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The Senate met at 9:30 a.m., on the 
expiration of the recess, and was 
called to order by the Honorable 
ALBERT GORE, JR., a Senator from the 
State of Tennessee. 

The PRESIDING .OFFICER. Our 
prayer today will be offered by Rev. 
Sherman Davidson of Grafton, WV. 
Reverend Davidson is sponsored by 
Senator BYRD. 

PRAYER 
The Reverend Sherman Davidson of

fered the following prayer: 
Let us pray: 
Almighty God, who calls Your chil

dren of each generation to be Your 
servants: Lay upon these hearts of 
these Senators the task You have 
placed before them, the task of serving 
our generation and the people of this 
great land. We would pray that their 
faith in You and in the salvation of 
Christ may be a living response of 
those they serve. 

Father, we have followed in the foot
steps of our forefathers, anxious to 
learn more about Christ, and this 
great country. Sometimes when we 
discover that those footsteps lead to 
our calling as workers, leaders, and 
teachers, we hesitate to keep following 
with determination and zeal. Forgive 
us when we have been reluctant to 
commit ourselves to the service for 
which You have called us. 

Cause each Senator to feel and 
accept the responsibility that rests 
upon each of them as servants of this 
great country, Your son, our Savior; 
through whom we pray. Amen. 

APPOINTMENT OF ACTING 
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will please read a communication 
to the Senate from the President pro 
tempore [Mr. STENNIS]. 

The legislative clerk read the follow
ing letter: 

U.S. SENATE, 
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE, 

Washington, DC, May 10, 1988. 
To the Senate: 

Under the provisions of rule I, section 3, 
of the Standing Rules of the Senate, I 
hereby appoint the Honorable ALBERT GORE, 
JR., a Senator from the State of Tennessee, 
to perform the duties of the Chair. 

JOHN c. STENNIS, 
President pro tempore. 

Mr. GORE thereupon assumed the 
chair as Acting President pro tempore. 

<Legislative day of Monday, May 9, 1988> 

RECOGNITION OF THE 
MAJORITY LEADER 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. The majority leader is recog
nized. 

THE GUEST CHAPLAIN 
Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I know 

that I speak for our colleagues in ex
pressing appreciation for our guest 
chaplain this morning and for his in
spiring invocations. 

The Reverend Sherman Davidson is 
a member of the West Virginia Annual 
Conference of the United Methodist 
Church. Serving a four-point circuit of 
local churches near Grafton, WV, Mr. 
Davidson is also the current president 
of the Taylor County Ministerial Asso
ciation. 

The Reverend Davidson and his wife 
Aldene, have one daughter, Pamela 
Sue, and we are glad to have the Da
vidson family as our guests today. I 
hope that their visit to Washington 
will be interesting and memorable and 
enjoyable. 

RESERVATION OF REPUBLICAN 
LEADER'S TIME 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the time of 
the distinguished Republican leader 
be reserved. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Without objection, it is so or
dered. 

MORNING BUSINESS 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem

pore. Under the previous order, there 
will now be a period for the transac
tion of morning business not to extend 
beyond the hour of 10 a.m., with Sena
tors permitted to speak therein for not 
to exceed 5 minutes each. 

The Senator from Wisconsin. 

mittee and a longtime expert on de
fense procurement, to analyze the sig
nificance of this Pentagon claim. After 
all, here was an administration that 
had announced a vigorous campaign to 
increase efficiency and reduce defense 
procurement costs when it took office. 
How did competition rate as a tool for 
achieving this end at that time? The 
new team at the Department of De
fense listed 31 policies it intended to 
press to achieve its lower cost aim. 
Where did competition rank? The 
answer is that competition literally 
ranked nowhere. The Defense Depart
ment could not find a place in its 
almost endless list of greater efficien
cy policies for competition. When this 
Senator pointed this out and com
plained about it, the Defense Depart
ment added a 32d category, to wit-in
creased competition. 

Of course, this was no surprise. Com
petition and the Defense Department 
go together about the way a typical 6-
year-old boy and taking a bath go to
gether. They don't. DOD has had to 
be pushed, pulled, spanked, kicking 
and screaming into competition. This 
has been true under all administra
tions-Democratic and Republican. 
There is in DOD an overpowering 
tendency to reward old familiar 
friends of Pentagon officials with De
fense contracts. After all the experts 
who are brought into the Pentagon to 
manage procurement come over
whelmingly from the defense industry. 
These experts are said to have the 
unique, practical experience in build
ing the tanks and planes and ships and 
missiles the Defense Department must 
have. Some do have expertise. Some 
do not. But they almost all have that 
strong defense industry connection. 
Similarly when the corporations that 
produce the multibillion dollar weap
ons systems the Defense Department 
procures are looking for the best quali
fied salesmen where do they look? If 
the Defense contractors are realists 

DOD INCREASES PROCUREMENT there is only one place to look. Where 
COMPETITION-A LITTLE, MAY- is that? That is from among the cur
BE rent or very recent procurement offi
Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, last . cials at the Defense Department itself. 

March 31 the New York Times carried Competition based on vigorously solic
a front page story headlined: "Compe- ited formally advertised bidding 
tition for Contracts Trims Pentagon rudely interrupts the chummy rela
Costs." The story quoted the Deputy tionships between DOD procurement 
Under Secretary of Defense for Pro- officials and their past or prospective 
curement as saying: "Nothing has employing corporations. 
driven down prices as much as compe- With this in mind, consider what 
tition." When I read that story I asked Richard Kaufman, the Joint Economic 
Richard Kaufman, the counsel for the Committee procurement expert, dis
Congressional Joint Economic Com- covered in the investigation I request-

e This "bullet" symbol identifies statements or insertions which are not spoken by the Member on the floor. 
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ed of the New York Times story on 
the Defense Department's present ro
mance with competition. In 1984 the 
Congress enacted the "Competition in 
Contracting" Act. Is it working? Yes 
and no. Since then the DOD has in
creased what they call "competition" 
significantly. That is, contracts award
ed competitively, under the terms of 
the new law, increased in numbers and 
in dollar value in proportion to overall 
procurement. 
If this is so why is my answer to 

