 1192.

(9) The United States, consistent with
United Nations Security Council resolutions,
called on Libya to ensure the production of
evidence, including the presence of witnesses
before the court, and to comply fully with all
the requirements of the United Nations Se-
curity Council resolutions.

(10) After years of intensive diplomacy,
Colonel Qadhafi finally transferred the two
Libyan suspects to The Netherlands on April
5, 1999, and the United Nations Security
Council, in turn, suspended its sanctions
against Libya that same day.

(11) Libya has only fulfilled one of four
conditions (the transfer of the two suspects
accused in the Lockerbie bombing) set forth
in United Nations Security Council Resolu-
tions 731, 748, and 883 that would justify the
lifting of United Nations Security Council
sanctions against Libya.

(12) Libya has not fulfilled the other three
conditions (cooperation with the Lockerbie
investigation and trial; renunciation of and
ending support for terrorism; and payment of
appropriate compensation) necessary to lift
the United Nations Security Council sanc-
tions.

(13) The United Nations Secretary General
is expected to issue a report to the Security
Council on or before July 5, 1999, on the issue
of Libya’s compliance with the remaining
conditions.

(14) Any member of the United Nations Se-
curity Council has the right to introduce a
resolution to lift the sanctions against Libya
after the United Nations Secretary General’s
report has been issued.

(15) The United States Government con-
siders Libya a state sponsor of terrorism and
the State Department Report, ‘“‘Patterns of
Global Terrorism; 1998, stated that Colonel
Qadhafi ‘“‘continued publicly and privately to
support Palestinian terrorist groups, includ-
ing the P1J and the PFLP-GC”.

(16) United States Government sanctions
(other than sanctions on food or medicine)
should be maintained on Libya, and in ac-
cordance with U.S. law, the Secretary of
State should keep Libya on the list of coun-
tries the governments of which have repeat-
edly provided support for acts of inter-
national terrorism under section 6(j) of the
Export Administration Act of 1979 in light of
Libya’s ongoing support for terrorists
groups.

(b) SENSE OF CONGRESSs.—It is the sense of
Congress that the President should use all
diplomatic means necessary, including the
use of the United States veto at the United
Nations Security Council, to prevent the Se-
curity Council from lifting sanctions against
Libya until Libya fulfills all of the condi-
tions set forth in United Nations Security
Council Resolutions 731, 748, and 883.

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, | yield
myself 4 minutes.

This is an amendment on behalf of
myself and Senators LAUTENBERG,
BROWNBACK, GORDON SMITH, MOYNIHAN,
SCHUMER, TORRICELLI, MIKULSKI, and
KyL. This amendment states the sense
of the Congress that UN Security
Council sanctions against Libya should

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —SENATE

not be lifted until Libya meets all con-
ditions specified in UN Security Coun-
cil Resolutions 731, 748, and 883, and
urges the Secretary of State to use all
diplomatic means necessary to prevent
sanctions from being lifted before these
conditions are met.

On December 21, 1988, 270 people, in-
cluding 189 U.S. citizens, were killed in
the terrorist bombing of Pan Am 103
Flight over Lockerbie, Scotland. In
1991, Britain and the United States in-
dicted two Libyan intelligence agents
and sought their extradition from
Libya to the United States or the
United Kingdom to stand trial for this
despicable act. Libyan leader Qadhafi
refused to transfer the suspects, and
the United Nations Security Council
imposed sanctions on Libya.

The sanctions in United Nations Se-
curity Council Resolutions 748 and 883
include a worldwide ban on Libya’s na-
tional airline; a ban on flights into and
out of Libya by other nations’ airlines;
a prohibition on supplying arms, air-
plane parts, and certain oil equipment
to Libya, and a blocking of Libyan
Government funds in other countries.

The Security Council demanded that
Libya cease all support for terrorism
and terrorist groups, turn over the two
suspects, cooperate with the investiga-
tion and the trial, and address the
issue of appropriate compensation for
the victims’ families before sanctions
could be lifted.

Last month, after years of intensive
diplomacy, a compromise was finally
reached, and Colonel Qadhafi trans-
ferred the two suspects to The Nether-
lands, where they will be tried under a
Scottish court, under Scottish law, be-
fore a panel of Scottish judges. The
United Nations Security Council, in
turn, suspended its sanctions against
Libya that same day.

On or before July 5, the United Na-
tions Secretary General will issue a re-
port to the Security Council on the
issue of Libya’s compliance with the
remaining conditions. | hope he will
recommend that the sanctions against
Libya should not be permanently lift-
ed.

It is clear that Libya has only ful-
filled one of the four conditions—the
transfer of the suspects accused in the
Lockerbie bombing—in the UN Secu-
rity Council resolutions. Libya has not
ceased its support for terrorist groups.
The State Department’s ‘“‘Patterns of
Global Terrorism: 1998’ clearly states
that Colonel Qadhafi ‘‘continued pub-
licly and privately to support Pales-
tinian terrorist groups . . .” In addi-
tion, because the trial has not begun
and is expected to last at least several
months, it would be premature to con-
clude that Libya has fulfilled the other
remaining conditions.

The amendment | am offering ex-
presses our view that the United Na-
tions Security Council should not per-
manently lift the sanctions against
Libya, until Libya has fulfilled all of
the remaining conditions in the Secu-
rity Council resolutions. It also calls
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upon the Secretary of State to use all
diplomatic means necessary, including
the use of our veto at the U.N. Security
Council, to prevent the Security Coun-
cil from lifting sanctions against Libya
until Libya fulfills all of the condi-
tions.

The Secretary of State has stead-
fastly and commendably maintained a
vigilant stand against Libya, and this
amendment will provide the strong
support of Congress for using all diplo-
matic means necessary, including the
use of the veto, to block the lifting of
the sanctions.

Mr. President, it would be a gross in-
justice to the Pan Am 103 families, who
have suffered so much in this ordeal, to
reward Libya for policies it has not ful-
filled. We must all remain vigilant and
make sure that justice is served in all
of its aspects in the Lockerbie bombing
trial. We must remain vigilant and
make sure that Libya ceases—not just
in words, but in deeds—its support for
terrorist groups.

I know of no opposition to this
amendment, and | urge my colleagues
to support it.

Mr. President, | ask unanimous con-
sent my colleague, Senator LAUTEN-
BERG, be able to retain his 5 minutes on
this.

It is the intention, if | could ask the
floor managers, to ask for the yeas and
nays at the appropriate time for all the
amendments. Am | correct?

Mr. LEVIN. Can we get the yeas and
nays on the Kennedy amendment now?
Mr. President, | ask for the yeas and
nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There is a sufficient second.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

Mr. KENNEDY. | thank the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time? The Senator from Michi-
gan.

Mr. LEVIN. The Senator from Massa-
chusetts has requested, and | surely
have no objection, that the remainder
of his time be saved and reserved until
some point either during or after the
conclusion of the Feingold amend-
ments. If that is agreeable with the
Senator from Wisconsin, | think that
would accommodate Senator LAUTEN-
BERG.

Mr. FEINGOLD. | have no objection,
Mr. President.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The Senator from Wisconsin is recog-
nized.

Mr. FEINGOLD. | want to clarify, the
votes would still all be stacked at the
end of that period; is that correct?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is
correct.

Mr. LEVIN. If the Senator will yield
on that point? My friend from Virginia
is attempting, if the Senator from Vir-
ginia is able to do this, to see if we can-
not have the votes begin at a slightly
later time than would previously be in-
dicated by the way in which the three
amendments are stacked. Since the
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Senator from Virginia is the manager,
if he is willing, we could give that pre-
liminary alert.

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, as | un-
derstand it, the Democratic leader has
a commitment at the White House. We
were not aware of that at the time this
was established. We want to accommo-
date the minority leader, and therefore
we will at this time vacate the order of
the timing of these three votes until
we can establish another time. But |
would want the Senate to know that
time would be right around 12 to 12:30.

Mr. LEVIN. That would be very ac-
commodating.

Mr. WARNER. | ask unanimous con-
sent to vacate that order.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. WARNER. We will continue with
the debate and conclude all amend-
ments.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Wisconsin.

Mr. FEINGOLD. Mr. President, | ask
to be informed by the Chair at a point
when | have consumed 15 minutes of
my time.

AMENDMENT NO. 443

(Purpose: To limit the total cost of the F/
A-18 E/F aircraft program.)

Mr. FEINGOLD. Mr. President, | send
an amendment to the desk and ask for
its immediate consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. FEIN-
GOLD] proposes an amendment numbered 443.

Mr. FEINGOLD. Mr. President, | ask
unanimous consent that reading of the
amendment be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The amendment is as follows:

On page 26, after line 25, insert the fol-
lowing:

(c) LIMITATION ON TOTAL CosT.—(1) For the
fiscal years 2000 through 2004, the total
amount obligated or expended for production
of airframes, contractor furnished equip-
ment, and engines under the F/A-18E/F air-
craft program may not exceed $8,840,795,000.

(2) The Secretary of the Navy shall adjust
the amount of the limitation under para-
graph (1) by the following amounts:

(A) The amounts of increases or decreases
in costs attributable to economic inflation
occurring since September 30, 1999.

(B) The amounts of increases or decreases
in costs attributable to compliance with
changes in Federal, State, or local laws en-
acted after September 30, 1999.

(C) The amounts of increases or decreases
in costs resulting from aircraft quantity
changes within the scope of the multiyear
contract.

(3) The Secretary of the Navy shall annu-
ally submit to Congress, at the same time
the budget is submitted under section 1105(a)
of title 31, United States Code, written no-
tice of any change in the amount set forth in
paragraph (1) during the preceding fiscal
year that the Secretary has determined to be
associated with a cost referred to in para-
graph (2).

Mr. FEINGOLD. Mr. President, this
amendment is a straightforward, com-
mon sense measure that establishes

The
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greater accountability in the Navy’s F/
A-18E/F Super Hornet program.

The Navy and Boeing say they need
$8.8 billion over the next five years to
procure the Super Hornet. Specifically,
they say the $8.8 billion would procure
the airframe, contractor furnished
equipment, and engines. My amend-
ment simply sets a cost cap that holds
them to that amount. My amendment
doesn’'t terminate the funding; it
doesn’t hold that money up; it doesn’t
even restrict use of the money. My
amendment just holds them to the
amount that they say they need.

I would like to discuss the spectac-
ular medicocrity of the Navy’s F/A-18E/
F, or Super Hornet, aircraft program,
and to raise concerns about the poor
decisions that have been made with re-
gard to this breathtakingly expensive
program.

President Eisenhower warned us four
decades ago about the inexorable mo-
mentum of the military-industrial
complex. Today we face the military-
industrial-congressional complex that
plods forward with a relentlessness
that Ike, for all his foresight, could not
have imagined. | have long feared that
the Super Hornet is not the future of
naval aviation, but rather a step back-
ward. The Super Hornet just isn’t
worth the cost. It’s as simple as that.

The Pentagon wants to spend 45 bil-
lion of our tax dollars to buy the Super
Hornet for the Navy. But the plane
isn’t as good, in some respects, as the
one they currently use, and may have
design problems that could cost bil-
lions more to fix. ““Super’” is not the
way to describe this plane—‘‘super-
fluous™ really is.

For very limited gain, the American
taxpayers are getting hit with a 100
percent premium on the sticker price.

At this point in the program’s devel-
opment and testing, my colleagues
may be asking why | continue to tilt at
this windmill. | continue this effort in
part because pilots’ lives may be placed
at risk in the E/F for the next 25 to 30
years. | come to the floor today to
point out not just the failings of the
Super Hornet but the failed decision-
making process that has brought us to
this point—a point where both the Pen-
tagon and Congress continue to ap-
proach a 2lst century reality with a
Cold War mentality.

Exhibit A for this failed decision-
making process is the Defense Depart-
ment’s current strategy for its aviation
programs. The Super Hornet is just one
overpriced piece of this strategy, which
carries an almost $350 billion price tag.
Here is the real kicker: The strategy
will not even adequately replace our
existing tactical aviation fleet.

This strategy has been roundly criti-
cized. It has been criticized by the Con-
gressional Budget Office, the General
Accounting Office, members of the con-
gressional Armed Services Commit-
tees, the Cato Institute, and defense
experts such as President Reagan’s As-
sistant Secretary of Defense, Lawrence
Korb.
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The Navy’s Super Hornet is just the
crown jewel in this misguided tactical
aviation acquisition strategy.

The story of the Super Hornet is one
of huge sums of money spent with real-
ly very disappointing returns. The
plane’s failings have been expensive
and alarming. These problems do not
just empty our pocketbook; they could
endanger our pilots.

I want to discuss what the Navy has
described as the “*pillars’ of the Super
Hornet program. These are the per-
formance parameters that the Navy
touts as justifications for this expen-
sive program. But these pillars have
become problems.

First and foremost is the plane’s
range. The Navy argues that the Super
Hornet will fly significantly farther
than the Hornet. But these improve-
ments have yet to be proven in reality.
What is worse, initial Super Hornet
range predictions have actually de-
clined as flight data has been gathered.
By continuing to base range pre-
dictions on actual flight test data, the
Super Hornet range in the interdiction
role amounts to an 8-percent improve-
ment over the Hornet, and this is not
particularly impressive.

Adding to the range shortcoming is
the wing-drop problem. When the Super
Hornet is in air-to-air combat, when it
most needs to maintain its precise
ability to position itself, the plane can
lose wing lift, a problem beyond the pi-
lot’s control that essentially causes
the plane to roll out of position.

We have been wrestling with the
wing problem for a couple of years now,
and it still is not resolved. Potential
fixes for the wing-drop problem will de-
crease range, but since we do not know
which solution the Navy will employ,
the actual decrease is not yet known.

Also affecting the range, believe it or
not, is the potential of bombs colliding
with each other or with the aircraft.
The Navy’s solution increases drag,
thus resulting in a deficiency that
would preclude the aircraft from car-
rying external fuel tanks. If the air-
craft does not carry the two 480-gallon
tanks, it will not be able to meet its re-
quired range specification. The Navy
and its contractor now have little
choice but to redesign the wing pylons.

A second pillar of the program is sur-
vivability. Since the inception of the
Super Hornet program, the Navy has
asserted that the aircraft will be more
survivable than the current Hornet.
Based on operational tests, however,
survivability issues now comprise the
majority of the program’s deficiencies,
as identified by the Procurement Exec-
utive Office for Tactical Aircraft. A
chief survivability problem is that the
plane’s exhaust will actually burn
through its decoy tow line. The towed
decoy is designed to attract enemy
missiles away from the aircraft. Obvi-
ously, losing a decoy will not increase
survivability.

A third pillar put forth is growth
space, or space availability to accom-
modate new systems. When the Navy
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was pitching the Super Hornet to Con-
gress, they said the Hornet just did not
provide enough space to accommodate
additional new systems without remov-
ing existing capability. We were told
that the Super Hornet would have a 21
cubic feet of growth space versus less
than a few feet in the Hornet. But now,
GAO actually reports that the Super
Hornet has only 5.46 cubic feet of usa-
ble growth space. The Navy’s F/A-18
upgrade roadmap shows that most of
the upgrades planned for the Super
Hornet are already planned to be in-
stalled on the Hornet as well.

The remaining pillars are that of
payload and bringback. The Navy
claims that the Super Hornet would
provide greater payload and bringback
than the Hornet. Increased payload
should mean the Super Hornet is able
to carry more weapons and fuel, and in-
creased bringback should mean that
the Super Hornet should return from
its mission carrying more of its unused
weapons than the Hornet, so pilots do
not have to lessen their load for the
trip home by dropping missiles unnec-
essarily. That is what payload and
bringback should mean, but with the
Super Hornet, the reality falls short of
expectation.

Flight tests have revealed additional
wing stations that allow for increased
payload may cause noise and vibration
that could damage missiles. In re-
sponse to this glitch, the Navy is deter-
mining whether the missiles need to be
redesigned. The Navy also plans to re-
strict what can be carried on inner
wing pylons during Operational Test
and Evaluation because of the exces-
sive loads on them. These restrictions
would prohibit the Super Hornet from
carrying 2,000-pound bombs on these
pylons, which reduces the payload ca-
pacity for the interdiction mission.
GAO also reports that the pylon load
problems could negatively affect
bringback.

What all this technical talk is about,
simply stated, is that the pillars sup-
porting the Super Hornet program are
crumbling. But don’t take my word for
it. Just look at the troubling evidence
amassed by the GAO which makes the
best case yet against the Super Hornet
program.

According to GAO, the aircraft’s per-
formance is less than stellar. In fact,
GAO reports that the aircraft offers
only marginal improvements over the
Hornet, the same finding it made in
1996. Over the last 3 years, GAO has of-
fered evidence of shortcomings in each
and every area the Navy declared as
justifications for the Super Hornet. In
addition, the Super Hornet is actually
worse than the Hornet in turning, ac-
celerating, and climbing—actually
worse than the plane we are using now
that is less expensive.

GAO testified recently before Con-
gress that the Super Hornet is not
meeting all of its performance require-
ments. It is behind schedule, and it is
above cost, regardless of Navy boasts
to the contrary. The Navy’s statements
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on performance actually reflect the
single-seat E model of the aircraft, and
it does not factor in the performance of
the less capable two-seat F model. This
is troubling because the F model actu-
ally comprises 56 percent of the Penta-
gon’s purchasing plan for the overall
Super Hornet program. Not only that,
the Navy’s assertions about perform-
ance are based on projections, not on
actual performance.

GAO’s work has made crystal clear
the setbacks the Super Hornet has al-
ready faced and the serious problems
that lie ahead. There is really a moun-
tain of evidence against the Super Hor-
net. The Navy’s response to that moun-
tain of evidence has been simply to tell
you: It’s a molehill; don’t worry about
it.

To close the cost gap between the
Super Hornet and Hornet aircraft, Boe-
ing is shutting down production lines
for the Hornet. Those lines may be pro-
hibitively expensive to reopen if we
ever face the facts and decide that the
Super Hornet is not worth the cost and
risk.

The Navy’s response to the Super
Hornet’s troubles has been to play
games, to divert attention from the
plane’s failings, to keep the Navy from
relying on the more reliable Hornet,
and, most of all, they are playing
games with Federal tax dollars. These
games have to stop.

For the sake of our pilots and Amer-
ican taxpayers, the Navy must be
forthright with us. By any reasonable
assessment, the Super Hornet program
has problems that have to be corrected
before we commit our pilots and our
taxpayers to a long-term obligation.

But that is what is so disturbing
here, Mr. President. At the very mo-
ment we should be pausing to reassess
this program, in our oversight role, the
Navy and the Pentagon are pushing for
a multiyear procurement contract.