whether competition is increasing at 
the Pentagon "yes and no" instead of 
just "yes"? Answer: competition is de
fined by the act to include negotiated 
contracts where two or more bids are 
received, as well as what used to be 
called "formally advertised," and is 
now referred to as "sealed bids.'' In 
this Senator's book formally adver
tised bidding or "sealed bids" repre
sents a policy much closer to effective 
competition than contracts where only 
two or three firms bid. So what has 
been the record on formal advertising 
or sealed bids? The answer: not good. 
Only a very small percentage of con
tracts are awarded through sealed 
bids. In the early 1960's, only about 12 
percent of total procurement was for
mally advertised. Now it is worse. Only 
about 5 or 6 percent of procurement is 
through what this Senator would call 
real competition. 

There is also the matter of the accu
racy and completeness of DOD's sta
tistics. Is the Pentagon cooking the 
books? In 1982, the General Account
ing Office questioned the way DOD 
was reporting the facts about competi
tion, and the way the base was being 
changed from one period to another. 
GAO said then, "In our opinion, 
DO D's presentation of, and changes 
to, its statistics could decrease the 
credibility of the statistics and could 
even lead to a real decline in competi
tion." DOD's presentation of the facts 
is still very much in question. 

This puts a different spin on the for
mally released DOD figures that show 
competition has increased from 42.9 
percent in 1984 to 57 .2 percent in 1986. 
There is the appearance of increased 
competition partly because the law 
now requires it and partly because 
DOD is presenting the figures in a 
misleading way. 

So yes competition for defense pro
curement may have increased since 
the passage of the 1984 act requiring 
more competition. But not by as much 
as is claimed by the DOD. There is 
still a very long way to go. Last year 
the General Accounting Office report
ed on the effects of the Competition in 
Contracting Act. It confirmed the fact 
that what the law now calls competi
tion has increased. It criticized, howev
er, DOD's manipulation of the data 
and the lack of compliance in some 
areas. 

To be specific, DOD excludes a large 
part of its procurements which are not 
subject to competition. This shrinks 
the base and exaggerates the propor
tion of competitive awards. Other 
changes in the statistics suggest the 
current figures are not comparable 
with earlier figures. The improvement 
since 1984 in Defense procurement has 
certainly been overstated and compari
sons with the years before 1984 may 
not now be possible. How does DOD 
classify a procurement in which only 
one contractor submits a proposal? 
This Senator would say that contract 
was not competitive. But that's not 
the way DOD classifies it. A contrac
tor competing only with himself be
cause only he submitted a proposal is 
considered by the Pentagon to have 
won a competitive bid. Some competi
tion! 

GAO found cases where DOD rigged 
the solicitation by restricting it to a 
product made by only one manuf ac
turer. Yet DOD considered the awards 
to have been made competitively. 

In all fairness there is one indicator 
that defense contracting is more com
petitive than it used to be. The De
fense contractors are complaining 
about the policy. They don't like the 
fact that notices of DOD's intent to 
solicit proposals for a new contract are 
now published in the Commerce Daily. 
So what's new? Obviously to the 
extent that there is any competition 
defense industry profits are reduced. 
Would anyone really expect the De
fense contractors to like that? 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the article from the March 
31 New York Times by Richard Ste
venson "Competition for Contracts 
Trims Costs for Pentagon" be printed 
in the RECORD at this point. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
[From the New York Times, Mar. 31, 19881 
COMPETITION FOR CONTRACTS TRIMS COSTS 

FOR PENTAGON 

(By Richard W. Stevenson) 
Los ANGELES, March 30.-Since 1985, when 

the Navy ended the General Dynamics Cor
poration's monopoly on producing the 
Tomahawk cruise missile and encouraged 
competition from the McDonnell Douglas 
Corporation, the missile's average price has 
fallen to $653,000, from slightly more than 
$1 million. 

The competition between the companies 
has been a major factor in reducing the pro
gram's total cost by more than $2 billion in 
the past three years, Navy officials said. In 
addition, many quality problems have disap
peared. 

The Tomahawk program, is one of the 
most dramatic examples of how the Penta
gon, under pressure from Congress, has re
duced the cost of many weapons systems in 
the last several years by pitting arms 
makers in head-to-head battles for produc
tion contracts. While cost overruns and 
other procurement horror stories have by 
no means been wiped out, the policy has 
produced similar successes for a variety of 

missiles, jet engines, electronic components 
and other hardware. 

"Nothing has driven down prices as much 
as competition," said Eleanor Spector, the 
Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense for 
procurement, in an interview. 

For an industry long accustomed to single
source production contracts and almost 
guaranteed profits, the move toward rough
and-tumble competition has come as a rude 
shock. 

The policy has also raised questions about 
whether companies will be discouraged from 
bidding on complex programs and about 
whether some will be driven out of the busi
ness. 

NO MORE GUARANTEES 

The armed services have always held com
petitions among companies wanting to 
design new weapons. But the winner used to 
be able to count on receiving a monopoly 
contract to manufacture what it designed. 
Now, in the wake of widely publicized pro
curement scandals and Congressional pres
sure for a tighter rein on contractors, that 
assurance is gone. 

Last year, of the $49.4 billion spent on 
procuring goods and services by the Navy, 
55.3 percent was awarded under competitive 
contracts, up from 30.5 percent in the 1983 
fiscal year. Of the Air Force's procurement 
spending of $40.4 billion last year, 56.5 per
cent was competitively awarded, up from 
32.4 percent in 1983. 

Now, at a time when new military business 
is increasingly scarce, executives of most 
companies think they have no choice but to 
play the new game. 

One such contractor is the Hughes Air
craft Company, a subsidiary of the GM 
Hughes Electronics Corporation, which has 
lost shares of several missile programs in 
the last few years to the Raytheon Corpora
tion. Hughes is now turning around and sug
gesting to Congress that the building of 
Raytheon's Hawk and Patriot missiles be 
opened to competition from a second source. 

"If our business gets second-sourced and 
we don't get other people's business, we're 
going to end up with less and less," said 

. Donald H. White, president of Hughes. 
"You can't do that just because you dis
agree with the policy." 

Similarly, executives at the Lockheed Cor
poration are rethinking their policy of not 
pursuing "second source" business. "We've 
been standing on the sidelines with a 
sneer," one Lockheed executive said. "Now 
our people are saying we should take a 
closer look." 

THE SHAPES OF COMPETITION 

In some cases the new push for competi
tion has meant adding a second producer to 
compete with the original one. In others
including the Advanced Tactical Aircraft 
program, one of the Navy's biggest projects 
for the 1990's-it has meant letting contrac
tors know from the beginning that two com
panies would vie for the lion's share of the 
production each year. 

The winning bidder in most programs can 
be awarded anywhere from 51 percent of 
that year's business to all of it, though the 
losers can generally count on receiving 
something-often 30 percent or so. On the 
Tomahawk program, for example, General 
Dynamics will produce 70 percent of this 
year's allotment, McDonnell Douglas won 
60 percent last year. 

One criticism of the system, in fact, is 
that it could be more profitable for a com
pany to be the high bidder and win a minor-
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ity share of the production than to be an ag
gressive low bidder and win the majority. 

While reducing prices is the primary moti
vation for competition, the policy also clear
ly helps the Pentagon motivate companies 
to clean up quality problems. "We have 
some leverage," said Rear Adm. Robert 
Moore, the Navy's Competition Advocate 
General."If one of the sources doesn't look 
like someone we should be doing business 
with, today at least we have a choice." 

EXAMPLES OF SUCCESS 

On both scores, the military claims many 
success stories. 

Bringing in the General Electirc Company 
to compete with the Pratt & Whitney divi
sion of the United technologies Corporation 
to build engines for the F-15 and F-16 fight
ers could save the taxpayer up to $4 billion 
over 20 years, said Anthony J. DeLuca, the 
Air Force's Competition Advocate General. 

The Air Force said the savings would 
come both from price and from major im
provements in design, efficiency and reli
ability that have occurred since 1985, when 
G.E. entered the bidding. 

The price of the Army's helicopter
launched Hellfire missile has fallen from 
$43,000 each in 1983 to $28,000 each, largely 
because of competition between the Rock
well International Corporation and the 
Martin Marietta Corporation. 

The Air Force saved enough from the 
Maverick missile competition between 
Hughes and Raytheon to acquire 3,357 of 
the air-to-surface missiles last year, instead 
of the 2,000 it had planned. 

The push for competition is also expand
ing to include subcontracts and spare parts. 
Rockwell, for example recently became a 
second producers of the guidance device for 
the MX missile. the Northrop Corporation 
has been the sole producer. 

WARNINGS FROM THE INDUSTRY 

For their part, industry executives say 
they support competition in many cases. 
But they increasingly think that the armed 
services are taking the policy too far, and 
warn of risks that .extend beyond their own 
financial discomfort. 

At a time when military contactors al
ready face new procurement rules that in
crease their financial risk and lower their 
profits margins, critics of the competition 
policy contend many wars will discourage 
companies from investing in the research 
and technology needed to produce the most 
advanced and reliable weapons. ffitimately, 
they say, the combination of more competi
tion and tougher contract terms will keep 
some companies from bidding on some 
projects, and could even force them out of 
the business altogether. 

"They are destroying the opportunity for 
American industry to stay at the leading 
edge of technology," said Fred Wood, an ex
ecutive vice president at General Dynamics. 

In addition, industry executives note that 
the Pentagon's budget is likely to be flat or 
declining in coming years. This could mean 
that annual purchases of some types of 
weapons will no longer be high enough to 
enable more than one contractor to produce 
those weapons profitably. 

CAUTION IN THE GOVERNMENT 

Some Government officials and other ex
perts agree that there is cause for concern. 

"There have been cost savings from the 
increase in competition," said Senator Jeff 
Bingaman, a Democrat from New Mexico 
who is chairman of Defense industry and 
Technology subcommittee of the Senate 
Armed Services Committee. "At the same 

time, the concerns that some industry 
people raise are valid. You can get to the 
point where you're emphasizing cost at the 
expense of quality, and you can build in dis
incentives for a firm investing in research." 

Industry executives say the cost savings 
exaggerated by the armed services because 
even a monopoly producer's prices often fall 
as assembly workers and technicians become 
more experienced on a project. 

Analysts caution that not every competi
tive production program will generate sav
ings in the long run. On those projects 
where rival companies must invest large 
sums in tooling and machinery, low bids 
may be followed by higher ones down the 
road as competitors scramble to recoup 
their outlays, analysts say. 

THE LIMITS ON COMPETITION 

On other projects, the Pentagon acknowl
edges that it is unclear whether its large in
vestments to help new bidders get up to 
speed will pay off in the form of sufficiently 
low prices. "The jury is still out on some of 
the larger programs," said Mrs. Spector, the 
procurement official. 

Military officials say they are aware of 
the limits to using dual sourcing. 

Despite Congressional pressure that fol
lowed rumors of major problems with pro
duction of the B-2 Stealth bomber, the Air 
Force decided last year that, because only 
132 are to be built, establishing another pro
duction source was not financially feasible. 
Northrop is the sole producer. 

Similarly, the Air Force concluded last 
year that no company could match the effi. 
ciency of General Dynamics in building the 
1,800 F-16 fighter jets it wants to acquire in 
the next 12-years. 

Industry executives and analysts say the 
potential for the competition policy to be 
harmful and unfair is highest when a 
second producer is added after the original 
contractor has invested heavily in develop
ing a particularly complex or difficult new 
product. 

Hughes Aircraft spent more than $250 
million developing the Advanced Medium
Range Air-to-Air missile on the assumption 
that it would recoup its investment in the 
production phase. But when Raytheon was 
given a share of the production, analystS 
said, it became clear that Hughes might 
never recover its investment. 