This is despite the fact that the Navy
has identified 29 major unresolved defi-
ciencies in the aircraft. The Program
Risk Advisory Board, which is made up
of Navy and contractor personnel,
states that there is a medium risk—a
medium risk—that the operational test
and evaluation might find the Super
Hornet is not operationally effective
and/or suitable, even if all performance
requirements are met. In other words,
even if they fix all the problems plagu-
ing the plane, the Super Hornet still
might not cut the mustard. How can we
sign off on a 5-year $9 billion contract
before an aircraft is certified oper-
ationally effective?

I am very puzzled by that. Instead of
signing off on this leap of faith, | sug-
gest the Navy complete OPEVAL and
then reassess the prudence of a
multiyear procurement contract. The
Super Hornet’s OPEVAL will allow the
Navy and its contractor to stress the
aircraft as it would be stressed in the
fleet. A multiyear procurement deci-
sion prior to OPEVAL defeats the pur-
pose of the test.

It is not unreasonable to ask that all
deficiency corrections be incorporated
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into the aircraft design and success-
fully tested prior to a 5-year, $9 billion
procurement commitment. Not only is
it not unreasonable, it is consistent
with existing Navy criteria.

What concerns me most here is the
conduct of the Navy and the Pentagon
as they have tried to ensure that the
Super Hornet has a place in its avia-
tion program. At every turn, they have
pushed this plane, despite all logic to
the contrary. They have even resisted
answering simple, straightforward
questions about the plane’s perform-
ance.

My own experiences trying to extract
information from the Pentagon about
the Super Hornet’s performance have
been fraught with difficulties. Last No-
vember, | sent a straightforward letter
to the Secretary of Defense that asked
some simple questions about the status
of the E/F. At the time, Congress had
just appropriated more than $2 billion
for the third lot of production. After
that letter, | wrote four additional
times urging DOD to answer very spe-
cific, clear questions regarding the per-
formance of the aircraft in its latest
flight test.

Three months later, | received a
memorandum stating that it ‘‘address-
es some’” of my ‘“‘concerns.”” This was
unfortunate because | was assured by
Pentagon officials familiar with the re-
port that my questions could be easily
answered in full. I can assure everyone
who is listening that | will not stop
asking until | get answers.

I would like to conclude my initial
remarks by telling my favorite story
about this profoundly flawed program.

This past January, the Assistant Sec-
retary of the Navy for Research, Devel-
opment, and Acquisition commissioned
an independent study to address my
questions. | had been asking for a
study for some time, so | was heart-
ened and relieved and looking forward
to the results.

Unfortunately, the person chosen to
lead the inquiry is a well known Wash-
ington defense lobbyist who had a long-
standing business relationship with
Boeing, the Super Hornet’s primary
contractor. During the meeting with
my staff, the lobbyist did not disclose
his firm’s association with Boeing.
Later my staff telephoned him, and he
described his firm’s association with
Boeing in response to direct questions
from my staff. Then he went on to say
that he had terminated his relationship
with Boeing ‘“‘a few days’’ after Mr. Bu-
chanan asked him to perform the inde-
pendent review—*‘‘a few days.”’

No one will be shocked to hear that
the report was very favorable to the
Super Hornet.

This latest episode with the Super
Hornet highlights a pervasive Pen-
tagon mindset that sometimes sac-
rifices the interests of our men and
women in uniform to the assumption
that bigger and more expensive pro-
grams are always better. It puts in
stark relief the power of the defense in-
dustry which gave more than $10 mil-
lion in PAC money and soft money to
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parties and candidates in the last elec-
tion cycle.

In the last 10 years, the defense in-
dustry gave almost $40 million to the
two national political parties. You
know, for that much money, they could
buy their own Hornet.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has used 15 of his 20 minutes.

Mr. FEINGOLD. | yield myself 3 addi-
tional minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is recognized for 3 additional min-
utes.

Mr. FEINGOLD. Mr. President, in the
last 10 years, the defense industry gave
almost $40 million to the two national
political parties. For that kind of
money, these interests could have got-
ten their own Hornet. Unfortunately,
they would have needed another $36
million to get themselves a Super Hor-
net.

Boeing, the Super Hornet’s primary
contractor, gave more than $3 million
in PAC money and more than $1.5 mil-
lion in soft money during that same pe-
riod. There were no PACs in Eisen-
hower’s day, but this is what he warned
us about, only with higher stakes than
he may have imagined.

I have stood on the floor of the Sen-
ate for 3 years now discussing the inad-
equacy of the Super Hornet program.
And for 3 years, Congress has turned a
deaf ear to the facts. | harbor no illu-
sions that the Super Hornet will be ter-
minated. 1 do hold out hope that this
body will use some common sense in
procuring the aircraft.

My amendment does nothing more
than set a cost cap using the exact dol-
lar amount put forward by the Navy—
nothing more, nothing less.

We owe it to our naval aviators to
give them a product worthy of their
courage and dedication. And we owe it
to the American taxpayers to ensure
that we are using their money to mod-
ernize our Armed Forces wisely.

Mr. President, | ask for the yeas and
nays and reserve the remainder of my
time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There is a sufficient second.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

Mr. FEINGOLD. | yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. BEN-
NETT). The Senator from Missouri is
recognized.

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, | thank the
Chair and | thank the manager of this
bill for giving me the opportunity to
rise in strongest opposition to the
amendment offered by my colleague
from Wisconsin.

This is becoming an annual ritual
where the Senator from Wisconsin
seeks to undermine the Navy’s No. 1
procurement priority against the will
of the administration, the Department
of Defense, and at the expense of our
Navy warfighters.

There are quite a few problems with
this amendment and the one that he
will offer to follow it. But on this first
one, it is absolutely not necessary. A
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fixed-price contract is already in place.
So submitting an amendment that pur-
ports to do what is already being done
is redundant.

Cost caps are normally reserved for
problem programs to control cost over-
runs in the development phase. The F-
18 E/F program of today is a model pro-
gram which has consistently come in
under budget. It is a well controlled
program with cost incentives in place.

The attacks on this program can best
be summed up by the words: Don’t con-
fuse me with the facts, | have my prej-
udices, and | have my viewpoints that
| am going to argue, regardless of what
the facts are. Because the facts are
that the F-18 E/F procurement pro-
gram is under budget and it is ahead of
schedule.

It absolutely amazes me that the
Senator from Wisconsin would seek one
more time to hamper the program by
adding further administrative cost con-
trols for a program that has already
been reviewed by the Senate Armed
Services Committee, the House Armed
Services Committee, and the Senate
Appropriations Committee. All three of
these bodies reviewed the F-18 program
and found no need to add further ad-
ministrative constraints to this suc-
cessful program.

There is a report out, that was put
out a year ago by Rear Admiral
Nathman, the ‘‘N88 Position on OT-
1IB.”” This report answers all of the
contentions raised by the Senator from
Wisconsin. | ask unanimous consent
that this summary be printed in the
RECORD.

We will have it available for anybody
who wants to read it, the specific re-
sponses to all the points raised. They
have been available to the Senator
from Wisconsin, and all of us, for over
a year.

There being no objection, the sum-
mary was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

N88 PosITION oN OT-11B

The OT-1IB Report has done an excellent
job of further quantifying and qualifying
known issues with the F/A-18E/F. The Navy
Developmental and Operational Test process
is structured to identify issues prior to pro-
duction to avoid costly production modifica-
tions.

The OT-1IB Report has revalidated that
process, confirming that no such issues exist.
The F/A-18E/F Hornet Program remains a
model program, on cost, on schedule, under
budget and meeting or exceeding all per-
formance parameters.—RADM Nathman.

Mr. BOND. Admiral Nathman says:

The OT-11B Report has done an excellent
job of further quantifying and qualifying
known issues with the F/A-18E/F. The Navy
Developmental and Operational Test process
is structured to identify issues prior to pro-
duction to avoid costly production modifica-
tions.

The OT-1IB Report has revalidated that
process, confirming that no such issues exist.
The F/A-18E/F Hornet Program remains a
model program, on cost, on schedule, under
budget and meeting or exceeding all per-
formance parameters.

I think we can take the word of the
person who has the responsibility for
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operational program review. We have
people who do this for a living and who
look at these programs full-time. This
is what they are saying about the pro-
gram.

The F/A-18 multiyear contract will
be a fixed price incentive contract. It is
a capped program in application. But
the agency retains contract adminis-
tration flexibility, and the contractor
maintains inherent cost control incen-
tives. The statutory cap being proposed
would undoubtedly increase contract
administration costs.

In an era where we are experiencing
vexing retention problems, | see no
need to add additional burdens to a
major acquisition program intended to
give our warfighters the best equip-
ment available.

The viability of the Navy’s tactical
aviation program is directly tied to the
success of this program, and any effort
to tie up this program with needless
administrative controls is counter-
productive. The amendment also con-
tains no cost exemptions that would
exclude costs beyond the control of the
contractor, such as allowance for new
technology built into later models or
changes in aircraft quantity.

To date, the F-18E/F has flown 4,665
hours during more than 3,100 flights
with no mishaps. The aircraft just fin-
ished the Engineering, Manufacturing,
and Development phase and is sched-
uled to enter the Operational Test and
Evaluation Phase, or OPEVAL, this
week. It is anticipated that OPEVAL
will be complete, looking to have a de-
cision on full rate production by March
2000.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has used 5 minutes.

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, | ask if |
might be accorded 2 more minutes.

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, if the
Senator would yield for a moment, we
are very anxious to start votes.

Mr. SANTORUM. | yield the Senator
2 of my 5 minutes.

Mr. WARNER. | think this would be
an appropriate time for the managers
to address the Senate as to the sched-
ule of voting.

We are now hoping to start the first
vote at about 11:50. That vote would be
in the normal sequencing of time, and
we hope thereafter to have the two fol-
lowing votes at 10 minutes each. I will
not propound that at this moment. |
wish to alert the Senate and those de-
bating so when | object to any exten-
sion of time for this debate to accom-
modate a number of Senators on the
vote schedule, they will understand. |
do not propose a UC at this time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Missouri is recognized for 2
minutes from the time of the Senator
from Pennsylvania.

Mr. LEVIN. Will the Senator yield
for a unanimous consent request?

Mr. BOND. Surely.

Mr. LEVIN. So we can sequence Sen-
ator LAUTENBERG’s 5 minutes for an
earlier amendment in this process,
after the Senator from Missouri is fin-
ished his time and the Senator from
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Pennsylvania is recognized, the Sen-
ator from Missouri is recognized.

Mr. WARNER. You have a few Mis-
souris mixed up. On the No. 1 amend-
ment, you are going to deal with that;
is that correct?

Mr. BOND. | will make brief com-
ments about the second amendment,
and then | will conclude.

Mr. WARNER. Could you advise the
managers at what juncture we could
complete Senator LAUTENBERG’S 5 min-
utes on the Kennedy amendment? What
would be convenient?

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, | only need
about 2 minutes to finish up all of my
efforts on both of these, if I could fin-
ish.

Mr. WARNER. So in between the two
amendments we could get 5 minutes?

Mr. SANTORUM. Mr. President, that
would be fine with me. The two Sen-
ators from Missouri, myself, and then I
would be happy to—

Mr. WARNER. Why don’t you finish
up the first amendment, inform the
Chair, and then we will have Senator
LAUTENBERG complete the Kennedy
amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The senior Senator from Missouri is
recognized for an additional 2 minutes.

Mr. BOND. Let me reiterate that the
F/A-18 program is under budget and
ahead of schedule. Why don’t we just
ask the men and women who have
flown them? Admiral Johnson, Chief of
Naval Operations, came before us. He
represents, and is responsible for, the
men and women who fly these aircraft.
He has flown one, and has given over-
whelming, enthusiastic, and unquali-
fied support for the Super Hornet.

Now, we have hearings in this body
for a reason; that is, to listen to the
people who have the expertise and the
experience. These people have told us
that the E/F is the best thing we have
for the Navy, and they want them.
They know it is ahead of schedule, and
under budget, with improved perform-
ance. Why do we even bother with
hearings if we do not pay attention?

I say, with respect to the second
amendment, this is an attempt to set
up the GAO as a decision making au-
thority in the Defense Department.
Constitutionally they are not author-
ized to do so. We have a director of
OPEVAL, who is appointed by the
President with advice and consent of
the Senate, to make these decisions. |
believe in legislative oversight. | be-
lieve in the GAO having a responsi-
bility to raise questions. The people
who have the responsibility in the ex-
ecutive branch have answered these
questions.

I think it is time to quit hampering
the program, trying to kill or cripple a
program that is providing us the best
tactical aircraft for the Navy’s car-
riers.

I urge my colleagues to join in what
I trust will be a tabling motion to table
both of the amendments or to vote
against them if they are not tabled.
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I thank the Chair and the chairman
of the subcommittee for giving me this
opportunity.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Missouri.

Mr. ASHCROFT. Mr. President, | am
pleased to rise in response to the
amendment proposed by the Senator
from Wisconsin.

The senior Senator from Missouri has
stated eloquently the need to respond
to the military demands of America in
ways that the military believes are ef-
fective. We have in the E/F a program
that is under budget, under cost. It is
on schedule. It is certified ready for
operational test and evaluation.

Those who have had the ability and
opportunity to fly it have certified to
its character and its characteristics as
those that are needed. Every aircraft
that we have in our arsenal has some
characteristics which preclude others.
There are tradeoffs. So there will be
those who attack this aircraft and say
it doesn’t do this as well as something
else does, or it doesn’t do that as well
as another plane does. The fact of the
matter is, a plane must do what it is
designed to do. When it does what it is
designed to do, it meets the needs of
the defense of this United States of
America.

Aircraft fighters and attack aircraft
are designed to do specific things.
There is a need—and we have seen it;
we are seeing it plainly in the arena of
conflict today in the Balkans—for addi-
tional mission radius. There is a need
for the ability to fly further. There is a
need for increasing the payload. If you
look at the strike-sortie to just general
sortie ratio in the war in the Balkans,
it is far different than it was in the war
in Desert Storm. That is because we
are basing our planes in a different
place.

This particular aircraft has a 37-per-
cent increase in mission radius. That is
important. It is a design feature. It is
needed. It is something the Defense De-
partment and those who fly these air-
planes understand we have to have in
order to defend our interests and to
protect the most important resource
we have in our defense operations, and
that is the human resource of our pi-
lots.

There is a 60-percent increase in re-
covery payload. Depending on the mis-
sion, the E/F has two to five times the
strike capability of the earlier model,
two to five times the strike capability,
being able to put destruction on a tar-
get. That is an important thing to un-
derstand.

There is a 25-percent increase in
frame size to accommodate 20 years of
upgrades in cooling, power, and other
internal systems. That is important.

It may be said this aircraft is only
marginally better. Well, the margin is
what wins races. The winner in the 100
yard dash does it in 10.4 seconds. The
loser does it in 10.5 seconds. It is only
marginally better, but marginal superi-
ority is what wins conflicts. It is what
saves lives. It is what makes a dif-
ference.
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In testimony before the Armed Serv-
ices Committee, Phil Coyle, Director,
Operational Test and Evaluation, De-
partment of Defense, said it this way:

The Department of Defense embarked upon
the F/A-18E/F program primarily to increase
the Navy’s capability to attack ground tar-
gets at Ionger ranges.

Does that sound familiar? That is
where we are right now in the Balkans.
We are having to fly lots of sorties, be-
cause we have to have lots of refueling
and other things, because the current
things that we have do not have the
ability to attack and increase our abil-
ity to attack ground targets at longer
ranges.

In order to obtain this objective, the
principal improved characteristics
were increased range and payload; in-
creased capability to bring back un-
used weapons to a carrier; improved
survivability; and growth capacity to
incorporate future advanced
subsystems . . . .

Three to five times the strike capa-
bility. We need to be able to add im-
proved technology. It is my under-
standing the Senator from Wisconsin
wants to flatten the plane out, simply
to say it can be this plane and no fur-
ther. If there is a generation of tech-
nology available to upgrade this, we
need to be able to add the upgrades.

I think we need to be in a position
where we can do for those who fight for
America and freedom that which will
serve their best interests. The idea,
somehow, that the GAO should make a
determination about whether an air-
plane is ready—I served as an auditor.
For 2 years | was the auditor for the
State of Missouri. It is a great job. It is
a wonderful responsibility. But those
flying green eyeshades and walnut
desks in Washington should not be
compared to those who fly fighters to
defend freedom. We shouldn’t have the
green eyeshade accountant flying a
desk in Washington telling us whether
or not the fighter is fit to fight. We
need to rely on the responsible testi-
mony and information provided to us
by those whose job it is to defend
America and whose lives depend on the
fighter being fit to fight.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has used his 5 minutes.

The Senator from Pennsylvania.

Mr. LAUTENBERG. What was the
order?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the order, the Senator from Pennsyl-
vania has 3 minutes, the Senator from
Wisconsin has 3 minutes, and then the
Senator from New Jersey will be recog-
nized for 5 minutes.

The Senator from Pennsylvania.

Mr. SANTORUM. Mr. President, |
think the fine representatives from the
State of Missouri, Senators BoND and
ASHCROFT, addressed the issue of the F/
A-18E/F adequately on the merits.
Frankly, 1 will not address that be-
cause that is not what this amendment
does.

This amendment has nothing to do
with the merits of the F/A-18E/F. This
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has to do with a cost cap on a fixed
price contract. Frankly, 1 was willing
to accept this amendment because a
fixed price contract is a fixed price
contract. Putting a cost cap on the
fixed price times the number doesn’t
really have any impact.

What we are going to pay for this is
already in law. What his amendment
did, which | objected to, was that it did
not allow any increase in money for
what is called technology insertion.
What does that mean? Well, if we come
up with a better radar system in the
next few years while we are procuring
these F/A-18E/Fs, and if we want to put
a new radar system in, which would
cost more money, under the Feingold
amendment we can’t do that.

The Senator from Wisconsin talked
about how we have an obligation to our
naval aviators, to make sure they have
the most competent equipment to be
out there flying. | agree. That is why |
can’t support this amendment. If we
put this in, we would be denying those
very aviators a technology insertion
that would be important in improving
the survivability of the aircraft, or
their ability to locate targets, or what-
ever the case may be.

This is a dangerous amendment. It
threatens our naval aviators who are
going to be flying these aircraft be-
cause we are not going to allow the in-
sertion of technology for an additional
cost that may increase the efficacy of
that aircraft.

One other comment. This was in re-
sponse to the comment of the Senator
from Wisconsin that we should not be
approving this multiyear contract,
which we do under this bill, without
having the operational evaluation of
testing go on, which could fail.

| say to the Senator from Wisconsin,
if it fails, under our bill, there is no
multiyear contract. We spell out spe-
cifically in this legislation that it has
to pass OPEVAL. If it doesn’t, there is
no multiyear.