Cases like that are making companies 
wary of competing in the expensive research 
and development phase of a program, which 
is where the technical breakthroughs usual
ly come. "We have seen an added reluctance 
on the part of managements to commit re
sources to risky R&D, programs and then 
have someone come in and pick off half 
their production," said Jerry Cantwell, an 
analyst at Wertheim Schroder & Company, 
a securities firm. 

Independent research and development 
spending by companies has been falling in 
recent years according to Defense Depart
ment figures published in a recent study 
sponsored by several industry associations. 
Those expenditures dropped to $4.9 billion, 
or 4.4 percent of the total value of military 
contracts, in 1986, from $5.1 billion, or 5.8 
percent of the contracts, in 1984. 

Mr. PROXMIRE. I yield the floor. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem

pore. The Senator from Mississippi. 

IMPACT OF SOVIET POLICY 
GOALS 

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, 
during the week after Easter I had the 
honor of being part of a Senate dele
gation led by the distinguished Sena
tor from Ohio, Mr. GLENN, and the 
Senator from Alaska, Mr. STEVENS, to 
Czechoslovakia and Poland. The pur
pose of our trip was to examine the 
impact, if any, of the policy goals re
cently stated by the Soviet leader of 
glasnost and perestroika-openness 
and economic restructuring-on East
ern European and Central European 
countries. It was an interesting oppor
tunity to talk with the Communist 
leaders of those countries to get their 
impressions of what may be the 
impact on their societies and also to 
talk with others, those who have been 
pushing for change for a good while in 
both the nations we visited. 

An article in the Christian Science 
Monitor of May 4 by John Hughes 
presents an interesting discussion of 
the upheaval that is occurring in 
Poland today. I think the author cap
tures the essence of the struggle there 
when he says: 

This jousting between workers and the 
ruling regime, however, is all part of a 
larger picture in which Poles keep testing 
and nudging, pressing for as much reform as 
can be permitted by a regime that must 
keep Moscow happy. 

This, I think, describes the aspira
tions of those who live in these Com
munist regimes for more democracy 
and for more economic progress. 

We found in Poland a great deal of 
economic hardship and a great deal of 
pressure for economic change. 

In Poland, since 1981 at least, when 
Solidarity emerged as a focal point for 
resistance to the status quo, there has 
been a lot of openness and speaking 
out against some of the policies of the 
Communist regime, not only by the 
church, but by alternative newspapers 
and among rank and file citizens, a lot 
of pushing and nudging for change. 

In Czechoslovakia, the Government 
is much more repressive and much 
more resistant to change of any kind, 
not tolerating in the least any expres
sions of opposition through newspa
pers, open meetings, or demonstra
tions of displeasure. There is really 
quite a contrast between Poland and 
Czechoslovakia. 

I commend to the Senate the report 
of this delegation, which discusses the 
group's findings and observations. 

I want to commend our Deputy Sec
retary of State, John Whitehead, for 
the initiative he has led in trying to 
find out more about the opportunities 
we may have for interaction with 
these Eastern European and Central 
European countries in trade, the dis
cussion of arms control, and the ongo
ing mutual balance of force negotia
tions. All of these concerns are ele-
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ments of the larger picture that John 
Hughes so clearly discusses in his 
recent article. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that a copy of the article be print
ed in the RECORD at this point. 

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

[From the Christian Science Monitor, 
May 4, 19881 

POLAND'S UPHEAVAL 

<By John Hughes) 
Is Poland to be the flash point for change 

in Eastern Europe? 
We have been witnessing the worst labor 

unrest there in years, with thousands of 
workers on strike. They have been striking 
for higher wages, in the face of escalating 
consumer prices, and also for some political 
concessions. 

Gen. Wojciech Jaruzelski's ruling regime 
may have bought some temporary peace by 
capitulating to some of the workers' eco
nomic demands, and the workers do not 
appear to be pressing their political case. 
But it is difficult to believe that confronta
tion is at an end. 

In theory, the labor unrest has developed 
because of the worsening economic situa
tion. Last year the government offered a 
plan for economic reform, which included 
substantial increases in consumer prices. In 
a referendum, voters emphatically rejected 
the plan, but the government went ahead 
with it anyway. With prices up, workers de
manded higher wages. Hence the strikes. 

This jousting between workers and the 
ruling regime, however, is all part of a 
larger picture in which Poles keep testing 
and nudging, pressing for as much reform as 
can be permitted by a regime that must 
keep Moscow happy. 

The Poles are Western-oriented and free
dom-loving, but they live in a country that 
Moscow considers part of its East European 
preserve. 

Much of Polish agriculture is private, the 
Roman Catholic Church is a powerfully sig
nificant factor, and despite all the hobblings 
of the regime, there is a lively and irrever
ent press. But still, Warsaw must pay alle
giance to Moscow. 

Poles may experiment with liberty, but it 
must be experimentation within a commu
nist framework, lest the Red Army's tanks 
and legions be dispatched to teach the Poles 
a lesson and bring them to heel. 

The restless Poles present an interesting 
challenge for Mikhail Gorbachev at this 
time. He has signaled that he is prepared to 
countenance a fair degree of economic re
structuring and diversity in Eastern Europe 
if that will stimulate productivity and a 
better living standard. But he has also made 
it clear that this liberalization in the eco
nomic sphere does not extend to the politi
cal. 

While there may be resistance to econom
ic reform in some communist countries, 
there is none in Poland. But unleashing the 
Poles could mean sweeping away the Polish 
Communist Party, which is weak and inef
fective. Mr. Gorbachev cannot afford to see 
Poland drift out of the communist bloc. He 
would face strong criticism from his con
servative foes inside the Soviet hierarchy. 

But a Soviet crackdown to maintain 
Poland in the communist fold would shatter 
the genial image Gorbachev has been pro
jecting to the noncommunist world. It 
would be particularly embarrassing on the 

eve of his summit meeting with President 
Reagan. 