We have taken care of the Senator
from Wisconsin in that if there are
problems—and the Senator lists a vari-
ety that he believes exist—and if that
is what is determined by the Depart-
ment of Defense and the Bureau of
Testing, we will not have a multiyear
contract. So the Senator will get his
wish.

So | think, in the end, the Senator’s
amendment is superfluous at best—if
he would agree to the amendment I
suggested—but it is dangerous now be-
cause it doesn’t allow for technology
insertion. So | will move, at the appro-
priate time, to table the Feingold
amendment.

Mr. FEINGOLD. How much time do |
have remaining?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Three
minutes.

Mr. FEINGOLD. Mr. President, it is
pretty obvious at this point that any
effort to question any weapons system
is considered an effort to somehow un-
dercut the military strength of our
country. The fact is that we have a re-
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sponsibility to do some oversight on
our own. We should not just take the
word of Government bureaucrats,
whether they are in one Department or
the other—the Defense Department or
Department of Agriculture. We should
not just take their word for it. We have
some responsibility to look at the
questions that have been raised by
independent bodies such as the General
Accounting Office that say there are
real problems.

There has been a great effort here to
distort my amendment. It takes the
Navy’s figure of $8.8 billion and uses
that for the cost cap. That is what it
does. We have done this before on this
particular airplane. My amendment to
do this in another phase of the program
a couple of years ago was accepted, and
it worked just fine.

On the engineering and manufac-
turing development portion of it, it
was not a radical attack. This simply
takes the Navy’s own numbers and
holds them to it. We all know what
happens with the incredible cost in-
creases that occur with these planes.

Where is the role of oversight of the
Senate? There is a attitude of ‘“‘don’t
confuse me with the facts” when it
comes to such a complicated, expensive
program. It is a $45 billion program,
and we are whitewashing the whole
thing, even though the General Ac-
counting Office—not me, but the
GAO—has identified problems on each
of the five pillars of the program.
There was essentially no substantive
response to any of the points the GAO
made that | laid out. They just re-
peated the facts of the original claims
without saying one thing about what
has been determined about problems
with survivability, and with the addi-
tional space. It simply is not as good as
originally claimed.

So what we are left with is a blank
check. This is the only challenge to
any weapons system on the floor of the
Senate on this entire bill. Where have
we come to, that we scrutinize and cut
so many other areas of Government? |
have worked hard on that and have a
good record on it. But why doesn’t the
Defense Department, and why don’t
these weapons systems have to share in
the scrutiny of everything else?

There are problems with this plane.
My amendment doesn’t terminate the
plane; it says we ought to hold them to
a dollar amount that the Navy itself
has identified.

Regarding the Senator’s point, that
technology improvement language he
thinks would help is a giant loophole
that will allow anything to get through
to add to the cost. In fact, you could
fly a Super Hornet through that loop-
hole.

How much time do | have remaining?

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
BROWNBACK). The Senator’s time has
expired.

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, how much
time is remaining?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time
on the amendment has expired.
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Mr. SANTORUM. Mr. President, |
move to table the Feingold amendment
and ask for the yeas and nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There is a sufficient second.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

Mr. LAUTENBERG addressed the
Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Jersey is recognized for
5 minutes.

AMENDMENT NO. 442

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, it
was on December 21, 1988, over 10 years
ago, that Pan Am flight 103 was blown
out of the sky over Lockerbie, Scot-
land Kkilling 270 people, including 189
American citizens. Two Libyan intel-
ligence agents have been indicted for
planting the bomb in this deliberate
terrorist attack.

Over the past decade, | have watched
with respect and admiration as the vic-
tims’ families have courageously
pieced together their shattered lives.
While these families have tried to
move on, the agony of losing their
loved ones will never disappear. Nei-
ther they nor we as a nation will find
closure until those responsible for the
bombing are prosecuted and Libya re-
jects terrorism in word and in deed.

| therefore rise today to join with my
friend and colleague from Massachu-
setts in offering an amendment ex-
pressing the sense of Congress that
sanctions against Libya should not be
lifted.

Last month, Senator KENNEDY and
other colleagues joined me in writing
to Secretary of State Madeleine
Albright to support her decision to
keep U.S. sanctions in place at the
U.N. until Libya demonstrates it has
rejected terrorism.

We also called for the United States
to pursue an investigation to identify
all those responsible for the Pan Am
103 bombing, including those who or-
dered, organized, and financed this ter-
rible crime. Libya and other terrorist
nations must know that the U.S. will
not allow criminal acts against its citi-
zens to go unpunished. We will use all
available means to ensure justice pre-
vails.

Mr. President, | ask unanimous con-
sent to have the text of the letter that
we sent to the Secretary of State print-
ed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the letter
was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

U.S. SENATE,
Washington, DC, April 27, 1999.
Hon. MADELEINE K. ALBRIGHT,
Secretary of State, Department of State,
Washington, DC.

DEAR SECRETARY ALBRIGHT: We commend
you and Ambassador Burleigh for the diplo-
macy which has brought Abd al-Baset Ali al-
Megrahi and Al-Amin Khalifah Fhimah to
the Netherlands to stand trial before a Scot-
tish court for the bombing of Pan Am flight
103.

The families of the victims of this heinous
terrorist act have waited too long—more
than a decade—for the first suspects to be
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brought to justice. We must ensure that they
are prosecuted effectively. We hope the fami-
lies and their representatives will also have
access to the trial, if possible through a
video link to the United States.

United Nations sanctions on Libya have al-
ready been suspended. The United States
should not consent to permanently lifting
the sanctions before the trial is concluded to
ensure continued Libyan cooperation. We
agree with your decision to keep U.S. sanc-
tions in place until it can be demonstrated
that Libya has renounced terrorism in word
and in deed.

Our shared commitment to justice for the
victims’ families cannot end with this trial.
We would appreciate your assurances that no
line of inquiry has been excluded. The United
States must pursue the investigation to
identify all those responsible for ordering, fi-
nancing, and organizing as well as carrying
out this terrible crime, wherever they may
be. Our national interest demands that we
demonstrate that terrorists who attack our
citizens will be tracked down and will find no
quarter.

We stand ready to support your efforts to
punish terrorists as well as those who sup-
port and encourage such unlawful and un-
civilized conduct.

Sincerely,

Edward M. Kennedy; Barbara A. Mikul-
ski; Daniel Patrick Moynihan; Robert
G. Torricelli; Charles Schumer; Dianne
Feinstein; Frank R. Lautenberg; Gor-
don Smith; Arlen Specter; Sam
Brownback; Paul D. Wellstone; Paul S.
Sarbanes.

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President,
the amendment Senator KENNEDY and |
offer sends a message to Tripoli that
the United States will do everything in
its power to ensure continuing sanc-
tions against Libya until it complies
with international demands and re-
nounces terrorism as state policy.

Since the 1988 bombing, three United
Nations Security Council resolutions—
Numbers 731, 748 and 883—have de-
manded that Libya cease all support
for terrorism, turn over the bombing
suspects, cooperate with the investiga-
tion and trial, and address the issue of
appropriate compensation.

To date, Tripoli has only fulfilled one
of the four conditions—turning the two
bombing suspects over to Scottish au-
thorities to stand trial at a specially-
constituted court in the Netherlands.
We have seen no indication that the
Libyans intend to fulfill the other re-
quirements.

In early July, the U.N. Secretary
General will report to the Security
Council on Libya’s compliance with the
conditions set by the international
community. Once he submits that re-
port, members of the Security Council
may well introduce a resolution to lift
sanctions against Libya, which until
now have only been suspended.

Mr. President, Libya must not be al-
lowed to gain relief from sanctions
through half-measures. This Amend-
ment therefore calls on President Clin-
ton to use all diplomatic means nec-
essary, including the use of the U.S.
veto, to prevent sanctions from being
lifted until Tripoli fulfills all the con-
ditions set out in the resolutions.

I would urge my colleagues to join us
in support of this amendment, to speak
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with one voice to say that sanctions
against Libya should not be lifted until
and unless Libya forever renounces ter-
rorism and fulfills the other conditions
set out in U.N. resolutions.

As Americans, we must take action
to ensure such horrors never happen
again. We must punish the guilty and
continue to exert pressure until Libya
resolves to become an accepted mem-
ber of the world community. This
amendment is one step in the right di-
rection to make sure that happens.

I thank the Chair and yield the floor.

Mr. BROWNBACK. Mr. President, |
ask unanimous consent to speak for up
to 3 minutes on the Kennedy amend-
ment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
SANTORUM). The Senator from Kansas
has 5 minutes.

Mr. BROWNBACK. | thank the Chair.

Mr. President, 189 Americans were
killed in the bombing of Pan Am 103.
Their families have known no peace for
more than a decade. While it is true
that Libya has labored under mild
United Nations sanctions for much of
that time, it is also true that the per-
petrators of this hideous act of ter-
rorism have lived a life of freedom with
their families.

For reasons best known to himself,
Colonel Qadhafi has decided to turn
over the two suspects in the Pan Am
103 bombing to a Scottish court con-
stituted in The Hague. In return, the
U.N. sanctions against Libya have been
suspended.

This measure, a sense of the Con-
gress, highlights some of the inadequa-
cies of the current arrangement. For
example, Libya has only fulfilled one of
four requirements set forth in the rel-
evant Security Council resolutions. Qa-
dhafi has yet to reassure us he will
fully cooperate with the investigation
and trial; he has yet to renounce his
support for international terrorism;
and he has failed to pay compensation
to the victims’ families.

I have little confidence that no mat-
ter what the outcome of this trial, Qa-
dhafi will not change his stripes. He is
a dictator and a criminal. Indeed, the
London Sunday Times of May 23, 1999,
reported that British intelligence has
information clearly linking Qadhafi
himself to the bombing.

This amendment states the sense of
Congress that the President should use
all means, including our veto in the Se-
curity Council, to preclude the lifting
of sanctions on Libya until all condi-
tions are fulfilled. | would go further.
Until we know just who ordered this
bombing, and until that person is duly
punished, Libya must remain a pariah
state, isolated not only by the United
States but by all the decent nations of
the world.

I urge colleagues to support this
amendment, and commend Senator
KENNEDY for his many efforts of the
Pan Am 103 victims and families.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the Senator from
Wisconsin is recognized.
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AMENDMENT NO. 444

(Purpose: To ensure compliance with con-
tract specifications prior to multi-year
contracting and entry into full-rate pro-
duction under the F/A-18E/F aircraft pro-
gram)

Mr. FEINGOLD. Mr. President, | send
an amendment to the desk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
clerk will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

The Senator from Wisconsin (Mr. FEIN-
GOLD) proposes an amendment numbered 444.

Mr. FEINGOLD. Mr. President, | ask
unanimous consent that reading of the
amendment be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The amendment is as follows:

On page 26, strike lines 20 through 25, and
insert the following:

(b) LIMITATION.—The Secretary may not
exercise the authority under subsection (a)
to enter into a multiyear contract for the
procurement of F/A-18E/F aircraft or author-
ize entry of the F/A-18E/F aircraft program
into full-rate production until—

(1) the Secretary of Defense certifies to the
Committees on Armed Services of the Senate
and House of Representatives that the F/A-
18E/F aircraft has successfully completed
initial operational test and evaluation;

(2) the Secretary of the Navy—

(A) determines that the results of oper-
ational test and evaluation demonstrate that
the version of the aircraft to be procured
under the multiyear contract in the higher
quantity than the other version satisfies all
key performance parameters in the oper-
ational requirements document for the F/A-
18E/F program, as submitted on April 1, 1997;
and

(B) certifies those results of operational
test and evaluation; and

(3) the Comptroller General reviews those
results of operational test and evaluation
and transmits to the Secretary of the Navy
the Comptroller General’s concurrence with
the Secretary’s certification.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Virginia.

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, we
have now reached concurrence among
leadership and the managers that the
three votes that were to begin at 1:30
today will begin 20 minutes thereafter,
at 1:50 a.m. in sequence back to back.
At the conclusion of the first vote, it is
the intention of the managers to seek a
10-minute limitation on the remaining
two.

| thank the Chair.

Mr. FEINGOLD. Mr. President, the
Navy would like to rely on flight test
data from the single seat E version of
the Super Hornet to claim that the air-
craft procured under the Navy’s F/A-
18E/F program will perform up to speci-
fications. Here is the problem. Fifty-
six percent of the planes the Navy in-
tends to buy will be the lower per-
forming two-seat F models. My amend-
ment to address this sleight of hand is
simple and sensible. It would require
that the majority of aircraft ordered
under the Navy’s F/A-18E/F Super Hor-
net program meet the key performance
parameters in the Operational Require-
ments Document before going into full-
rate production and before the Navy

The



S6186

enters into a multi-year procurement
contract.

Mr. President, my colleagues are well
aware of my concerns about the Navy’s
F/A-18E/F Super Hornet aircraft pro-
gram. Over the past three years, I've
delved into the program’s flaws in ago-
nizing detail. Earlier, | was on the floor
to offer an amendment that institutes
a cost cap on the E/F program. At the
time, | took this body through a wide-
ranging review of facts and figures
from the Pentagon’s Director of Oper-
ational Test and Evaluation and the
General Accounting Office, on the
Super Hornet’s shortcomings. So |
won’t subject my colleagues to more of
the same facts showing how the Super
Hornet program fails to improve on the
existing Hornet program more than
marginally, or in a cost-effective man-
ner.

Mr. President, I’'m sure many of my
colleagues wonder why | continue on
this lonesome crusade. | continue this
effort pilots’ lives will be placed at risk
in the F/A-18E/F for the next 25 to 30
years. On top of that, taxpayers are
being asked to pay more than $45 bil-
lion for this program.

Mr. President, the amendment | offer
simply requires the Super Hornet to
meet existing performance specifica-
tions before going into full-rate pro-
duction. It is simply a common sense
measure.

To briefly summarize the contracting
process, in 1992, the Secretary of the
Navy and the aircraft’s primary con-
tractor, Boeing, entered into a con-
tract for the development, testing, and
production of the Super Hornet. Within
a follow-up Operational Requirements
Document, or ORD, which was signed
off by the Navy in April, 1997, are a
number of key performance param-
eters. Essentially, Mr. President, the
contract states explicitly what the
Navy wants the plane to be able to do.

Mr. President, the Navy wanted, and
I assume still wants, a plane with in-
creased range, increased payload,
greater bringback capability, improved
survivability, and increased growth
space over the existing F/A-18C Hornet
aircraft. The Navy calls these improve-
ments the pillars of the Super Hornet
program.

As | stated earlier, premier among
the Navy’s justifications for the pur-
chase of the Super Hornet is that it fly
significantly farther than the Hornet.
As recently as this past January, the
Navy claimed the E/F would be able to
fly up to 50 percent farther than the
Hornet.

Mr. President, again, these improve-
ments have yet to be proven in reality.
And in the realm of reality, initial
Super Hornet range predictions have
declined as actual flight data has been
gathered and incorporated into further
prediction models. If the anticipated,
but yet to be demonstrated range im-
provements are not included in the es-
timates, the Super Hornet range in the
interdiction role amounts to a mere 8
percent improvement over the Hornet.
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According to GAO, this is not a signifi-
cant improvement.

Mr. President, not only does the
Super Hornet fall short in its range,
but also in its payload capacity, and
growth space improvements. On top of
that, the Super Hornet is worse than
the Hornet is turning, acceleration,
and ability to climb. Again, this plane
will cost far more, perhaps twice as
much as the current model.

As | mentioned earlier, the General
Accounting Office testified recently be-
fore Congress that the Super Hornet is
not meeting all of its performance re-
quirements, is behind schedule, and
above cost, regardless of Navy boasts
to the contrary. The agency offered
evidence of shortcomings in each and
every area of the Navy declared as jus-
tifications for the aircraft. GAO also
states that some of the Navy’s assumed
improvements to the aircraft have yet
to be demonstrated.

Mr. President, the Navy’s statements
on performance reflect the single-seat
E model of the aircraft, not the less-ca-
pable two-seat F model. This is trou-
bling because the model of the aircraft,
not the less-capable two seat F model.
This is troubling because the F model
comprises 56 percent of the Pentagon’s
purchasing plan for the Super Hornet.
Again, Mr. President, the Navy’s state-
ments on performing are based on pro-
jections, not actual performance.

According to GAO, which has been
reviewing the program for more than
three years, the aircraft continues to
offer only marginal improvements over
the Hornet, the same finding GAO
made in 1996. After three years of de-
velopment and testing, Mr. President,
we still stand to gain only marginal
improvements that don’t outweight the
cost.

Again, Mr. President, | have stood on
the floor of the United States for three
years now discussing the inadequacies
of the Super Hornet program. And for
three years, a majority of my col-
leagues have turned a deaf ear to the
facts. | hold out hope that this body
will use some measure of common
sense in procuring this aircraft.

Mr. President, this amendment mere-
ly enforces what should be blatantly
obvious. Before moving to full-rate
production, or entering into a multi-
year procurement contract, of the
Super Hornet, the contract between
the Navy and its contractor should be
enforced. The Navy signed a contract
to receive a plane that can do certain
things. |1 agree with the Navy.

The plane ought to do certain things.
We shouldn’t go forward until we know
that it really does those things.

This amendment simply requires
that the Navy receive the plane it ex-
pects.

Mr. President, | ask for the yeas and
nays, | reserve the remainder of my
time, and | yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There is a sufficient second.

The yeas and nays were ordered.
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Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, | say
this with great amusement. When |
propounded the unanimous consent re-
quest for an 11:50 vote, it was inter-
preted as a little too folksy for the
Parliamentarian, so | now in a very
stern voice ask unanimous consent
that the votes begin at 11:50.

Mr. ASHCROFT. | ask for a point of
clarification. Does that include the fol-
lowing two votes would be 10-minute
votes?

Mr. WARNER. | intend to ask they be
10 minutes, but traditionally we don’t
do it until we determine the where-
abouts of all Members.

Mr. ASHCROFT. In that event, | have
no objection.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. LEVIN. Does this include any
time between the votes? Could there be
2 minutes between the votes on the
first and second and second and third
amendments—2 minutes equally di-
vided?

Mr. WARNER. Is it desired?

Mr. LEVIN. It is desired.

Mr. WARNER. | have no objection.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The Senator from Pennsylvania.

Mr. SANTORUM. Mr. President, |
yield myself 3 minutes.

In response to the amendment of the
Senator from Wisconsin, it is an addi-
tional hurdle to begin production of
the E and F. This says that we cannot
move forward with production, full-
scale production, of this aircraft with-
out a successful operational test and
evaluation. That will be done by oper-
ational test pilots, maintenance peo-
ple, experts in evaluating aircraft.
They do the testing. They will do the
report. The commander of operational
test forces will issue the report, deter-
mine whether there was a successful
test, and then that report will be given
to the director of operational test and
evaluation, who, under normal cir-
cumstances, will then make the deci-
sion that a successful test has been
conducted.

So all of that will have to be done.
After that, again, according to normal
procurement, he would send that rec-
ommendation on to the Defense Acqui-
sition Board, which would review all of
the tests to determine whether it was
successful and make the decision to go
ahead and procure the aircraft.

Under our bill, we put in an addi-
tional step. We say that after the direc-
tor of operational test and evaluation
reviews the report, they have to then
get a certification from the Secretary
of Defense that this program has suc-
cessfully completed operational test
and evaluation. We have put an addi-
tional step in that is outside the course
of the normal procurement area before
the decision for acquisition is made. So
we have already put in one additional
step.

What the Senator from Wisconsin
wants to do is put an additional step
in. This is somewhat dangerous in this
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respect: He includes no time limit.
GAO can take 2 years if they want to.
They can take whatever amount of
time they want, hold up a $2.8 billion
contract, hold up what is a needed re-
quirement for the Navy to determine
when a bunch of people with ‘“‘green eye
shades,”” as the Senator from Missouri
said—to make the determination as to
whether auditors believe that the test
pilots and the maintenance people and
the Secretary of Defense and the direc-
tor of operational test and evaluation,
the defense acquisition board, they
were all wrong—all the experts were
wrong, and congressional auditors are
really the best determinant as to
whether this aircraft meets its require-
ments, is needed, and should be pro-
cured.

I don’t think we want to do that. |
think that sets a very dangerous prece-
dent. Frankly, it raises some constitu-
tional questions as to whether the Con-
gress can, in fact, do that.

I can say to the Senator from Wis-
consin, the junior Senator from Mis-
souri had me out to St. Louis. | went
through and reviewed extensively,
spending the better part of a day at the
facility in St. Louis. This is a program
of which | think everyone will be
proud. They are using state-of-the-art
manufacturing techniques. They are,
as the Senators have said, ahead of
schedule, meeting every single bench-
mark. They have 4,000 hours of flight
time, more than any other aircraft
that has been tested in history.

I think this is an additional hurdle
that is unnecessary and potentially
dangerous. That is why | will at the ap-
propriate time move to table the
amendment of the Senator from Wis-
consin.

Mr. FEINGOLD. How much time re-
mains?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Wisconsin controls 9 min-
utes.

Mr. FEINGOLD. | yield myself the
time required at this point.

Let me say exactly what this amend-
ment does rather than rely on the
characterization that was given. This
appears to be something of a sleight-of-
hand with regard to proving that this
plane actually meets the performance
parameters it is supposed to meet.

There are two versions of the Super
Hornet aircraft, a one-seat E model and
another that has been proven to be less
capable, a two-seat F model. The Navy
now states that 56 percent of the Super
Hornet will be F models, but they are
trying to rely on the performance of
the E model to determine compliance
with performance parameters.

The amendment simply requires that
the version of the Super Hornet air-
craft that represents the majority—the
majority—of the Navy’s purchasing
plan has to satisfy all the key perform-
ance parameters in the program Oper-
ational Requirements Documents. That
is what this amendment does.

For this to be characterized as an ad-
ditional hurdle, as has been done by
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the Senator from Pennsylvania, is sim-
ply not accurate. It simply says that
the flight test data used by the Navy,
represent the version of the plane they
intend to purchase. All we are trying
to do is to be sure that the information
we are getting and that the assump-
tions are based on the planes that are
actually being purchased and that they
actually do what they said they would
do.

That is not an additional step. That
is just somebody buying something,
making sure they are actually getting
what they contracted for. Shouldn’t
we, as the guardians of the taxpayers’
dollars, be sure we are getting what we
contracted for? How can that be an ad-
ditional hurdle, unless we want to
allow the contractor to give us some-
thing we didn’t want and, in fact, paid
a fortune for?

The Senator from Pennsylvania rea-
sonably asked whether or not there is a
problem with the GAO having a limited
time to make their certification. | am
happy to enter into an agreement for a
time limit for the GAO, with the Sen-
ator’s indication that he would regard
that as a reasonable change. That is
not a problem that was intended, and
we can solve that quite simply.

This is an incredibly expensive pro-
gram. Hopefully, this plane, if it goes
through, will work as well as has been
advertised. Hopefully, it will not cause
problems for our pilots, although there
are those who are concerned about
that.

All this amendment does is say that
when we make the decision to move to
the next phase, it is actually based on
the plane we are buying. Any house-
hold in America would use that much
caution when buying something. We
talked a lot as we brought down the
deficit, on a bipartisan basis, about
doing things like American families
have to do. Don’t we have a responsi-
bility to make sure we are getting the
plane we are paying for? We are not
paying for it, the taxpayers are paying
for it, and they will pay $45 billion for
it. It ought to be the plane that we are
supposed to get.

I reserve the remainder of my time.

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, how much
time do the opponents have?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Six min-
utes 50 seconds.

Mr. LEVIN. | ask that they yield 2
minutes to the Senator from Michigan.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is recognized for 2 minutes.

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, | will vote
against both of these amendments, al-
though they are well intended.

The first amendment has the problem
that it would not accommodate
changes in specifications in order to
allow new technologies to be inserted
which cost more than the specified
technology in the cost cap.

That may be a lot of verbiage, but it
is important. | have been very active in
cost caps. | proposed a cost cap, for in-
stance, for the new CVN-77. | supported
the cost cap that we previously wrote
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in to the F-22, and supported it very
strongly. But, in both of those in-
stances, the cost caps allowed for the
new technology possibility. If new
technologies come along which are not
in the specifications, we should want
them to be considered. We should not
make it difficult or impossible for new
technologies to be considered. We
should want them, if that would make
the plane more effective, providing the
Secretary certifies to us—or notifies
us, more accurately—that there is a
change. That is not a loophole. That is
something which is desirable, it seems
to me. | emphasize the cost cap—for in-
stance in the CVN-77, which | wrote—
contained the exception that if there is
a new technology which the Secretary
of the Navy certifies to us is desirable,
that then would be an exception to the
cost cap.

On the current amendment—

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 2
minutes of the Senator has expired.

Mr. LEVIN. Will the Senator yield 1
more minute?

Mr. SANTORUM. | am happy to yield
an additional minute.

Mr. LEVIN. On the pending amend-
ment, again | think this is a well-in-
tended amendment. | think up until
the last paragraph it is on target. We
do want the Secretary of the Navy to
determine the results of operational
test and evaluation and to certify that
the version of the aircraft to be pro-
cured under the multiyear satisfies all
key performance parameters. | think
that is very good.

The problem is it then gives to the
Comptroller General, who is in the leg-
islative branch, the veto power because
the Comptroller General must concur
with the Secretary’s——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator’s minute has expired.

Mr. LEVIN. Will the Senator yield an
additional 30 seconds?

Mr. SANTORUM. | yield 30 seconds.

Mr. LEVIN. The Comptroller General
must concur with the Secretary’s cer-
tification. | believe that is a clear vio-
lation of the separation of powers. In
Bowsher v. Synar, the Supreme Court
ruled:

To permit the execution of the laws to be
vested in an officer answerable only to Con-
gress would, in practical terms, reserve in
Congress control over the execution of the
laws.

So, except for that part requiring a
legislative concurrence or legislative
officer’s concurrence with the Sec-
retary’s certification, | think that
amendment would have been accept-
able. With that additional provision, |
think it is unacceptable as it violates
separation of powers and the Supreme
Court ruling in the Bowsher case.

Mr. ASHCROFT addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time? Who yields time to the
Senator from Missouri?

Mr. SANTORUM. Mr. President, how
much time do | have remaining?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has 3 minutes remaining.
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Mr. SANTORUM. | yield the Senator
from Missouri 2> minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Missouri.

Mr. ASHCROFT. Mr. President, the
F-18 is underbudget and early. The De-
partment of Defense is making very,
very careful evaluations, and will con-
tinue to do so. This contracting will
not go forward without their profes-
sional critical evaluation that the
plane succeeded.

The Senator from Wisconsin says
these two different planes in the F-18
package, the single-seater and the two-
seater, must meet the same flight char-
acteristics. That does not make sense.
When you put an extra seat in an air-
plane it changes the characteristics,
but it also changes the fighting capac-
ity of the airplane. You can do with
two pilots—or one plus a person oper-
ating radar or other things in a hostile
environment in terms of locating tar-
gets—what you can’t do with one per-
son both flying the airplane and doing
that.

The Senator from Wisconsin asks
about oversight. Frankly, we have had
substantial oversight here. We have
had oversight in the Senate Armed
Services Committee, oversight in the
House Armed Services Committee,
oversight in the Senate Appropriations
Committee. There will be, again, eval-
uation in the House Appropriations
Committee.

This is a circumstance where, obvi-
ously, there has been substantial over-
sight. The members of the committee
and committee chairman are saying we
should approve this. | believe we
should. For us to say the Department
of Defense, the fighter-fliers, those
whose lives depend on this airplane
performing, are to have their judgment
about the airplane set aside or deferred
or delayed until accountants or audi-
tors from the General Accounting Of-
fice make a decision on this plane is
unwise. It is not only unwise, it has
been clearly demonstrated, | think, in
the arguments that it is unconstitu-
tional as well.

The F-18 is an outstanding aircraft
with characteristics that will serve
well—extended range, extended load-
carrying capacity, and ability in the
two-seat configuration to do things not
available in the one-seat configuration.
It is a well-made airplane that will
serve our interests well by serving well
those who fly them. It will serve us
well by allowing those conflicts to be
survivable. The margin of improve-
ment provides the margin of difference
that means we win instead of lose.

It is time for us to move forward
with this program; stop unnecessary
attacks on it. This is an airplane that
will serve us well.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time
of the Senator has expired. Who yields
time?

Mr. FEINGOLD. Mr. President, how
much time do | have remaining?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has 5 minutes and 23 seconds.
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Mr. FEINGOLD. Mr. President, first
with regard to the second amendment,
the one before us now having to do
with the question of performance pa-
rameters, there have been some con-
cerns raised by the Senators from Vir-
ginia and Michigan about reference to
the role of the GAO in this amendment.

At this time | ask unanimous con-
sent that portion of the amendment be
deleted to address their concerns.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Mr. WARNER. Reserving the right to
object, Mr. President.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Virginia.

Mr. WARNER. We have to determine
from other Senators—

Mr. FEINGOLD. I am sorry, | can’t
hear the Senator.

Mr. WARNER. | am simply trying to
protect other Senators. At the mo-
ment, there is an objection.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-
tion is heard. The Senator from Wis-
consin.

Mr. FEINGOLD. Mr. President, | will
provide the Senate with a copy of the
amendment as | would modify it and
simply delete the section relating to
the Comptroller General.

Mr. LEVIN. If the Senator will yield?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Michigan.

Mr. LEVIN. As | understand the ob-
jection, it is perhaps a temporary one.
Is that the understanding of the Sen-
ator from Wisconsin? My under-
standing of what the Senator from Vir-
ginia said is that in order to protect
the rights of other Senators, he would
object at this time. But | suggest at
least the possibility that the Senator
renew his unanimous-consent request
and perhaps there will be no objection,
after there has been an opportunity for
people to read the modification.

Mr. FEINGOLD. Will the Senator
from Michigan advise me of the appro-
priate time to raise that unanimous-
consent request?

Mr. LEVIN. They are checking it out
now.

Mr. FEINGOLD. Mr. President, | ap-
preciate that. | reserve a few moments
of my time because the response to this
will affect my argument. The only real
objection to this is primarily to the
role of the GAO in this process. The
only other objection was raised by the
Senator from Missouri who made much
of the fact that of course there is a dif-
ference between the E and F plane.

The problem is that originally the
Navy and the contractor sold this
plane on the assumption that only 18
percent of the planes would be the “F”’
version. The reality now is that 56 per-
cent of the planes are going to be the
lower-performing ““F’’ version. That is
why it is essential that we have this
certification, at least by the Navy,
that in fact a majority of the planes
will meet the performance parameters.

So | am very interested to see if the
Senators here who have raised this
concern will allow me to meet their
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concerns so we can pass this common-
sense amendment which, as the Sen-
ator from Michigan indicated, without
that flaw would be a worthwhile
amendment.

With regard to the other amendment,
the cost containment amendment, let
me just make a couple of points in re-
sponse to the Senator from Michigan. |
do want to say he has been a tremen-
dous advocate for appropriate cost con-
tainment and careful evaluation of
military programs throughout his ca-
reer.

First of all, regarding our cap that
we propose, which of course is a figure
the Navy proposed in the first place,
that $8.8 billion is only for over a 4-
year period. It is not a permanent cap.
Second, if there is a need for new tech-
nologies, as has been posited by the
Senator from Michigan, if something
comes up that absolutely has to be
done—we are here. We are not going
anywhere. If something dramatic hap-
pens that requires additional tech-
nology, we are in a position to respond
to that. In fact, the amendment | have
proposed allows a number of flexibili-
ties. It is not an absolute $8.8 billion
cap.

It allows cost increases and decreases
for inflation. It allows changes for
compliance in Federal, State, and local
law, and it also contemplates the possi-
bility of quantity changes in the num-
ber of planes within the scope of the
multiyear contract, which we all know
can dramatically affect the cost of a
plane.

There is substantial flexibility built
into this amendment, and if there is a
need for the new technology, we are
here and able to respond to that. Oth-
erwise, all we are doing, as | indicated
earlier, by including this language for
new technology, we are essentially gut-
ting our own amendment. We are re-
moving the cost cap provision in our
amendment.

How many people would do that? If
you are buying a car, if a car manufac-
turer says: Well, we reserve the right,
if we come up with a new thing to put
on this car, to charge you a couple
more thousand bucks after we cut the
contract, after we cut the deal. | do not
think we should be doing business that
way. We have built flexibility into this
amendment.

Again, | indicate that all this is is
the Navy’s own figure of $8.8 billion.
We did a similar cost cap on the same
plane previously.

I reserve the remainder of my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. AL-
LARD). Who vyields time? The Senator
from Virginia.

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I am
hopeful this matter can be resolved in
a matter of minutes. In the interim, |
suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, | ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without

objection, it is so ordered.
PRIVILEGE OF THE FLOOR

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, | ask
unanimous consent that Eden Murrie
in Senator LIEBERMAN’s office and
Dana Krupa in Senator BINGAMAN’s of-
fice be granted the privilege of the
floor for the remainder of this bill.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Who yields time on the amendment?

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, | yield
1% minutes to myself for a statement
unrelated to the amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Time re-
maining is 25 seconds.

Mr. WARNER. | yield to the chair-
man of the subcommittee, the Senator
from Pennsylvania.

Mr. SANTORUM. Mr. President, on
the second Feingold amendment, we
are attempting to work some accom-
modation so we can accept the amend-
ment. 1 ask unanimous consent that
the yeas and nays which were ordered
on the second Feingold amendment be
vitiated.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
objection?

Mr. FEINGOLD. Reserving the right
to object, I assume it is the intent of
the Senator that if we do not work it
out, there will be no problem getting a
rollcall vote.

Mr. SANTORUM. Absolutely.

Mr. FEINGOLD. | thank the Senator.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. WARNER. Let’s give the number
of that amendment so there is absolute
clarity.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. No. 444 is
the second Feingold amendment.

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, we are
still on track to start our series of two
votes now at approximately 11:50. To
keep Senators advised, the ranking
member and | are rapidly clearing
amendments. 1 know of only a few re-
maining amendments that will require
rollcall votes. 1 am anxious to com-
plete the bill, as are all Senators. | see
now that possibility taking place per-
haps early to mid-afternoon. We will be
addressing the Senate on that after the
two votes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the two votes have
been ordered at 11:50 with 2 minutes
evenly divided before each vote.

Mr. WARNER. | think we waived the
2 minutes before the first vote and we
will proceed to the vote.

Are the yeas and nays ordered on the
amendment?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The yeas
and nays have been ordered on the first
vote as well as the second vote.

The Senator from Michigan.

Mr. LEVIN. The 2-minute request
was between the first and the second
vote, not before the first vote.

Mr. WARNER. It is clear now.

We are proceeding to the vote for the
full period of time. At the conclusion of
that, | will, in all probability, ask the
next vote be 10 minutes, and then there
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will be a period of time, 2 minutes
total, prior to the second vote.
VOTE ON AMENDMENT NO. 442
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to amendment
No. 442. The yeas and nays have been
ordered. The clerk will call the roll.
The legislative clerk called the roll.
Mr. NICKLES. | announce that the
Senator from Arizona (Mr. MCCAIN)
and the Senator from Pennsylvania
(Mr. SPECTER) are necessarily absent.
The result was announced—yeas 98,
nays 0, as follows:
[Rollcall Vote No. 152 Leg.]

YEAS—98

Abraham Enzi Lott
Akaka Feingold Lugar
Allard Feinstein Mack
Ashcroft Fitzgerald McConnell
Baucus Frist Mikulski
Bayh Gorton Moynihan
Bennett Graham Murkowski
Biden Gramm Murray
Bingaman Grams Nickles
Bond Grassley Reed
Boxer Gregg Reid
Breaux Hagel Robb
Brownback Harkin Roberts
Bryan Hatch Rockefeller
Bunning Helms Roth
Burns Hollings Santorum
Byrd Hutchinson Sarbanes
Campbell Hutchison Schumer
Chafee Inhofe Sessions
Cleland Inouye Shelby
Cochran Jeffords Smith (NH)
Collins Johnson Smith (OR)
Conrad Kennedy Snowe
Coverdell Kerrey Stevens
Craig Kerry Thomas
Crapo Kohl Thompson
Daschle Kyl Thurmond
DeWine Landrieu Torricelli
Dodd Lautenberg Voinovich
Domenici Leahy Warner
Dorgan Levin Wellstone
Durbin Lieberman Wyden
Edwards Lincoln

NOT VOTING—2
McCain Specter

The amendment (No. 442) was agreed
to.

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, | move
to reconsider the vote.

Mr. KENNEDY. | move to lay that
motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, | ask
unanimous consent that the next vote
be 10 minutes in length.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. RoB-
ERTS). Is there objection?

Without objection, it is so ordered.

AMENDMENT NO. 443

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, there will now be 2
minutes equally divided on the Fein-
gold amendment.

Who yields time?

Mr. FEINGOLD addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Wisconsin.

Mr. FEINGOLD. Mr. President, this
amendment is a straightforward, com-
monsense measure that establishes ac-
countability in the Super Hornet pro-
gram. It holds the Navy to the $8.8 bil-
lion over the next 5 years to procure
the Super Hornet. My amendment sim-
ply sets a cost cap at that level and
holds them to that amount.

Again, this amendment holds the
Navy to the $8.8 billion, its own figure.
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It doesn’t terminate the funding, it
doesn’t hold the money up, it doesn’t
even restrict the use of the money, it
just holds them to the amount they say
they need. | hope the body will use
common sense in procuring this air-
craft.