For the first time in eight years, Western 
ambassadors attended the May Day parade 
in Moscow, ending the boycott caused by 
the Soviet invasion of Afghanistan. It would 
be disastrous for the Soviet image if, just 
after emerging from the Afghan sinkhole, 
they were to suffer world calumny for in
vading Poland. 

All the indications are that Gorbachev 
wants General Jaruzelski to handle the 
recent troubles quietly and quickly, and 
without resort to embarrassing force. But 
beyond the traditional desire of the Poles 
for freedom, there is the whiff of glasnost, 
or openness, in the air. To Gorbachev, glas
nost means the freedom to discuss more 
openly how to make communist societies 
work better. To many Poles, it is license to 
carve out a better society, communist-style 
or not. 

It is this ongoing and larger confrontation 
that lies in back of the current labor unrest. 

Mr. COCHRAN. I thank the Chair. 
Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I suggest 

the absence of a quorum. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem

pore. The clerk will call the roll. 
The bill clerk proceeded to call the 

roll. 
Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Without objection, it is so or
dered. 

ABE STOLAR 
Mr. SIMON. Mr. President, this 

morning's Washington Post has an ar
ticle entitled "The Bitter Pilgrimage 
of Abe Stolar." Some of you may re
member that yesterday I addressed 
the Senate for a few minutes talking 
about Abe Stolar. He is an American 
citizen who through a series of circum
stances has found himself in the 
Soviet Union. He is from Chicago 
originally, went over to the Soviet 
Union as a very young man, his father 
thought communism was going to be 
paradise, all of a sudden his father was 
killed by Stalin, and they found them
selves in a horrible situation. 

Abe Stolar and his family want to 
emigrate from the Soviet Union. They 
ought to have that opportunity. I 
hope this summit meeting, and I hope 
the attendant publicity that goes with 
it, will result in some action. 

I tried to call Ambassador Dobrynin 
yesterday to discuss this with him. I 
will probably be hearing from him 
today. 

I visited with Abe Stolar in the 
Soviet Union. He has been trying to 
get out for 14 years now. He is given 
permission, but he cannot take his 
whole family with him. Obviously, he 
does not want to leave under those cir
cumstances. 

I want improved relationships with 
the Soviet Union. You want improved 
relationships, Mr. President. But one 
of the ways the Soviet Union improves 
relationships is to permit people to 

emigrate under situations in which 
Abe Stolar and his family find them
selves. I hope the Soviet Union will 
take this action. I hope President 
Reagan and Secretary Shultz will 
bring this matter up when there is a 
summit meeting. 

IN HONOR AND MEMORY OF 
MARTHA KIME PIPER, PRESI
DENT OF WINTHROP COLLEGE 
Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, 

Winthrop College, as well as the State 
of South Carolina, suffered a great 
loss with the death of Mrs. Martha 
Kime Piper, who died on April 26, at 
age 56. 

Mrs. Piper, the first woman presi
dent of a 4-year college or university 
in the Carolinas, was one of the most 
highly respected and capable presi
dents in the long history of Winthrop 
College. During her tenure, Mrs. Piper 
organized many significant programs 
that brought together local business 
leaders and students for the purpose 
of improving the quality of education. 
Winthrop became the Nation's first 
public college to participate in the 
NAACP fair share hiring and purchas
ing program, which promotes hiring 
and awarding contracts to minorities. 
Mrs. Piper's leadership was a great 
asset to Winthrop College, the com
munity of Rock Hill and the entire 
State. 

In February of this year, Mrs. Piper 
was named "South Carolina Career 
Woman of the Year" by the South 
Carolina Society of Business and Pro
fessional Women. She was a member 
and vice chairman of the Lieutenant 
Governor's task force for the future 
and a member of the State attorney 
general's antidrug task force. 

We are deeply saddened by the 
death of Mrs. Piper, but we know that 
her life and accomplishments will 
serve as an outstanding example for 
future generations of South Carolin
ians. Mrs. Thurmond joins with me in 
extending our deepest sympathy to 
her daughter, Penna Piper, and her 
son, Mark Piper. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that an article and an editorial 
from the State newspaper and an edi
torial from the Rock Hill Herald news
paper on Mrs. Martha Kime Piper be 
printed in the RECORD following my re
marks. 

There being no objection, the article 
and editorial was ordered to be printed 
in the RECORD, as follows: 

[From the State, Apr. 26, 19881 

WINTHROP LEADER DIES 

<By Scott Johnson) 
Martha Kime Piper, the president of Win

throp College for less than two years, died 
Sunday of cancer and complications 
brought on by flu, the college said. 

A Virginia native whose ties to Winthrop 
extended through three generations, Dr. 
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Piper, 56, died at 11:05 p.m. at Presbyterian 
Hospital in Charlotte, hospital officials said. 

News of her death shook the state-sup
ported liberal arts college Monday, al
though the president had been ill for more 
than a week from what was described as in
testinal flu. 

She had not participated in campus activi
ties since an honors banquet April 10. But 
even close friends who learned last summer 
that she had cancer said Monday they were 
surprised by her death. 

"When I talked with her Friday, she said 
she hoped to be home over the weekend or 
on Monday," said Mary Sue McElveen, 
chairwoman of the Winthrop board of trust
ees. 

"I did not know this was imminent. I did 
know she underwent surgery last year, but 
she was a very private person and didn't dis
cuss her illness .... It's a tragic loss." 

Mrs. McElveen described Dr. Piper as a 
"super organizer" who accomplished much 
in her brief tenure. Others agreed and noted 
that the college again must search for a 
president-its fifth in six years, counting 
two interim presidents. 

Dr. Piper was the first woman president of 
any four-year institution of higher educa
tion in the Carolinas. She was inaugurated 
as Winthrop's eighth president in November 
1986 during ceremonies marking the col
lege's lOOth birthday. 

"Her passing will leave a void among her 
family, her friends, and within the higher 
education community to which she was so 
devoted," Gov. Carroll Campbell said 
Monday. 