The amendment does nothing more
than set a cost cap using the exact dol-
lar amount put forward by the Navy;
nothing more, nothing less. We owe it
to our naval aviators and to the tax-
payers to make sure we provide a mod-
ernized plane that does what it is sup-
posed to do within the parameters the
Navy has set forth itself.

Mr. SANTORUM addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Pennsylvania is recognized.

Mr. SANTORUM. Mr. President, the
F/A-18E/F is a fixed-price contract. It
is a fixed-price contract for the extent
of the contract. What the Senator from
Wisconsin does is put a price cap on a
fixed-price contract. Fine. I am willing
to accept that. But what he did not in-
clude in his amendment was a provi-
sion for technology insertion. In other
words, if we come up with a new radar
system that can improve the quality of
the aircraft, under his amendment we
could not buy that improvement and
put it on the aircraft. I was willing to
accept his amendment, if he would
allow for that technical improvement
insertion provision. But he refused to
do so.

So, unfortunately, while | think the
amendment is somewhat meaningless
because it is a fixed price contract, |
have to oppose the amendment, and
would ask, for the sake of our naval
aviators to make sure they have the
best equipment to fly, that my col-
leagues join in supporting the motion
to table.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the motion
to table amendment No. 443. On this
question the yeas and nays have been
ordered, and the clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk called
the roll.

Mr. NICKLES. | announce that the
Senator from Pennsylvania (Mr. SPEC-
TER) is necessarily absent.

Mr. REID. | announce that the Sen-
ator from New Jersey (Mr. LAUTEN-
BERG) is necessarily absent.

The result was announced—yeas 87,
nays 11, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 153 Leg.]

YEAS—87
Abraham Cleland Gorton
Akaka Cochran Graham
Allard Collins Gramm
Ashcroft Conrad Grams
Baucus Coverdell Grassley
Bayh Craig Gregg
Bennett Crapo Hagel
Biden Daschle Hatch
Bingaman DeWine Helms
Bond Dodd Hollings
Breaux Domenici Hutchinson
Brownback Dorgan Hutchison
Bryan Durbin Inhofe
Bunning Edwards Inouye
Burns Enzi Kennedy
Byrd Feinstein Kerrey
Campbell Fitzgerald Kerry
Chafee Frist Kyl
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Landrieu Murkowski Shelby
Leahy Murray Smith (NH)
Levin Nickles Smith (OR)
Lieberman Reed Snowe
Lincoln Robb Stevens
Lott Roberts Thomas
Lugar Rockefeller Thompson
Mack Roth Thurmond
McCain Santorum Torricelli
McConnell Sarbanes Voinovich
Mikulski Sessions Warner
NAYS—11

Boxer Johnson Schumer
Feingold Kohl Wellstone
Harkin Moynihan Wyden
Jeffords Reid

NOT VOTING—2
Lautenberg Specter

The motion was agreed to.

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, | move
to reconsider the vote.

Mr. REID. I move to lay that motion
on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was

agreed to.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, | have a
unanimous consent request.

Mr. WARNER. I, likewise, but I will
defer.

PRIVILEGE OF THE FLOOR

Mr. REID. Mr. President, | ask unan-
imous consent that Bob Perrett, a con-
gressional fellow in my office, be al-
lowed the privilege of the floor during
the consideration of the Defense bill.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

AMENDMENT NO. 394, AS MODIFIED

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, with
respect to amendment No. 394, | ask a
modification to the amendment be ac-
cepted. | send the modification to the
desk.

(The text of the amendment (No. 394),

as modified, is printed in today’s
RECORD under ‘“Amendments Sub-
mitted.”)

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the amendment is modified.

Mr. LEVIN. Section 1061(a) of the
amendment would require the Presi-
dent to promptly notify Congress
whenever an ‘‘investigation’ is under-
taken. The term “‘investigation” is not
defined in the amendment.

I am concerned that some could in-
terpret this to require the President to
report to Congress every time the exec-
utive branch receives an allegation,
even before the Justice Department or
others have an opportunity to deter-
mine whether the allegations are based
in fact. Such an interpretation could
lead to the disclosure of a flood of un-
substantiated allegations to Congress,
with a resulting injustice to innocent
individuals who may be the subject of
such allegations.

Mr. LOTT. | thank the Senator for
his comments and | appreciate his con-
cerns. | am pleased to agree to work
closely with the Senator from Michi-
gan during the conference on this bill,
and to solicit the views of the adminis-
tration, on how this provision will be
implemented and in an effort to ad-
dress his concerns.

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, the
amendment has been cleared on both
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sides. | urge the Senate to adopt this
amendment.

THE PRESIDING OFFICER. If there
is no further debate, the question is on
agreeing to the amendment, as modi-
fied.

The amendment (No. 394), as modi-
fied, was agreed to.

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, on that
amendment | ask Senator BAucus be
added as a cosponsor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, with
regard to the remaining business, I am
hopeful the leadership clears a unani-
mous consent request, agreed upon be-
tween Mr. LEVIN and myself. It is in
the process now. It will give clarity to
the balance of the day.

At the moment, there are two Sen-
ators who have been waiting for 3 days.
| want to accommodate them. The Sen-
ator from Mississippi, Mr. COCHRAN,
would like to lay down an amendment
and speak to it for 10 minutes. The
amendment is not cleared, so | reserve
10 minutes for the opposition to that
amendment prior to any vote that is
required.

AMENDMENT NO. 444

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There is
a pending amendment. The Chair tells
the distinguished Senator the pending
amendment at the desk is No. 444 by
the Senator from Wisconsin.

Mr. FEINGOLD addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Wisconsin.

Mr. FEINGOLD. My understanding is
the various Senators have negotiated
agreement on this, and it is acceptable
on both sides. As modified, the Senate
is prepared to accept it.

AMENDMENT NO. 444, AS MODIFIED

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Will the
Senator send the modification to the
desk.

Mr. FEINGOLD. | send the modifica-
tion to the desk.

The amendment (No. 444), as modi-
fied, is as follows:

On page 26, strike lines 20 through 25, and
insert the following:

(b) LIMITATION.—The Secretary may not
exercise the authority under subsection (@)
to enter into a multiyear contract for the
procurement of F/A-18E/F aircraft or author-
ize entry of the F/A-18E/F aircraft program
into full-rate production until—

(1) the Secretary of Defense certifies to the
Committees on Armed Services of the Senate
and House of Representatives the results of
operational test and evaluation of the F/A-
18E/F aircraft.

(2) The Secretary of Defense—

(A) determines that the results of oper-
ational test and evaluation demonstrate that
the version of the aircraft to be procured
under the multiyear contract in the higher
quantity than the other version satisfies all
key performance parameters appropriate to
that verslon of aircraft in the operational re-
quirements document for the F/A-18E/F pro-
gram, as submitted on April 1, 1997, except
that with respect to the range performance
parameter a deviation of 1 percent shall be
permitted.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the amendment is modified
and agreed to.
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The amendment (No. 444), as modi-
fied, was agreed to.

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I move to
reconsider the vote.

Mr. WARNER. | move to lay that mo-
tion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

Mr. WARNER. Now, it is the request
of the manager that Mr. COCHRAN be
recognized for not to exceed 10 minutes
to lay down an amendment. If that
amendment cannot be agreed upon by a
voice vote, we would just lay it aside
with the understanding there is 10 min-
utes for opposition at some point in the
afternoon.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. WARNER. The Senator from
Florida has waited very patiently for
about 2 or 3 days. He has an amend-
ment which is to be laid down fol-
lowing the Cochran amendment. | ask
there be a period of 30 minutes, 15 min-
utes under the control of the Senator
from Florida, 15 minutes under the
joint control of Senators SHELBY and
ROBERT KERREY.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
objection?

Mr. KYL. | object, Mr. President.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-
tion is heard.

Mr. WARNER. | guess that is the end
of the ability to move things. We just
have to put that request in abeyance.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The dis-
tinguished Senator from Mississippi is
recognized.

AMENDMENT NO. 445

(Purpose: To authorize the transfer of a

naval vessel to Thailand)

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, | send
an amendment to the desk and ask for
its immediate consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Mississippi [Mr. CocH-
RAN] proposes an amendment numbered 445.

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, | ask
unanimous consent that reading of the
amendment be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The amendment is as follows:

In title X, at the end of subtitle B, insert
the following:

SEC. 1013. TRANSFER OF NAVAL VESSEL TO FOR-
EIGN COUNTRY.

(a) THAILAND.—The Secretary of the Navy
is authorized to transfer to the Government
of Thailand the CYCLONE class coastal pa-
trol craft CYCLONE (PC1) or a craft with a
similar hull. The transfer shall be made on a
grant basis under section 516 of the Foreign
Assistance Act of 1961 (22 U.S.C. 2321j).

(b) CosTs.—Any expense incurred by the
United States in connection with the trans-
fer authorized under subsection (a) shall be
charged to the Government of Thailand.

(c) REPAIR AND REFURBISHMENT IN UNITED
STATES SHIPYARDS.—To0 the maximum extent
practicable, the Secretary of the Navy shall
require, as a condition of the transfer of the
vessel to the Government of Thailand under
this section, that the Government of Thai-
land have such repair or refurbishment of
the vessel as is needed, before the vessel
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joins the naval forces of that country, per-
formed at a United States Naval shipyard or
other shipyard located in the United States.

(d) EXPIRATION OF AUTHORITY.—The au-
thority to transfer a vessel under subsection
(a) shall expire at the end of the two-year pe-
riod beginning on the date of the enactment
of this Act.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is recognized for 10 minutes.

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, for the
information of the Senate, this amend-
ment would authorize the transfer of a
naval vessel to Thailand and would au-
thorize the Secretary of the Navy to
receive in exchange a ship that is now
in the fleet of Thailand. The purpose of
the amendment is to provide authority
to the Secretary of the Navy to give a
retiring U.S. Navy Cyclone class ship
to the Government of Thailand in ex-
change for a former U.S. Navy ship
which served in World War Il in the Pa-
cific. That ship is the LCS 102, LCS
stands for landing craft support. It is
presently in the service of the Royal
Navy of Thailand.

For some history on this subject, 3
years ago in Public Law 104-201, the
Congress went on record in favor of
trying to bring back to the United
States the LCS 102. It is the last sur-
viving ship of its class. This ship saw
heavy combat action in the western
Pacific during World War Il. It was
transferred after the war to Japan and
then later was transferred to Thailand
where she has been in service for 30
years. This ship is of great historical
significance. It is the last one of its
kind in existence in the world. Just a
few years ago, it was entered on the
Register of the World Ship Trust.

Many sailors from World War 1l
might not recognize this class of ship,
because it was one of many different
types of amphibious ships used in the
Pacific during World War Il. But it was
highly appreciated by the Navy admi-
rals and the Marines because it was a
heavily armed gunboat which gave
close-in fire support to the Marines in
amphibious landings. In fact, the LCS
ships had more firepower per ton than
an lowa class battleship.

These ships were in the thick of it in
Iwo Jima, Okinawa, the Philippines,
and New Guinea. They also served in
an anti-aircraft role against kamikaze
aircraft at Okinawa and Iwo Jima, be-
cause of their tremendous firepower.

Mr. President, 26 of the 130 LCSs that
were built were sunk, or badly dam-
aged in the first 6 months of their duty
in the Pacific. Historians have begun
to write about these ships and the role
they played in the successful war in
the Pacific. There is one illustrative
title, ““Mighty Midgets At War: The
Saga of the LCS(L) Ships from Iwo
Jima to Vietnam,” by Robert L. Reilly.

Our distinguished former colleague,
who was chairman of the Armed Serv-
ices Committee, John Tower of Texas,
served aboard the LCS 112. He was chief
bosun’s mate during World War Il on
that ship. Also, former Secretary of the
Navy William Middendorf served as an
officer abroad LCS 53 and former Sec-
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retary of the Navy John Lehman’s fa-
ther served as commanding officer of
LCS 18 in the Pacific. He received the
Bronze Star for bravery during his
service at Okinawa.

In addition, the commanding officer
of LCS 122, then lieutenant, Richard M.
McCool, who now resides in Bainbridge
Island in the State of Washington, re-
ceived the Congressional Medal of
Honor from President Truman for his
service during a kamikaze attack at
Okinawa.

There are several former LCS sailors
from my State who have written me in
support of this transfer: Robert Wells
of Ocean Springs, MS, recently wrote
me a letter saying he was the only
medical officer abroad LCS 31. Here is
what else he said in his letter:

. . The LCS-31, along with approximately
20 other LCSs, invaded Iwo Jima in Feb-
ruary, 1945, assisting the Marines in landing.

From there, the LCS 31 went to Okinawa
and fought suicide planes on radar picket
duty where the #31 shot down 6 suicide
planes and was hit by 3, killing 9 sailors and
wounding 15. The 31 received the Presidential
Unit Citation for their efforts. Please help in
returning the LCS 102 to the United States
and receiving the recognition that the LCSs
deserve.

Mr. President, these ships were a
part of the U.S. Navy that fought and
won the war in the Pacific. The LCS
102 is the last remaining ship of its
class, and | believe it would be appro-
priate for it to come home and serve as
a floating museum and a monument to
the brave service of tens of thousands
of sailors who served on these ships
with the nickname ‘“Mighty Midgets.”

Since the Congress adopted an
amendment 3 years ago urging the Sec-
retary of Defense to bring home the
LCS 102, the Navy has determined that
the Thai Navy will give up the LCS
from its fleet for a return to the United
States, but they need a replacement
ship to fulfill the shallow water mis-
sion now accomplished by the LCS 102.

This year, the Navy is retiring a
small, fast gunboat from our fleet that
would meet the Thai Navy’s require-
ment. The ship is a Cyclone class ship.
It could be made available to the Thai
Navy in exchange for the LCS 102. This
amendment authorizes the Secretary of
the Navy to offer a Cyclone class ship
to the Thai Navy. It does not mandate
that the trade be consummated; it sim-
ply authorizes the trade if it can be ne-
gotiated and legal hurdles and other
details can be worked out.

There is an urgency to this issue be-
cause World War 1l veterans are aging.
Most of them are now in their seven-
ties and eighties. If we are going to
help the LCS association realize its
dream and ambition of bringing home
the last ship of its class, then we need
to do it now. There are LCS sailors liv-
ing today all over the country in al-
most all 50 States, and they would ap-
preciate a vote in support of this
amendment.

Funds will be raised from the private
sector to put this ship in condition to
serve as a museum, and there are still
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many details to be worked out before
the LCS can be brought home. But by
approving this amendment, which is
necessary as a first step, the Senate
will go on record in support, as we did
3 years ago when we suggested this
should be done by the Navy.

I hope my colleagues will support the
amendment and join the Chief of Naval
Operations, Jay Johnson, who has writ-

ten me a letter in support of this
amendment. | ask unanimous consent
that the letter be printed in the
RECORD.

There being no objection, the letter
was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

CHIEF OF NAVAL OPERATIONS,
May 26, 1999.
Hon. THAD COCHRAN,
U.S. Senate,
Washington, DC.

DEAR SENATOR COCHRAN: | wanted to offer
my thanks and support for your proposed
amendment to help return the last ex-LCS
102 from Thailand to the United States. This
ship would make an excellent public memo-
rial in honor of those who served in ships
like her during WWII. Further, it would pro-
vide an additional monument for generations
to come of the sacrifices of this special gen-
eration.

My staff stands ready to brief yours on the
details involved in making the transfer of a
retiring Cyclone-class Patrol Craft (PC)
come about. Thank you again for your sup-
port. If I may be of further assistance, please
do not hesitate to let me know.

Sincerely,
JAY L. JOHNSON,
Admiral, U.S. Navy.

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, for the
information of Senators, | want to read
just one sentence from this letter:

This ship would make an excellent public
memorial in honor of those who served in
ships like her during World War I1.

Adm. JAY JOHNSON,
Chief of Naval Operations.

Mr. REID. Will the Senator yield?

Mr. COCHRAN. | am happy to yield if
I have any time.

Mr. REID. The Senator has made
very clear this is not a mandate; is
that right?

Mr. COCHRAN. That is right. It is
authorizing legislation.

Mr. REID. Also, on page 2 of the Sen-
ator’s amendment, it says ‘‘on a grant
basis.” Is it clear that it could also be
done on a sale basis, lease basis or a
lease with an option to buy basis?

Mr. COCHRAN. We want to swap it.
We want to swap the Cyclone for the
LCS 102. It authorizes the trade.

Mr. REID. It says, ‘‘the transfer shall
be made on a grant basis.”’

Mr. COCHRAN. That is a legal word
of art. | have explained the meaning of
it. If we had been able to get the com-
mittee to adopt the amendment as we
had hoped they would, there would be
report language in the committee re-
port. 1 will be happy to give the Sen-
ator a copy of that which further ex-
plains. If he will let me, | will read it:

The committee recommends that the Sec-
retary of the Navy be authorized to transfer
to the Government of Thailand one Cyclone
class patrol vessel for the purpose of sup-
porting Thailand’s counterdrug and
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counterpiracy operations. The committee in-
tends this transfer to replace the former LCS
102 currently in service with the Royal Thai
Navy, should the discussions urged in section
1025 of PL 104-201 result in the Government
of Thailand’s decision to return LCS 102 to
the Government of the United States. The
committee understands that the Secretary of
the Navy supports the return of LCS 102 to
the United States for public display as a
naval museum.

Mr. REID. Will the Senator yield for
another question?

Mr. COCHRAN.
yield.

Mr. REID. This is just to give the
Secretary more options—sale, lease,
lease option. It will give more discre-
tion to the Secretary rather than say-
ing the transfer shall be made by
grant. There are other ways it can be
done. | think it would be in the best in-
terest of all concerned if these other
options are available. | repeat: sale,
lease, lease with an option to buy.

Mr. COCHRAN. | will be happy to
consider that, and | appreciate the Sen-
ator raising it as an alternative.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time
allotted to the Senator has expired.

The Senator from Virginia is recog-
nized.

Mr. WARNER. Let me clarify, Mr.
President, there still remains some
time in opposition to the amendment
of the Senator from Mississippi; am |
correct in that?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair observes that Senators said there
would be 10 minutes allotted to the op-
position of the Senator’s amendment.
It was not stated in the form of a re-
quest.

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, | think
some time should be reserved. | indi-
cate for the RECORD, | support the Sen-
ator from Mississippi, but | am sure
time should be reserved on this side, 10
minutes, and then we will determine
whether or not a recorded vote is nec-
essary in this matter, or it may be
voice voted. | put that in the form of a
unanimous consent request.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. SMITH of New Hampshire. Mr.
President, | rise to support the amend-
ment of the Senator from Mississippi.
This amendment deserves the support
of every Senator because it is the right
thing to do.

During World War Il more than 10,000
Americans served their country on LCS
ships, and these ships were heavily in-
volved in combat in the Pacific. There
is only one LCS left in the world, and
a group of World War Il sailors wants
to bring that ship back to the United
States and make it a floating museum.

Three years ago, | sponsored an
amendment to the Defense authoriza-
tion bill urging the Secretary of De-
fense to seek the expeditious return of
the LCS 102 from Thailand. That
amendment passed the Congress and
became part of Public Law 104-201.

For three years not much has hap-
pened because the Thai Navy still need-
ed the LCS 102, even though it is now

I will be happy to

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —SENATE

more than 55 years old. Thai officials
have indicated that they would be pre-
pared to return the LCS 102 to the
United States if we could provide a
suitable ship to take its place. The U.S.
Navy is planning to retire just such a
ship this year, and that is what this
amendment is about.

The ranks of those World War 11 sail-
ors is thinning each year, and there is
a need to move expeditiously. We need
to bring this historic ship home before
all of our World War Il veterans are
gone.

Let me list briefly some facts about
LCS ships and their service to our
country.

These ships were born out of des-
perate need. In the early years of World
War 11, our Navy and Marine Corps dis-
covered that they needed more close-in
gunfire support to protect our troops
as they went ashore in amphibious
landings. With typical American inge-
nuity, a new small gunboat was de-
signed and quickly moved into produc-
tion. The result was the LCS(L) which
stood for Landing Craft Support Ship
(Large).

This newly designed ship had more
firepower per ton than a battleship,
and it was capable of going all the way
in to the beach and providing close-in
fire support for our troops going
ashore.

One hundred and thirty of these ships
were built and rushed into service in
1944 and 1945. These ships and their
brave crews helped save the lives of
countless soldiers and Marines by pro-
viding heavy close-in firepower to sup-
port amphibious landings at Okinawa,
Iwo Jima, and many other Pacific Is-
lands. Twenty-six of these ships were
sunk or badly damaged in the Pacific
campaign.

These ships were nicknamed the
“Mighty Midgets” because of their
firepower and their service in World
War Il. These ships, like so many oth-
ers, received little notice when the his-
tory books were written because Car-
riers, Battleships, and Cruisers took
most of the glory. However, the sailors
aboard LCSs served bravely and well,
and their part of World War Il needs to
be preserved as a part of our Navy’s
history.

LCS sailors received many decora-
tions for their service during World
War Il. A young Lieutenant by the
name of Richard McCool from Wash-
ington State received the Congres-
sional Medal of Honor from President
Truman for his service at Okinawa. A
young Lieutenant by the name of John
F. Lehman received a bronze star for
his service at Okinawa, as well. His
son, John, Jr. served as a naval officer
many years later and became Sec-
retary of the Navy under President
Reagan.

Since the mid-1990s, several books
have been published covering the his-
tory of the LCS ships. Former Sec-
retary of the Navy John F. Lehman, Jr.
wrote the foreword to one of those
books. This foreword provides eloguent
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summary of the service to our Nation
provided by LCSs and their brave sail-
ors.

Finally, Mr. President, a distin-
guished former Senator who served as
Chairman of the Armed Services Com-
mittee in this body served ably as a
Boatswain’s Mate on an LCS during
World War Il. John Tower served his
nation in World War Il on an LCS.

This body needs to honor his service
and that of all the LCS sailors by help-
ing to save the LCS 102—the only one
left in the world.

I urge my colleagues to support this
amendment and to do what they can to
help in the task of bringing this ship
home to the United States to serve as
a museum and a memorial to the val-
iant service of thousands of LCS sail-
ors.

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, | want
to propound a unanimous consent re-
quest, which is agreed upon on the
other side, with regard to a procedural
matter. As soon as that is concluded,
then | want to state a UC request on
behalf of my two colleagues, Mr.
DoMENICI and Mr. KyL, on this side. |
think we can work it out.

Mr. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President, |
also am a sponsor of this legislation
and would like to be recognized.

Mr. WARNER. First, with regard to
the balance of the afternoon: | ask
unanimous consent that all remaining
first-degree amendments be offered by
2:30 p.m. today, and at 2:10 p.m., Sen-
ator LEVIN be recognized to offer and
lay aside amendments for Members on
his side of the aisle, and at 2:20 p.m.,
the chairman of the committee be rec-
ognized to offer and lay aside amend-
ments for Members on his side of the
aisle, and that those amendments be
subject to relevant second-degree
amendments. | further ask that all
first-degree amendments must be rel-
evant to the text of the bill.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? Without objection, it is so
ordered.

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, in light
of this agreement, all first-degree
amendments must be relevant and of-
fered by 2:30 p.m. today. It is the inten-
tion of the managers and leaders to
complete action on this bill, hopefully,
no later than 5 o’clock today.

We have had a number of Senators
patiently waiting. The Senator from
Florida is willing to accommodate the
chairman in his request that a period
of 30 minutes, under the control of the
Senator from Arizona and the Senator
from New Mexico, be allocated for an
amendment which they will lay down
within that period of time, and at the
conclusion of the 30-minute period,
that amendment will be laid aside for
the purpose of an amendment to be laid
down by the Senator from Florida,
which amendment will require 30 min-
utes of debate, 15 minutes under the
control of the Senator from Florida, 15
minutes under the control of the Sen-
ator from Alabama, Mr. SHELBY, and
that 15 minutes will be shared between
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Mr. SHELBY and Mr. KERREY, the rank-
ing member of the Intelligence Com-
mittee.

| propose that to the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? Without objection, it is so
ordered.

Mr. WARNER. That being in order,
we will now proceed with the 30 min-
utes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The dis-
tinguished Senator from New Mexico is
recognized.

Mr. KYL addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
VOINOVICH). The distinguished Senator
from Arizona is recognized.

Mr. KYL. Thank you.

Under the agreement just announced
by Senator WARNER, it would be the in-
tention of Senator DoMENICI and Sen-
ator MURKowskl and myself to divide
the next half-hour into roughly 10
minute segments. | would appreciate
an indication from the Chair when we
have achieved those three milestones,
if the Chair would, please.

AMENDMENT NO. 446

Mr. KYL. At this time | send an
amendment to the desk on behalf of
myself, Senator DOMENICI, Senator

MURKOWSKI, Senator SHELBY, Senator
HUTCHINSON, and Senator HELMS.

Mr. REID. Would the Senator yield
for a parliamentary inquiry?

Mr. KYL. | am happy to yield.

Mr. REID. | say to the manager of
the bill, the chairman of the com-
mittee, there has been no unanimous
consent agreement regarding the
Domenici amendment.

Mr. WARNER. My understanding is
that the Senator from Virginia pro-
pounded a UC to give the three Sen-
ators Senator KyL just designated 30
minutes in which to lay down an
amendment, and at the end of the 30
minutes the amendment be laid aside.
There is no restriction whatsoever on
the remainder of the time with respect
to further consideration of the amend-
ment, | say to my distinguished col-
league.

Mr. REID. | appreciate the Senator
yielding.

Mr. KYL. Thank you.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
clerk will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

The Senator from Arizona [Mr. KyL], for
himself, Mr. DOMENICI, Mr. MURKOWSKI, Mr.
SHELBY, Mr. HUTCHINSON, and Mr. HELMS,
proposes an amendment numbered 446.

Mr. KYL. Mr. President, | ask unani-
mous consent that reading of the
amendment be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The amendment is as follows:

Strike Section 3158 and insert the fol-
lowing:

“SEC. 3158(A). ORGANIZATION OF DEPARTMENT
OF ENERGY COUNTERINTEL-
LIGENCE, INTELLIGENCE, AND NU-

CLEAR SECURITY PROGRAMS AND
ACTIVITIES.

““(1) OFFICE OF COUNTERINTELLIGENCE.—
Title Il of the Department of Energy Organi-

The
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zation Act (42 U.S.C. 7131 et seq.) is amended
by adding at the end the following:
‘“ ‘OFFICE OF COUNTERINTELLIGENCE

‘“‘SEcC. 213. (a) There is within the Depart-
ment an Office of Counterintelligence.

““(b)(1) The head of the Office shall be the
Director of the Office of Counterintelligence.

‘“*(2) The Secretary shall, with the concur-
rence of the Director of the Federal Bureau
of Investigation, designate the head of the
office from among senior executive service
employees of the Federal Bureau of Inves-
tigation who have expertise in matters relat-
ing to counterintelligence.

““*(3) The Director of the Federal Bureau of
Investigation may detail, on a reimbursable
basis, any employee of the Bureau to the De-
partment for service as Director of the Of-
fice. The service of an employee within the
Bureau as Director of the Office shall not re-
sult in any loss of status, right, or privilege
by the employee within the Bureau.

‘“‘(4) The Director of the Office of Counter-
intelligence shall report directly to the Sec-
retary.

““*(c)(1) The Director of the Office of Coun-
terintelligence shall develop and ensure the
implementation of security and counter-
intelligence programs and activities at De-
partment facilities in order to reduce the
threat of disclosure or loss of classified and
other sensitive information at such facili-
ties.

‘“*(2) The Director of the Office of Counter-
intelligence shall be responsible for the ad-
ministration of the personnel assurance pro-
grams of the Department.

‘“*(3) The Director of the Office of Counter-
intelligence shall inform the Secretary, the
Director of Central Intelligence, and the Di-
rector of the Federal Bureau of Investigation
on a regular basis, and upon specific request
by any such official, regarding the status
and effectiveness of the security and coun-
terintelligence programs and activities at
Department facilities.

‘“‘(4) The Director of the Office of Counter-
intelligence shall report immediately to the
President of the United States, the Senate
and the House of Representatives any actual
or potential significant threat to, or loss of,
national security information.

‘“*(5) The Director of the Office of Counter-
intelligence shall not be required to obtain
the approval of any officer or employee of
the Department of Energy for the prepara-
tion or delivery to Congress of any report re-
quired by this section; nor shall any officer
or employee of the Department of Energy or
any other Federal agency or department
delay, deny, obstruct or otherwise interfere
with the preparation of or delivery to Con-
gress of any report required by this section.

“*(d)(1) Not later than March 1 each year,
the Director of the Office of Counterintel-
ligence shall submit to the Secretary, the
Director of Central Intelligence, and the Di-
rector of the Federal Bureau of Investigation
and to the Committees on Armed Services of
the Senate and House of Representatives, the
Committee on Energy and Natural Resources
of the Senate, and the Committee on Com-
merce of the House of Representatives, and
the Select Committee on Intelligence of the
Senate, and the Permanent Select Com-
mittee on Intelligence of the House of Rep-
resentatives, a report on the status and ef-
fectiveness of the security and counterintel-
ligence programs and activities at Depart-
ment facilities during the preceding year.

‘“*(2) Each report shall include for the year
covered by the report the following:

““‘(A) A description of the status and effec-
tiveness of the security and counterintel-
ligence programs and activities at Depart-
ment facilities.

‘“Y(B) The adequacy of the Department of
Energy’s procedures and policies for pro-
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tecting national security information, mak-
ing such recommendations to Congress as
may be appropriate.

““*(C) Whether each Department of Energy
national laboratory is in full compliance
with all Departmental security require-
ments, and if not what measures are being
taken to bring such laboratory into compli-
ance.

““*(D) A description of any violation of law
or other requirement relating to intel-
ligence, counterintelligence, or security at
such facilities, including—

‘“*(i) the number of violations that were in-
vestigated; and

““*(ii) the number of violations that remain
unresolved.

“*(E) A description of the number of for-
eign visitors to Department facilities, in-
cluding the locations of the visits of such
visitors.

““*(3) Each report submitted under this sub-
section to the committees referred to in
paragraph (1) shall be submitted in unclassi-
fied form, but may include a classified
annex.

‘“‘(e) Every officer or employee of the De-
partment of Energy, every officer or em-
ployee of a Department of Energy national
laboratory, and every officer or employee of
a Department of Energy contractor, who has
reason to believe that there is an actual or
potential significant threat to, or loss of, na-
tional security information shall imme-
diately report such information to the Direc-
tor of the Office of Counterintelligence.

“*(f) Thirty days prior to the report re-
quired by subsection d(2)(C), the Director of
each Department of Energy national labora-
tory shall certify in writing to the Director
of the Office of Counterintelligence whether
that laboratory is in full compliance with all
Departmental national security information
protection requirements. If the laboratory is
not in full compliance, the Director of the
laboratory shall report on why it is not in
compliance, what measures are being taken
to bring it into compliance, and when it will
be in compliance.

““*(g) Within 180 days of the date of enact-
ment of this Act, the Secretary of Energy
shall report to the Senate and the House of
Representatives on the adequacy of the De-
partment of Energy’s procedures and policies
for protecting national security information,
including national security information at
the Department’s laboratories, making such
recommendations to Congress as may be ap-
propriate.

“*OFFICE OF INTELLIGENCE

‘“*SEC. 214. (a) There is within the Depart-
ment an Office of Intelligence.

““(b)(1) The head of the Office shall be the
Director of the Office of Intelligence.

““*(2) The Director of the Office shall be a
senior executive service employee of the De-
partment.

“““(3) The Director of the Office of Intel-
ligence shall report directly to the Sec-
retary.

‘“*(c) The Director of the Office of Intel-
ligence shall be responsible for the programs
and activities of the Department relating to
the analysis of intelligence with respect to
nuclear weapons and materials, other nu-
clear matters, and energy security.

““ ‘NUCLEAR SECURITY ADMINISTRATION

“*SEC. 215. (@) There shall be within the
Department an agency to be known as the
Nuclear Security Administration, to be
headed by an Administrator, who shall re-
port directly to, and shall be accountable di-
rectly to, the Secretary. The Secretary may
not delegate to any Department official the
duty to supervise the Administrator.

“*(b)(1) The Assistant Secretary assigned
the functions under section 203(a)(5) shall
serve as the Administrator.
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(2) The Administrator shall be respon-
sible for the executive and administrative
operation of the functions assigned to the
Administration, including functions with re-
spect to (A) the selection, appointment, and
fixing of the compensation of such personnel
as the Administrator considers necessary,
(B) the supervision of personnel employed by
or assigned to the Administration, (C) the
distribution of business among personnel and
among administrative units of the Adminis-
tration, and (D) the procurement of services
of experts and consultants in accordance
with section 3109 of title 5, United States
Code. The Secretary shall provide to the Ad-
ministrator such support and facilities as
the Administrator determines is needed to
carry out the functions of the Administra-
tion.

“*(c)(1) The personnel of the Administra-
tion, in carrying out any function assigned
to the Administrator, shall be responsible to,
and subject to the supervision and direction
of, the Administrator, and shall not be re-
sponsible to, or subject to the supervision or
direction of, any officer, employee, or agent
of any other part of the Department of En-
ergy.

“““(2) For purposes of this subsection, the
term ‘“‘personnel of the Administration”
means each officer or employee within the
Department of Energy, and each officer or
employee of any contractor of the Depart-
ment, whose—

“*(A) responsibilities include carrying out
a function assigned to the Administrator; or

“‘(B) employment is funded under the
Weapons Activities budget function of the
Department.

““‘(d) The Secretary shall assign to the Ad-
ministrator direct authority over, and re-
sponsibility for, the nuclear weapons produc-
tion facilities and the national laboratories.
The functions assigned to the Administrator
with respect to the nuclear weapons produc-
tion facilities and the national laboratories
shall include, but not be limited to, author-
ity over, and responsibility for, the fol-
lowing:

““*(1) Strategic management.

““*(2) Policy development and guidance.

(3) Budget formulation and guidance.
(4) Resource requirements determination
and allocation.

““*(5) Program direction.

‘“*(6) Safeguard and security operations.

““(7) Emergency management.

““*(8) Integrated safety management.

“““(9) Environment, safety, and health oper-
ations.

“““(10) Administration of contracts to man-
age and operate the nuclear weapons produc-
tion facilities and the national laboratories.

““*(11) Oversight.

‘“*(12) Relationships within the Depart-
ment of Energy and with other Federal agen-
cies, the Congress, State, tribal, and local
governments, and the public.

‘““(13) Each of the functions described in
subsection (f).

‘““‘(e) The head of each nuclear weapons
production facility and of each national lab-
oratory shall report directly to, and be ac-
countable directly to, the Administrator.

“‘(f) The Administrator may delegate
functions assigned under subsection (d) only
within the headquarters office of the Admin-
istrator, except that the Administrator may
delegate to the head of a specified operations
office functions including, but not limited
to, providing or supporting the following ac-
tivities at a nuclear weapons production fa-
cility or a national laboratory:

““*(1) Operational activities.

“““(2) Program execution.

““*(3) Personnel.

‘““(4) Contracting and procurement.

““*(5) Facility operations oversight.
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‘“‘(6) Integration of production and re-
search and development activities.

““(7) Interaction with other Federal agen-
cies, State, tribal, and local governments,
and the public.

‘“*(g) The head of a specified operations of-
fice, in carrying out any function delegated
under subsection (f) to that head of that
specified operations office, shall report di-
rectly to, and be accountable directly to, the
Administrator.

“‘(h) In each annual authorization and ap-
propriations request under this Act, the Sec-
retary shall identify the portion thereof in-
tended for the support of the Administration
and include a statement by the Adminis-
trator showing (1) the amount requested by
the Administrator in the budgetary presen-
tation to the Secretary and the Office of
Management and Budget, and (2) an assess-
ment of the budgetary needs of the Adminis-
tration. Whenever the Administrator sub-
mits to the Secretary, the President, or the
Office of Management and Budget any legis-
lative recommendation or testimony, or
comments on legislation prepared for sub-
mission to the Congress, the Administrator
shall concurrently transmit a copy thereof
to the appropriate committees of the Con-
gress.

“““(i) As used in this section:

“*(1) The term ‘nuclear weapons produc-
tion facility’ means any of the following fa-
cilities:

‘“*(A) The Kansas City Plant, Kansas City,
Missouri.

‘“*(B) The Pantex Plant, Amarillo, Texas.

“Y(C) The Y-12 Plant, Oak Ridge, Ten-
nessee.

‘(D) The tritium operations facilities at
the Savannah River Site, Aiken, South Caro-
lina.

‘“*(E) The Nevada Test Site, Nevada.

“‘(2) The term ‘“national laboratory”
means any of the following laboratories:

“‘(A) The Los Alamos National Labora-
tory, Los Alamos, New Mexico.

‘“‘(B) The Lawrence Livermore National
Laboratory, Livermore, California.

‘“*(C) The Sandia National Laboratories,
Albuquerque, New Mexico, and Livermore,
California.

“*(3) The term ‘‘specified operations of-
fice”” means any of the following operations
offices of the Department of Energy:

““‘(A) Albuquergue Operations Office, Albu-
querque, New Mexico.