"It was my privilege to work with her on 
several matters, and I found her to be a 
woman of high character and boundless 
energy who made a significant and lasting 
contribution to Winthrop College," Camp
bell said. 

Fred Sheheen, state higher education 
commissioner, described Dr. Piper as a 
"person of great vision and courage" and an 
able college president. 

Dr. Piper led Winthrop in several innova
tive directions, Sheheen said. 

During her tenure, Winthrop became the 
nation's first public college to participate in 
the NAACP's Fair Share hiring and pur
chasing program, which promotes hiring 
and awarding contracts to minorities. Win
throp and York Technical College launched 
a joint remediation initiative. Winthrop also 
had emerged as a leader among state insti
tutions on quality assessment. 

Mike Smith, Winthrop's senior vice presi
dent for academic affairs, said Dr. Piper had 
a "remarkable impact" and accomplished a 
great deal-particularly in involving local 
business and community leaders in the col
lege's affairs. 

Smith will serve as acting president until a 
replacement is appointed. 

Dr. Piper was active in community affairs 
and in promoting the college in the General 
Assembly. In February, the South Carolina 
Society of Business and Professional 
Women named her South Carolina Career 
Woman of the Year. 

Smith said under her leadership, the col
lege developed a five-year plan that includ
ed a new thrust in the visual and perform
ing arts-an area in which Dr. Piper saw 
great promise. 

Dr. Piper also was a member and vice 
chairman of the lieutenant governor's Task 
Force for the Future, and a member of the 
state attorney general's Anti-Drug Task 
Force. 

Her career in higher education spanned 
more than 25 years. Besides her work in col-

lege and university administration, she had 
been involved in scholarly research and 
teaching. She was the author of more than 
25 publications. 

She once said her appointment as presi
dent was like coming home. 

Dr. Piper's grandmother, Mary Phelps 
Walker, worked at the college about 90 
years ago under D.B. Johnson, its founder 
and first president. 

Her mother, Katerhine Walker Kime, 
graduated in the Winthrop class of 1917. 
Her sister, Florence Kime Logan, is a 1949 
graduate. 

In an interview after her appointment, Dr. 
Piper said she had planned to attend Win
throp, but changed her mind and decided 
not to follow in her older sister's footsteps. 

She went instead to her father's alma 
mater, Roanoke College in her native 
Salem, Va. In 1987, she received the Distin
guished Alumnus Award from Roanoke, 
where she was a member of the board of 
trustees. 

[From the State, May 1, 19881 
Loss FOR WINTHROP 

During her 23 months as president of 
Winthrop College, Martha Kime Piper was 
an innovative and energetic educator. Her 
sudden death Sunday has left the state-sup
ported liberal arts college again searching 
for a leader. 

A native of Virginia, Dr. Piper was the 
first woman president of a four-year college 
in the Carolinas. She came to Winthrop 
after serving as chancellor of the University 
of Houston-Victoria in Texas. And during 
her quarter-century in the field of higher 
education, she not only was involved in col
lege and university administration but also 
in scholarly research, teaching and writing. 

At Winthrop, Dr. Piper led the way in de
veloping innovative programs for quality as
sessment and for hiring and awarding con
tracts to minorities. She was active in com
munity and state affairs and served as vice 
chairman of the lieutenant governor's Task 
Force for the Future and as a member of 
the state attorney general's Anti-Drug Task 
Force. In Feburary, the S.C. Society of Busi
ness and Professional Woman of the Year. 

Winthrop trustees have appointed the col
lege's senior vice president for academic 
afairs, Dr. Mike Smith, as interim president. 
He is the sixth person-including two other 
interim chiefs-to hold the position in as 
many years. This lack of continuity is espe
cially difficult for a state-supported school 
that must set long-range goals for educa
tional excellence and cope, at the same 
time, with the politics of government fund
ing. 

However, Winthrop trustees showed par
ticular wisdom in choosing Dr. Piper, whom 
state Higher Education Commissoner Fred 
Sheheen described as a "person of great 
vision and courage." Thus, we are confident 
the board will seek someone with her out
standing qualities to guide Winthrop's 
future. 

[From the Rock Hill CSC) Herald, Apr. 26, 
1988] 

PIPER'S LEGACY OF CARING 
The death Sunday night of Winthrop Col

lege President Martha Kime Piper shocks 
and saddens. The college and our communi
ty have lost a genuine leader and friend. 

Perhaps it's telling that so few people 
were aware of the severity of Dr. Piper's de
clining health; it was not her nature to 
focus attention on herself. 

It was her nature, rather, to work hard 
and to see that things got done; especially 
those things that made for a better Win
throp College. In less than two years as the 
school's top administrator, the first woman 
president of this or any other four-year col
lege or university in the Carolinas clearly 
made her impact felt. She leaves a legacy of 
caring about academic excellence in higher 
education and about Winthrop's role in our 
community and state, even our nation. 

This, then, is a time to reflect on the good 
works she accomplished here. Winthrop's 
increased emphasis on academic standards, 
its fair-share agreement with the National 
Association for the Advancement of Colored 
People, its renewed interest in upgrading 
some of its fine old buildings and making 
the campus more picturesque, its higher 
profile in state government-all that and 
much more was spearheaded by Martha 
Piper. 

As evidenced by her involvement in such 
activities as South Carolina's Task Force on 
the Future, she took seriously her responsi
bilities to make Wintrop, Rock Hill and 
South Carolina better places in which to 
learn, live and work. That she could put her 
personal stamp on important decisions af
fecting the future of our state without ruf
fling feathers is a testament to the grace 
and dignity with which she served as presi
dent, as well as the respect she engendered 
among those around her. 

Perhaps of greatest import within the 
Rock Hill community, President Piper set a 
tone of involvement in, and interaction 
with, the city of Rock Hill and its many 
business and civic organizations. She took 
part in numerous community functions 
that, truth be known, she really didn't have 
to participate in. She wisely recognized that 
Winthrop isn't an island stuck in the middle 
of Rock Hill, that the college and city are 
inexorably linked as they face the future. 