‘“‘(B) Oak Ridge Operations Office, Oak
Ridge, Tennessee.

‘“*(C) Oakland Operations Office, Oakland,
California.

‘“‘(D) Nevada Operations Office,
Test Site, Las Vegas, Nevada.

‘“‘(E) Savannah River Operations Office,
Savannah River Site, Aiken, South Caro-
lina.’.

““(b) IN GENERAL.—Section 203 of such Act
(42 U.S.C. 7133) is amended by adding at the
end of the following new subsection:

‘“*(c) The Assistant Secretary assigned the
functions under section (a)(5) shall be a per-

Nevada

son who, by reason of professional back-
ground and experience, is specially
qualified—

‘“‘(1) to manage a program designed to en-
sure the safety and reliability of the nuclear
weapons stockpile;

‘“*(2) to manage the nuclear weapons pro-

duction facilities and the national labora-
tories;

‘“*(3) protect national security informa-
tion; and

(4) to carry out the other functions of
the Administrator of the Nuclear Security
Administration.’.

““(c) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The table of
contents for that Act is amended by insert-
ing after the item relating to section 212 the
following items:
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*¢213. Office of Counterintelligence.
‘“*214. Office of Intelligence.
*¢215. Nuclear Security Administration’.”

Mr. KYL. Mr. President, | express my
gratitude to Senator GRAHAM for per-
mitting us to take this next half hour
to at least lay this down to begin set-
ting the framework for the discussion.

Mr. BINGAMAN. Would the Senator
yield for a procedural question?

Mr. KYL. Yes. | hope this will not
come out of the 30 minutes.

Mr. BINGAMAN. | am not intending
to take long. | just ask, since we have
no time allotted during this time, will
the sponsors be available later in the
afternoon to answer questions about
the amendment, because we have not
seen the amendment.

Mr. KYL. Mr. President, absolutely.
We will be pleased to answer any and
all questions and discuss this at what-
ever length the Senator would like to
discuss it.

Mr. BINGAMAN. Thank you.

Mr. WARNER. If the Senator will
yield for a moment, it was the decision
of the manager of the bill that the im-
portance of this amendment was such
that the sooner it was shared on both
sides of the aisle the better, because
this is an important amendment. We
are making progress towards com-
pleting this bill by the hour of 5
o’clock. This is simply the one un-
known quantity that we have to assess.
This procedure, in my judgment, en-
ables the Senate to get an assessment
of the probability of the resolution of
this amendment.

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, |
thank the manager for that statement.
I am certainly not trying to object, but
it is a very large unknown quantity
since we have not seen the amendment.

Mr. KYL. Mr. President, | ask unani-
mous consent that the 30 minutes Sen-
ator WARNER asked for begin at this
time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The Senator from Arizona.

Mr. KYL. Thank you.

Mr. President, let me briefly describe
the purpose of this amendment. | will
acknowledge right up front that Sen-
ator DoMENICI, from New Mexico, has
been a primary motivating factor in
addressing this subject, based upon his
expertise with our National Labora-
tories and his concerns about national
security. A lot of folks sat down to try
to determine what the best course of
action would be for us to begin to take
steps to ensure the security of our Na-
tional Laboratories. Certainly, Senator
DoMENICI is the person one would first
turn to for that kind of consideration.

Next, Senator MURKOwSKI, the chair-
man of the Energy Committee, is some-
one who has jurisdiction and who has
held hearings and who has a great deal
to offer with respect to the organiza-
tion of the Department of Energy, in
particular the weapons programs, so we
can ensure that we have security over
those programs.
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Naturally, Senator SHELBY, the
chairman of the Intelligence Com-
mittee, has also had his input into this
amendment, as have others.

It will be important that each of
these key chairmen has an opportunity
to discuss this bill. But | especially
thank Senator DoMENICI for his efforts
in doing literally hundreds of hours of
research on the best possible approach
to secure our National Laboratories.

That is what this amendment is all
about. This amendment is, actually,
the second step we will have taken in
this defense authorization bill to begin
to rebuild the security of our National
Laboratories.

In the Armed Services Committee, a
provision that deals with this subject
was included in the bill. We have incor-
porated that part of their bill into this
amendment. In addition to that, the
Secretary of Energy, Secretary Rich-
ardson, has some ideas about his orga-
nization. The centerpiece of his ideas
we have also incorporated into this
amendment.

What we are trying to do here is to
get the best ideas that everybody has
to offer, and thereby ensure that when
we finally finish this legislative ses-
sion, and finish discussing this with
the administration, we will have the
best possible approach to security at
our National Laboratories.

The essence of this amendment is to
establish, in the Department of En-
ergy, a new Office of Counterintel-
ligence which would be headed by a
senior executive from the FBI. | will
come back to that. But that office has
been identified in the defense author-
ization bill. We simply flush out the
provisions of that office in that bill and
ensure that that officer will have total
authority here to deal with issues of
counterintelligence at our National
Laboratories.

Then the second part of this amend-
ment is to address the longstanding
management problems of the Depart-
ment of Energy, especially relating to
the nuclear weapons complex and reor-
ganizing the Department of Energy in
such a way that there is a very clear
line of authority over the nuclear
weapons programs, with a person at
the top of that, an administrator, who
has the responsibility over all of these
nuclear programs, and nothing else,
within the Department. And, by the
same token, nobody else in the Depart-
ment, except those who are senior to
him, including the Secretary of the De-
partment of Energy, would have any
authority over his programs.

In effect, what we are replacing in
the Department of Energy is a situa-
tion in which all of the rules and regu-
lations and management policies, and
everything else that applies to every-
body within the Department—includ-
ing the weapons complex—have created
a situation in which, literally, they
have not been able to focus on the
management of the nuclear weapons
complexes, especially with regard to
security.
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So what this amendment does—in the
intelligence community terminology—
is to create a ‘‘stovepipe” within the
Department of Energy. At the top, of
course, is the Secretary of Energy.
Below him is a person with the rank of
Assistant Secretary, called the ‘‘ad-
ministrator,” who would, within that
stovepipe, have the total authority to
operate the Department of Energy
weapons programs, including the secu-
rity functions of those programs.

He would be doing this, of course, in
coordination with the office that would
be created by the language put in the
bill by the Armed Services Committee
relating to counterintelligence, with
the FBI presence here, and the two of
them would coordinate the national se-
curity portions of this program.

In this way, you do not have people
within the Department of Energy re-
sponsible for all kinds of other things.
Somebody talked about refrigerator
standards and powerplant issues and
all of the rest of it. Those people would
not have anything to do with this. This
group would not have anything to do
with them. This would be a discrete
function within the Department that
would have nothing to do except man-
age our nuclear weapons programs, in-
cluding, first and foremost, the secu-
rity of those programs.

We will have much more to say about
the details of this after a bit. Certainly
Senator DOMENICI can go into many of
the reasons he has helped to craft this
in the way that organizationally it will
work.

Let me just make two concluding
points.

First of all, I do not think we can
emphasize enough the need to do some-
thing about security at the Labora-
tories now. One of the concerns that
has been raised about the amendment
we have offered here is that it is pre-
mature, that we should hold hearings,
and we should take a long time so we
can ‘‘do this right.”

We have since 1995. And this adminis-
tration has not done it right. It is time
for the Senate to get involved in this
issue and begin the debate by putting
this amendment out there. We will
have plenty of time to deal with this
before this bill ever goes to the Presi-
dent of the United States.

This is our approach to the best man-
agement for this weapons program. We
believe that to delay anymore is to en-
gage in the same obfuscation and delay
and, frankly, dereliction of duty that
has characterized this administration’s
approach to national security at our
Nation’s Laboratories, our nuclear
weapons programs. We can’t delay any
longer.

If 1 were to go home over this Memo-
rial Day recess, the first thing my con-
stituents would talk to me about is,
what about this Chinese espionage?
What about security at the Labora-
tories? If | say to them, well, we were
in such a hurry to get this Department
of Defense authorization bill done that
we didn’t really do anything about se-
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curity at our Nation’s Laboratories, we
are going to take our time and do that
later, | think |1 would be pilloried, and
so would all the rest of my colleagues.
Our constituents expect us to act with
alacrity. | don’t see how we can com-
plain about the Department of Energy
and about the administration taking
their sweet time to deal with this prob-
lem if we don’t address it up front and
right now.

The second point 1 make in closing
is, with regard to a previous draft of
this legislation, the Secretary of En-
ergy is indicating that he doesn’t ap-
prove of everything in here and might
even recommend a veto of the legisla-
tion. | am sure by the time he is done
hearing the debate and conferring with
us and reading the actual language of
the amendment, he will be willing to
cooperate with us rather than threaten
vetoes. We need to work together on
this.

I commend Secretary Richardson be-
cause from the time he has come in, he
has tried to do the job of making re-
forms at the Department of Energy.
But it will not do to say that he is the
only one who has any ideas that could
work here and for the Congress to but
out, thank you.

The Congress has held numerous
hearings, both in the House and the
Senate. We have a lot of good ideas.
Frankly, this management proposal,
which has gone through a great deal of
thought process about how to provide
security at our National Laboratories,
is going to be part of that reorganiza-
tion. I know my colleagues and | look
forward to working with the Secretary
of Energy to make this work.

As | conclude, might I ask how much
time we have remaining?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Twenty-
one minutes remaining.

Mr. KYL. Within 1 minute, | will
close. I will come back with more dis-
cussion of the rationale for the specific
changes we have made in here.

I close by saying this: The only way
we are going to be able to guarantee se-
curity for the nuclear programs at our
National Laboratories in the future is
to have somebody with laser-like focus,
full responsibility over those programs
in the Department of Energy, respon-
sible for nothing else, and nobody else
in the Department responsible for
these programs. This person should be
able to report directly to the Secretary
of Energy and to the President of the
United States, which is what our
amendment calls for. Finally, he
should be able to work very closely
with the Office of Counterintelligence
established in the other part of this
bill.

That is the essence of what this does.
It detracts nothing from what Sec-
retary Richardson is trying to do. As a
matter of fact, it fits very nicely with
what the Secretary is trying to do. |
believe that, working together, we can
provide security at our Nation’s Lab-
oratories and, therefore, security for
the people of the United States.
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| thank the Chair, and | yield to Sen-
ator DoMENICI from New Mexico.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Mexico.

Mr. DOMENICI. | wonder if the Chair
will advise me when | have used 10 min-
utes so there will be 10 minutes re-
maining for Senator MURKOWSKI.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair will be more than happy to do
that.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, | note
the presence on the floor of my distin-
guished colleague from New Mexico,
Senator BINGAMAN. He can rest assured
that we intend to answer any questions
he might have, debate any amendments
he might have, and do this in a way
that all of us can feel is right.

Nobody was more saddened than this
Senator when the Cox report was
issued and when many of the facts
broke in the New York Times and
other newspapers about a Chinese espi-
onage effort.

I have been working with these Labs
for a long time. | believe we are very
fortunate as a people to have these Na-
tional Laboratories in our midst. Look-
ing at the science they practice, the
technology they develop, and the way
they have protected and preserved our
nuclear options during a long cold war,
with a formidable opponent who chose
another route in terms of making nu-
clear weapons but is nonetheless formi-
dable both in capacity and number, we
are very fortunate that up until this
time in history, with a few times when
it wasn’t true, almost without limit
the very best scientists in America
cherished working at one of these three
great Labs and at the defense portion
of the Lab in Tennessee at Oak Ridge.
Great scientists, great Nobel laureates
serving America well.

The problem now is, it has become
obvious that for a long time, with the
biggest emphasis here in the last 3 or 4
years, the Chinese, the People’s Repub-
lic of China, and their spies and co-
horts have engaged in a solid effort on
many fronts to extract as many secrets
as they could from these Laboratories.
We now know there is a high prob-
ability that they have succeeded and
that our children in the future will
have a much more formidable Com-
munist Chinese leadership confronting
the world with a much more formidable
set of rockets, delivery systems, and
nuclear weapons.

All of their sabotage did not occur,
all of their efforts to spy did not occur,
at just the Laboratories. They have
had a concerted effort across our land.
But there is an adage that says, if it
ain’t broke, don’t fix it. The counter
one to that is, if it is broke, fix it.
Frankly, before the day is out, as | at-
tempt to answer questions about this
approach, | will read to the Senate
reams of reports, many of which have
occurred in the last 4 or 5 years, telling
us that we must change the way we
manage the nuclear defense part of the
Department of Energy. Now we have a
reason to do it and a reason to get on
with that business.
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Frankly, | have struggled mightily to
try to figure out what is the best ap-
proach under these circumstances. |
am firmly convinced that with the as-
sault on the Laboratories and our sci-
entists that is coming from the Con-
gress and coming from across this land,
we had better take a giant step right
now to move in the right direction and
to assure people and assure the Labora-
tories that we are not going to do any-
thing to hurt their science base and
their professionalism and their capac-
ity to stay on the cutting edge for us
and our children and our future.

The Laboratories, under this pro-
posal, will retain their multiple-use ap-
proach. They can do work beyond and
outside of what they do for the nuclear
deterrent part of this bill.

I am very disturbed when | hear that
the President of the United States is
against this, that he may have even
made a few phone calls. | figured those
are coming because his trusted friend,
the Secretary, who is also my friend,
Bill Richardson, wants to make all of
the changes in the Department part of
an administrative change.

Let me say loud and clear, as good as
he is, as hard as he is trying, as much
autonomy as the President gives him,
the Secretary of Energy cannot fix this
problem without congressional help.
That is what we are trying to do here
today. We are trying to fix something
so our nuclear deterrent will have a
better chance of remaining the best in
the world and as free as humanly pos-
sible from espionage and spying.

Frankly, before the afternoon is fin-
ished, | will read excerpts from three
reports in the past 5 years just crying
out to fix it.

We piled together various functions
and put them in the Energy Depart-
ment. We created a bunch of rules
within the Department that do not dis-
tinguish between the management of
nuclear deterrent affairs and the man-
agement of such things as refrigerator
efficiency research. They are all in the
same boat, all subject to the same
management team, hundreds of func-
tions that have nothing to do with nu-
clear deterrence. Yet security was left
in a position where the right hand
didn’t know what the left hand was
doing.

And if you look at how it is struc-
tured, you can probably figure out that
there is some justification for it being
in such a state of chaos. There is not
enough focus on the seriousness of the
issue. Even when signs and signals
came forth, there have been people
within the Department of Energy who
didn’t do their job right. There have
been people at the Laboratories who
didn’t do it right. There have been peo-
ple at the FBI who clearly messed up,
and there have been people in the
White House who surely didn’t rise up
strongly enough and say something
must be done now.

Essentially, what we are doing in
this bill is to carve out within the De-
partment of Energy—carve out kind of
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an agency, for lack of a better word. It
is going to be called the Security Ad-
ministration, or Security Adminis-
trator, and an Assistant Secretary will
run it and be responsible to the Sec-
retary and in total charge. That one in-
dividual will be in total charge of the
nuclear deterrent effort, as defined in
this bill.

There will be an extra reporting sys-
tem that Senator MURKowsKI asked us
to put in with reference to security
breaches being transmitted to the
President of the United States and to
the Congress, as soon as they are
known, by this Assistant Secretary
who is totally in charge of this new ad-
ministration within the Department of
Energy. They will have their rules and
regulations, and they will conduct the
affairs singularly and purposefully to
make sure our nuclear deterrent is
handled correctly and that the security
apparatus is done efficiently and appro-
priately.

Once again, | say to the Senators on
the other side of the aisle, including
my friend Senator BINGAMAN, and the
Secretary of Energy, who, obviously, is
working hard to defeat this amend-
ment, we ought not to defeat this
amendment. If you have some con-
structive changes, let’s get them before
us. We ought to send to that conference
at least something that is much more
formidable and apt to do the job than
we have done in this bill, because we
are apt to find some very serious sug-
gestions coming from the House.

If this bill goes there with no serious
changes in the Department of Energy,
they are apt to be changed by the
House. We ought to have our input, and
I am very proud that every chairman of
every committee on our side of the
aisle who will have anything to do with
this in the future has signed onto this
amendment—the Intelligence Com-
mittee chairman, the Energy and Nat-
ural Resources chairman, Government
Operations, and | am the Senator who
appropriates the money. We are all on
board asking that we take this step in
the direction of real reform and that
we can go home saying this defense
bill, when it finally comes out, may in-
deed start us down a path that not only
the Chinese, but nobody will be able to
breach the security the way they have
in the past.

Now, from my standpoint, there is
not going to be a perfect structure ever
designed for the nuclear deterrent
work, nuclear weapons work, of the De-
partment of Energy. It is complicated,
it is complex. That Department is com-
plicated and complex, but there is
nothing within that Department more
important than this. | have been listen-
ing, as people have ideas about what
ought to happen, and | am worried
about some of those ideas. | am not
worried about this idea.

I am not worried about this idea; this
idea will work. What | am worried
about are ideas that are talking about
putting these Laboratories in the De-
partment of Defense, which started
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from Harry Truman on down that it
was something we thought we should
not do as a Nation. | am worried when
this bill goes to conference and, in the
heat of all this, we will do something
we should not do. If they adopted this
amendment, | would feel very com-
fortable, as a Senator, with these Lab-
oratories. | have probably worked
longer and harder on these issues than
any Senator around, and | would be
comfortable that we are starting down
a path to make it work and yet keep
alive that enormous prestige and sci-
entific prowess that has served us so
well.

Before the afternoon is finished, we
will have more remarks. | yield the re-
mainder of my time to the chairman of
the Energy and Natural Resources
Committee and thank him for his ef-
forts in this regard.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Alaska is recognized.

Mr. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President, |
thank the senior Senator from New
Mexico. | rise to join with Senators
KyL, DOMENICI, and SHELBY to offer an
amendment which | feel confident cre-
ates accountability in the Department
of Energy for protecting our country’s
national security information.

Mr. President, it is clear that the Cox
committee report and the Senate’s in-
vestigation of Chinese espionage at the
Labs highlighted, in a sense, a dysfunc-
tional Department of Energy. Even
though the Department of Energy’s
chief of intelligence, Notra Trulock,
was ringing alarm bells starting back
in 1995, it simply seems that nobody
was listening. Today, we find that no-
body is accountable.

We recognize the structure of the
system simply didn’t work. For Mr.
Trulock to get approval to brief senior
officials, he had to go through more
junior officials. He could not brief the
Congress without approval. He didn’t
have access to the executive branch.
What the amendment that is pending
creates is real accountability—ac-
countability at DOE, accountability
for the President, and accountability
for the Congress. It puts into law an Of-
fice of Counterintelligence and man-
dates that the director report to the
Secretary, the President, and the Con-
gress, any actual or potential threat to
or loss of national security informa-
tion.

We have seen a situation where the
individual responsible simply didn’t
have the capability to get the message
through the process—to any of the four
Secretaries of Energy whom we could
identify for the record.