As the college and community mourn the 
death of President Piper, one hopes her ex
ample, her legacy will live on. Indeed, carry
ing on that legacy would be a fitting honor 
to someone who gave so much of herself to 
Winthrop and Rock Hill in such an amaz
ingly short span of time. 

UNEMPLOYMENT-5.4 PERCENT 
Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President, last 

week there were two pieces of news 
that garnered national attention. One 
should have garnered more attention 
than it did, and that was the unem
ployment rate nationally fell to 5.4 
percent, an extraordinary achievement 
on the part of this administration-un
employment of 5.4 percent, the lowest 
unemployment in the Nation since 
1974. 

The other piece of news was about 
Mrs. Reagan consulting an astrologist. 
Now, when you put those two togeth
er, I would say the following. During 
the War Between the States, the Civil 
War, word was brought to President 
Lincoln that General Grant was drink
ing too much. Many citizens were re
ported to be disturbed about General 
Grant's drinking. 

General Grant, had produced a 
series of victories for the Union. 

President Lincoln's response was: 
"Tell me what brand he is drinking 
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and I will send a barrel to each of the 
rest of my generals." 

Well, in the same vein, let me say 
this. I do not know the astrologist who 
is being consulted, but whoever he or 
she is-I believe it is a she-we had 
better credit her with giving out some 
pretty good information if it can result 
in the condition of the Nation as it is 
now. 

Let us concentrate on the things 
that count. That the unemployment 
rate has come down to 5.4 percent is 
good news and important news for our 
country, and I hope it continues. 

Mr. President, I suggest the absence 
of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The bill clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

RECESS UNTIL 10 A.M. 
Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the Senate 
stand in recess until 10 a.m. today. 

There being no objection, the 
Senate, at 9:49 a.m., recessed until 10 
a.m.; whereupon, the Senate reassem
bled when called to order by the 
Acting President pro tempo re [Mr. 
GORE]. 

CONCLUSION OF MORNING 
BUSINESS 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Morning business is closed. 

NATIONAL DEFENSE 
AUTHORIZATION ACT 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. The Senate will now resume con
sideration of S. 2355, which the clerk 
will report. 

The bill clerk read as follows: 
A bill <S. 2355) to authorize appropria

tions for fiscal year 1989 for military activi
ties of the Department of Defense, for mili
tary construction, and for defense activities 
of the Department of Energy, to prescribe 
personnel strengths for such fiscal year for 
the Armed Forces, and for other purposes. 

The Senate resumed consideration 
of the bill. 

Pending: 
Dixon Amendment No. 2005, as modified, 

to modify the provisions relating to base clo
sure and realignments. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I suggest 
the absence of a quorum. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. The clerk will call the roll. 

The bill clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Without objection, it is so or
dered. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. 
BREAUX). The Senator from Georgia. 

Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, I know 
the Senator from Virginia, Senator 
WARNER, is coming over in a few min
utes. He and I have the challenge this 
morning of being in two places at one 
time, as so many of our colleagues do. 
I am supposed to be at the Intelligence 
Committee right now at 10 o'clock and 
present the Armed Services Commit
tee views on the future question relat
ing to the INF Treaty after which 
time the Intelligence Committee will 
consider whether or not those futures 
type weapons are indeed verifiable 
under the INF Treaty. That is a very 
important part of the deliberations we 
are having in consultation with the 
majority leader, Senator BYRD, and 
the minority leader about when we 
will be prepared to debate the INF 
Treaty. 

So I find myself in the position of 
managing this bill on the floor, and 
also being mandated to appear before 
the Intelligence Committee. 

It is my understanding that Senator 
DIXON is coming over in just a few 
minutes to continue the debate on the 
base closing issue which is one of the 
big issues that we have before our 
committee and before the Senate on 
this armed services bill. 

It is also my understanding that 
Senator ROTH will be coming over, and 
Senator RoTH was the author of this 
base closing amendment last year. It 
has now been incorporated in a slight
ly different form in the bill we have 
before us. 

So I assume we will be having debate 
on this question very shortly. 

I would also inform the majority 
leader that it appears to me that we 
have about 10 what I would call major 
amendments. Of course everyone's 
amendment is a major amendment 
when they are presenting it. But as far 
as taking the time of the Senate on 
this bill, to give the majority leader 
some idea, we have a SALT II amend
ment that we have debated in the 
years past. That is always a time-con
suming debate. 

We also have a possible amendment 
relating to the Persian Gulf and a 
troop commitment in the Persian 
Gulf. That spills over to the war 
powers question. That could be a time
consuming debate. 

We will have inevitable amendments 
on the question of use of military 
funding, perhaps military personnel in 
the battle against drugs. That is an
other amendment. That will require 
sometime; a series of amendments. 

We have, of course, the base closure 
amendment that we have before us 
now. I am told there are four or five 
different parts of that amendment. I 
will be talking to Senator DIXON and 
others about that as we proceed. 
Those amendents will take probably 
the rest of the morning. That will be 
time well spent because that is an im
portant question. 

We have the nuclear testing amend
ment which we had debated in this 
body before but it nevertheless usually 
takes a couple of hours to debate. We 
will require a rollcall vote on that one. 

We have a possible amendment on 
nuclear carriers, and the question of 
how many nuclear carriers we should 
have, whether we should indeed phase 
out certain carriers as we build new 
nuclear carriers, and replace some of 
the older carriers. 

We have chemical amendments that 
relate to the Bigeye chemical weapon. 
That, again, is not a new subject for 
this Senate but nevertheless it takes 
quite a bit of time. 

We have the possibility of a Davis
Bacon amendment which again is no 
stranger to this body. It requires a 
good bit of time. We will also, I am 
sure, have a rather vigorous debate on 
the strategic defense initiative concept 
and funding level. 