Further, this would require a report
once a year to the Congress regarding
the adequacy of the Department of En-
ergy’s procedures and policies for pro-
tecting national security information,
and whether each Department of En-
ergy Lab is in full compliance with all
Department of Energy security re-
quirements. The National Labs clearly
had different security arrangements
previously.
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The amendment also would prohibit
any officer or employee of the Depart-
ment of Energy or any other Federal
agency from interfering with the direc-
tor’s reporting. No interference, Mr.
President.

Secretary Richardson has introduced
several initiatives aimed at correcting
the security problems at the Labs. |
commend him for his efforts. | welcome
the Secretary’s initiative, energy, and
enthusiasm, but without a legislative
overhaul, |1 doubt his ability to change
the mindset at the Department of En-
ergy which has plagued every other re-
form initiative.

It is kind of interesting to go back
and look at the attempted reforms.
Victor Rezendes, a director of the GAO,
who has closely followed security ini-
tiatives at the Labs, made the fol-
lowing observation:

DOE has often agreed to take corrective
action, but the implementation has not been
successful.

A former head of security at Rocky
Flats weapons plant, David Ridenour,
was more blunt. He was quoted in USA
Today on May 19:

It’s all the same people and | think they’ll
continue to fall back into old ways. If there’s
a problem, classify it, hide it and get rid of
the people who brought it up.

Recall the so-called Curtis plan,
which was put forth by Deputy Sec-
retary Curtis. A good plan, but after
Mr. Curtis left the Department, it was
either disregarded or forgotten. It was
so quickly forgotten, as a matter of
fact, that Mr. Curtis’ successor as Dep-
uty Secretary wasn’t even informed of
its existence. There is no excuse for
that.

The New York Times reported that a
November 1998 counterintelligence re-
port contained some shocking warn-
ings, including that foreign spies
“rightly view the Department of En-
ergy as an inviting, diverse and soft
target that is easy to access and that
employees are willing to share infor-
mation.”

So change is necessary. | think cre-
ating this new line of responsibility
will help change the mindset at the De-
partment of Energy. The amendment
puts the DOE on the road to account-
ability by creating under the law an
Office of Counterintelligence, an Office
of Intelligence, and a Nuclear Security
Administration.

More legislation, obviously, is going
to be needed. We simply don’t have all
of the answers now. But the Cox report
fills in some of the shocking details.
After months of investigation, they
have revealed frightening information
about the true ineptness of the espio-
nage investigation.

I understand that the Secretary of
Energy opposes this amendment. | am
sorry to hear that. | gather he sent a
letter up here indicating that he will
recommend that the President veto the
bill because Congress is taking action
to fix the problem. But what does he
want Congress to do? Wait to take ac-
tion until U.S.-designed nuclear weap-
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on warheads are launched at U.S. cit-
ies?

The problem is precisely that serious.
After what we have learned about secu-
rity failures at the Department of En-
ergy, | dare—| dare—the President to
veto this legislation.

It is time for action, and that is what
we are talking about with this amend-
ment.

If one looks at where we are today, |
am struck by three revelations.

First, we have in the Cox report stun-
ning information about a compromise
of our national security that was self-
inflicted. We can blame the Chinese for
spying. But this happened as a con-
sequence of our own failure to main-
tain adequate security in the Labora-
tories. Security of our most important
Laboratories has been marginal at
best.

We find that U.S. companies—Loral
and Hughes—allowed their commercial
interests to override our national secu-
rity interests. We gave the Chinese a
roadmap on how to shoot their missiles
straight and how to arm those missiles
with nuclear weapons. Aimed at whom?
Well, that is another concern.

Second, how much of this happened
on President Clinton’s watch?

Third, the balance of power in the
Asia-Pacific region could be affected by
the information they have obtained.

Based on these finding, | believe now
is the time for Congress to demand ac-
countability from those who allowed
this to happen. We should not allow the
administration to simply promise
change with reforms that in previous
efforts have been tried but have failed.

One would not respond to, say, a bur-
glary by saying that the robber is irrel-
evant. Our Nation has been robbed.
Years of research and hundreds of bil-
lions of taxpayer dollars are lost to the
Chinese. Who is responsible?

What should be done is that the At-
torney General should testify in public
and tell the American people why the
Department of Justice denied requests
for access to computer and wiretaps.

FBI Director Freeh should testify in
public as to why the FISA warrant was
inadequate. Director Freeh should also
explain the so-called ““misinformation”
on Wen Ho Lee’s signed waiver of con-
sent to access his computer.

Sandy Berger should testify. He
might require a subpoena. So be it. The
public is entitled to his testimony. Mr.
Berger was briefed in April of 1996 and
July of 1997. Berger should be forced to
testify as to what precisely he told the
President and when.

Congress should also subpoena the
written summary of the Cox report to
President Clinton, which the President
received in January of 1999.

Let us judge whether the President
was being forthcoming in his March
1999 statement when he said:

To the best of my knowledge, no one has
said anything to me about any espionage
which occurred by the Chinese against the
laboratories during my presidency.

What did the Vice President know?
When did he know it?
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The Vice President told the Amer-
ican people on March 10:

Please keep in mind that the [alleged espi-
onage] happened during the previous admin-
istration.

Now the Vice President is rather si-
lent. What was he told by his National
Security Adviser, Leon Fuerth, who
was briefed in 1995 and 1996?

I have held six Energy Committee
hearings. At another time | want to de-
tail what | have learned from those
hearings. But let me summarize very
briefly.

Our Laboratories have not and still
are not totally prepared to protect our
Nation’s nuclear secrets.

The DOE put our national security at
risk by not searching Wen Ho Lee’s
computer in 1996 in spite of informa-
tion about Chinese targeting of lab
computers.

The FBI investigation was bureau-
cratic bungling. The right hand never
knew what the left hand was doing.

Regarding the waiver, we have
learned that on March 22, 1995, the Los
Alamos Lab issued a policy to all em-
ployees, including Wen Ho Lee, stating
that ‘‘the laboratory or Federal Gov-
ernment may without notice audit or
access any user’s computer.”’

On April 19, 1995, Wen Ho Lee signed
a waiver at the DOE Lab to allow his
computer to be accessed. This is the ac-
tual copy of the waiver that Wen Ho
Lee signed on April 19, 1995. My com-
mittee heard testimony from the Los
Alamos Lab director, the DOE attor-
ney, the DOE director of counterintel-
ligence. All agreed that Lee’s computer
could be searched because of these
waivers.

Why wasn’t his computer searched
and the loss of our nuclear secrets pre-
vented? Because the FBI claimed that
the DOE told them there was no waiv-
er. The FBI then assumed that they
needed a warrant to search.

Here is how the Los Alamos Lab di-
rector summed it up.

The FBI and the Department of Justice de-
cided they should seek court approval before
accessing the subject’s (Lee’s) computer. The
Labortary’s policy seems clear to be suffi-
cient for FBI access, but the legal framework
affecting the FBI’s actions, as viewed by
them, apparently prevented this.

What is the result? Lee’s computer
could have been searched but instead
was not searched for 3 long years. Yet
there was a waiver. This waiver was
there the entire time, and the FBI
didn’t know it.

And then there was DOJ’s role: DOJ
thwarted investigation by refusing to
approve FISA warrants—not once, not
twice, but three times! Still have not
heard a reasonable explanation.

What’s frightening, as well as frus-
trating, is that no one put our national
security as a priority. FBl and DOJ
more concerned about jumping through
unnecessary legal hoops than about
preventing one of the most cata-
strophic losses in history.

The events involved throughout the
Lee case are not only irresponsible—
they’re unconscionable.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —SENATE

That is why we must have this secu-
rity change. This is why this amend-
ment must prevail.

Mr. President, | ask unanimous con-
sent that the ‘“‘Rules of Use” which
Wen Ho Lee signed be printed in the
RECORD.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

RULES oF USE
X-DIVISION OPEN LOCAL AREA NETWORK

WARNING: To protect the LAN systems
from unauthorized use and to ensure that the
systems are functioning properly, activities
on these systems are monitored and recorded
and subject to audit. Use of these systems is
expressed consent to such monitoring and re-
cording. Any unauthorized access or use of
this LAN is prohibited and could be subject
to criminal and civil penalties.

Passwords. User passwords are assigned by
the X-Division Computing Services (XCS)
Team. Exceptions may only be granted by
the CSSO. Users may not use their unclassi-
fied ICN password. Passwords must be
changed each year in cooperation with an
Open LAN Computer Security Officer or net-
work administrator. Passwords will not be
given out or shared with any other person.
Users may not change their passwords. Users
will protect passwords according to Labora-
tory requirements.

Classified Computing. No classified infor-
mation or computing is allowed on the X-Di-
vision Open LAN.

User Responsibilities. Users are responsible
for:

Ensuring that information, especially sen-
sitive information, is properly protected.

Restricting access to their workstation or
terminal when it is not attended. The
workstation or terminal should be set to a
state where a user password is required to
gain access (e.g., lockscreen software) or the
office door is locked.

Using the X-Division Open LAN only for
official business purposes.

Properly reviewing, marking, protecting,
accounting for, and disposing of their com-
puter output containing sensitive unclassi-
fied information. See X-Division Guidance
on Computers, available from the XCS Team,
for more information.

Properly labeling and logging of all record-
ing media, including local storage devices.
See X-Division Guidance on Computers for
more information.

Installing and using virus control
grams, if applicable to their system.

Reporting security-related anomalies or
concerns to the X-Division Computer Secu-
rity Officers.

Promptly reporting changes in the loca-
tion, ownership, or configuration of their
workstation to the X-Division Computing
Services Team.

Promptly registering all computer systems
(open, classified, standalone, networked, and
portable) with the X-Division Computing
Services Team to comply with DOE and Lab-
oratory orders.

Posting their Rules of Use and workstation
information addendum next to their
workstations.

User Restrictions. Users are not permitted
to:

Use a workstation or terminal to simulta-
neously access resources in different security
partitions. Workstations which move be-
tween different security partitions must be
sanitized according to the X-Division Com-
puter Sanitization Policy which must be
posted next to such workstations.

Install or modify software which has an ad-
verse effect on the security of the LAN.

pro-
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Add other users or systems without the
prior approval of an X-Division Computer Se-
curity Officer.

I understand and agree to follow these
rules in my use of X-Division OPEN LAN. I
assume full responsibility for the security of
my workstation. | understand that viola-
tions may be reported to my supervisor or
FSS-14, that | may be denied access to the
LAN, and that I may receive a security in-
fraction for a violation of these rules.

Signed: Wen Ho Lee.

Date: April 19, 1995.

Mr. MURKOWSKI. | thank my friend,
the floor manager, for the time.

I wish the President a good day.

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, we
have negotiated the amendment of the
Senator from Florida. | ask unanimous
consent to speak for 2 minutes on this
amendment prior to going to the
amendment of the Senator from Flor-
ida.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, |
strongly support this amendment. |
view it as an augmentation of what we
have in the defense bill. | understand
my colleague from New Mexico ad-
dressed the defense bill. | ask the ques-
tion of my colleague from Alaska. The
provision in the defense bill is a direct
product of the working group assem-
bled by the majority leader, Senator
LOTT. I am not entirely sure what Sen-
ator DoOMENICI said about the provi-
sions of the defense bill. But the Sen-
ator from Alaska incorporated a por-
tion of that in his bill. So there is some
redundancy. But | look upon the two as
joining forces and, indeed, putting
forth what is essential at this point in
time.

Does the Senator share that view?

Mr. MURKOWSKI. | share that view
with the senior Senator from Virginia.
It is my understanding that the leader
is still prepared to go ahead with his
amendment known as the Lott amend-
ment.

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, | wish
to advise my colleague that the amend-
ment has been agreed to and is in the
bill now.

Mr. MURKOWSKI. Good.

Mr. WARNER. There are really three
components: One, the Armed Services’
position; Leader LOTT’s position; and
the position recited by the three Sen-
ators who are sponsors of this amend-
ment. But it all comes together as a
very strong package. | hope it will be
accepted on the other side.

| yield the floor.

Mr. President, | hope that Senators
SHELBY and ROBERT KERREY are aware
that this amendment is now up, and
they have 15 minutes under their joint
control reserved.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Florida.

Mr. GRAHAM. Thank you, Mr. Presi-
dent.

AMENDMENT NO. 447
(Purpose: To establish a commission on the
counterintelligence capabilities of the

United States)

Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. President, | send
an amendment to the desk.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER.
clerk will report.

The legislative assistant read as fol-
lows:

The Senator from Florida (Mr. GRAHAM)
proposes an amendment numbered 447.

Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. President, | ask
unanimous consent that reading of the
amendment be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

(The text of the amendment is print-
ed in today’s RECORD under ‘““‘Amend-
ments Submitted.”’)

PRIVILEGE OF THE FLOOR

Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. President, | also
ask unanimous consent that Sandi
Dittig of our staff be allowed on the
floor for the duration of the debate on
the Department of Defense authoriza-
tion bill.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. President, thank
you.

Mr. President, | have presented the
Senate with an amendment to the De-
fense Department authorization bill.
The amendment would establish a na-
tional commission to conduct an in-
depth assessment of our Government’s
counterintelligence programs.

The discussion we just had for the
past 30 minutes | think underscores the
necessity of the amendment | am offer-
ing. | am afraid we are about to be put
into a position in which there is a rush
to action. It is almost analogous to the
metaphor of firing before you aim.

We have in the defense bill, as an ex-
ample, a very comprehensive commis-
sion on safeguarding security and
counterintelligence at the Department
of Energy facilities. That begins on
page 540 of the committee bill. Among
other things, it states that the com-
mission will determine the adequacy of
those activities to ensure the security
of sensitive information, processes, and
activities under the jurisdiction of the
Department against threats of the dis-
closure of such information, processes,
and activities.

In the same bill where we are estab-
lishing a commission to review those
issues of process, we are now about to
adopt an amendment which counter-
mands this commission by making a
decision based on 30 minutes of floor
debate for answers to provide greater
security at the Department of Energy.

I suggest these proposals have not re-
ceived the thought and consideration
which their importance to the Nation
deserves. | also am concerned that
there is a highly partisan atmosphere
being developed.

In today’s Roll Call magazine there is
an article which quotes one congres-
sional staffer as saying,

We’re going to milk this [the Chinese espi-
onage issue] for all it’s worth.

Mr. President, | ask unanimous con-
sent to have printed in the RECORD im-
mediately after my remarks a copy of
that article.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The
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(See Exhibit 1.)

Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. President, as
members of the Congress, we need to
accept our responsibility and accept
the importance of counterintelligence
to our national security. The country
cannot afford a partisan debate. We
cannot afford a piecemeal solution to
what is a complex set of issues. Yet
with the amendments that are being
offered in both Houses, that is exactly
what we are getting.

My amendment represents an at-
tempt to transform a potentially de-
structive partisan debate into a non-
partisan, objective, dispassionate, and
comprehensive review of current coun-
terintelligence policies—not just at the
Department of Energy, but across the
government—a review that is long
overdue.

Such a review would address a num-
ber of issues: What is the nature of the
counterintelligence threat? The nature
of the threat goes far beyond China and
it goes far beyond our Department of
Energy National Laboratories. For ex-
ample, there are 24 countries on the
Department of Energy’s sensitive coun-
try list. Those countries include those
that we would expect to be on such a
list—China, Cuba, Iran, lrag—but the
list also includes India, Israel, and Tai-
wan—countries, | suspect, many Amer-
icans would be surprised to find on that
list.

Another example of the threat re-
lates to the missile programs in India,
Pakistan, and North Korea. To what
extent have their programs benefited
from American technology and know-
how gleaned from our Labs or other
high-tech institutions? What leads us
to believe that our only vulnerability
is from China?

The threat goes beyond the tradi-
tional security parameters of guns,
gates, and guards at the Department of
Energy. We must include an indepth
look across the government and at the
new areas of security vulnerability.

I have a report from the General Ac-
counting Office issued to the Congress
on May 20, 1999. This was an analysis of
the vulnerability of the NASA, the Na-
tional Aeronautics and Space Adminis-
tration, about the vulnerability of its
system to security penetration. | will
read a paragraph titled ‘‘Results in
Brief.”

We successfully penetrated several mis-
sion-critical systems, including one respon-
sible for calculating detailed positioning
data for Earth orbiting spacecraft and an-
other that processes and distributes the sci-
entific data received from these spacecraft.
Having obtained access to these systems, we
could have disrupted NASA’s ongoing com-
mand and control operations and stolen,
modified, or destroyed systems software and
data.

That is just another example of our
national vulnerability.

Who should assess this threat? | be-
lieve that the commission that should
be established by this amendment
would appropriately represent the in-
terests of the American people through
the administration and the legislative
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branches and would necessarily include
persons with strategic vision and spe-
cific counterintelligence experience. |
have used as the model for the estab-
lishment of this commission, a com-
mission which was established by the
Congress in 1994 under the leadership of
Senator WARNER, a commission which
became known as the Aspin-Brown

Commission, to look at our intel-
ligence community.
Like that commission, this would

have 17 members. The President would
appoint 9, the leadership of the Senate
and the House—majority and minor-
ity—would appoint a total of 8 commis-
sioners.

The commission would be charged
with assessing the current counter-
intelligence threat and the adequacy of
resources being applied to that threat.
Commissioners would also examine
current personnel levels and training
oversight—both executive and legisla-
tive—coordination among government
agencies, the laws now on the books
and their adequacy, the adequacy of
current investigative techniques and,
last but not least, attempt to deter-
mine whether vigorous counterintel-
ligence capability can coexist with im-
portant work carried out by our Na-
tional Laboratories and other impor-
tant technological institutions.

It is important that we keep counter-
intelligence problems and possible so-
lutions in some perspective. There is
no doubt that counterintelligence defi-
ciencies of the Department of Energy
are longstanding. They have been ex-
cruciatingly well documented over a
long period of time. We should have ad-
dressed these issues years ago. But as
serious as our counterintelligence
weaknesses are at the Department of
Energy and at our National Labora-
tories, effective focus on counterintel-
ligence issues must take into account
many other agencies of the govern-
ment. It must do this if we are to con-
struct a comprehensive and effective
counterintelligence response.

Those agencies, of course, include
those belonging to the intelligence
community, but also must include

agencies such as NASA, whose vulner-
ability | have just outlined, and the
Department of Commerce, which has
had the responsibility for reviewing
highly technical decisions on whether
it is appropriate to license for export
particular dual-use machinery that
might serve a military purpose.

These reviews of agencies like NASA
and the Department of Commerce have
not been viewed in the past as war-
ranting the degree of counterintel-
ligence focus which | believe they de-
serve. For those who argue that we
can’t wait for the commission, that we
must act today, | point out that the
immedi