Those represent about nine amend
ments that will take-my guess is some 
will take 3 or 4 hours. I do not antici
pate extended debate on any of them 
although we know that is always a 
possibility. Some may take more than 
2 hours. I guess we are talking about 
20 or 25 hours of debate on those 10 
amendments. Then we have another 
15 or 20 amendments that we already 
know about. Those amendments will 
take anywhere from 30 minutes to an 
hour. Some of them will be accepted, 
and some of them will require rollcall 
votes. 

So I guess I could summarize my 
view about where we stand on this bill 
by saying I think it is entirely possible, 
if we put in a good day today, if we 
have cooperation on both sides of the 
aisle-and I think we will-we can 
spend a day, early evening tonight, not 
very late tonight, put Members on 
notice that Wednesday night and 
Thursday night may go into the 
evening and we may need to spend a 
good bit of time in the evening both of 
those nights, and I think it is conceiva
ble we could finish this bill on Thurs
day night. 

I have talked to Senator WARNER 
about this. I think he shares this as
sessment. If we do not finish it Thurs
day night at a reasonable hour, I sug
gest we go over into Friday and it 
would be my suggestion to the majori
ty leader that we stay here as late 
Friday as necessary to complete this 
bill. 

The majority leader has already in
dicated that we have really a limited 
amount of time between now and the 
time we adjourn sine die. We have two 
major conventions taking place this 
summer, the Democratic Convention 
and also the Republican Convention. 
We have this bill as a prelude to the 
appropriations bill which is very, very 
important to the military. We have 
the whole INF debate which is going 
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to take a minimum of weeks, not days. 
There are all sorts of other things we 
have stacked up. 

So my point is that it is entirely pos
sible for us to finish this bill this 
week-Thursday night or Friday night 
or sometime Friday-if we get Sena
tors over, beginning now, to debate 
and to present their amendments, if 
we can put in a good day today, and so 
forth. If we do not, I would ask that 
we stay in as late Friday night as nec
essary to finish this bill. Of course, if 
it is hopeless, it is hopeless, and we 
will have to face that fact when we get 
to it. 

I think it is possible, and that is the 
best assessment at this moment, 
having talked to Senator WARNER. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I thank 
the distinguished chairman of the 
Armed Services Committee for this 
frank assessment of the amendments 
that are going to be called up on this 
bill and of the time that will be re
quired to deal with these amendments. 

INF TREATY 

Let me add to that, to what the 
chairman has said, by stating that, as I 
have said before on several occasions, 
the Senate is not guided by a calendar 
deadline for a summit in dealing with 
the INF Treaty. Certain problems 
have arisen, and I hope that those 
problems will be resolved this week. 

The Secretary of State and General 
Powell are going to Geneva tonight, to 
meet tomorrow with Soviet leaders, in 
an effort to clear up some of these in
spection problems in connection with 
the INF Treaty. It is possible that 
those can be cleared up. They can be 
cleared up in hours, they can be dis
posed of in days, or they can never be 
disposed of. 

I should think it would be in the in
terests of the Soviets to quit scratch
ing their heads and be candid and 
frank and up front and forthright 
with respect to the questions that are 
to be resolved. They, themselves, can 
expedite the action on this treaty. If 
they want this treaty, they can expe
dite the beginning of action in the 
Senate on this treaty. They are going 
to have their opportunity now, tomor
row and the next day, with General 
Powell and Secretary Shultz. 

When those gentlemen come back, I 
think it would be well if the Senate 
awaits the assessment by the Intelli
gence Committee and, if necessary, 
the Armed Services Committee and 
the Foreign Relations Committee, as 
to where we then stand in connection 
with these inspection problems that 
have arisen. 

If I am satisfied that those gaps 
have been closed, and if I am assured 
by the appropriate committees that 
they have been closed or that they can 
be closed during the debate on this 
floor, then it would be my inclination 
to go forward with the treaty. From 
the beginning, I have been a supporter 

of it, but I am not a supporter of it if 
it is going to have multitudinous gaps, 
or even one gap, through which the 
Soviets can cheat. 

So what I am saying is that we will 
be on this DOD bill this week; but let 
no one be under any illusions as to our 
staying on this bill, if I am assured, 
through the committees that have ju
risdiction, that we are indeed ready to 
go on that treaty. Once I get that as
surance, that treaty will be taken up 
in the Senate. There is nobody who 
can keep this bill on the floor once we 
move to that treaty, because that 
treaty will be taken care of in execu
tive session, whereas the DOD author
ization bill, or any other legislation, is 
a matter for the legislative session. A 
motion to go into executive session to 
go to that treaty is not debatable. 

So I say what I am saying to make it 
perfectly clear that I am going to do 
everything I can, as the leader, to help 
the chairman and the ranking member 
of this bill to get this bill through this 
week. But if there is anybody who has 
an idea that they can hold up the 
treaty simply by delaying this bill, 
that by delaying action on this bill 
they will be holding up the treaty, 
they should be debunked; their minds 
should be cleared of that mistaken 
idea. 

Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. BYRD. I yield. 
Mr. NUNN. I am delighted that the 

majority leader has clarified that. I 
have not had anyone threaten or state 
that they were going to hold up this 
bill. But sometimes, in parliamentary 
situations, there is a feeling that if 
you hold up the pending legislation, 
you delay the legislation that is 
coming after. 

I assured the majority leader, as he 
already has said, that the INF Treaty 
is the priority. We are delighted to 
have this bill up, and we would like to 
finish it this week. But if we get every
thing worked out during this week, as 
the majority leader has outlined, on 
the INF problems, then I will certainly 
cooperate in every way to take this bill 
down and to bring up the INF Treaty. 

I agree with the majority leader's as
sessment of the importance of the 
Soviet negotiators being forthcoming 
at this time, not only to clarify the 
problems we have before us-which I 
do not think are insurmountable but 
are important-but also to display the 
spirit with which we are entering into 
the arms control agreement. The re
moval of 3 or 4 percent of the war
heads is not the significant part of 
this treaty. Frankly, it is only a mar
ginal military effect. The most impor
tant part of this treaty is the coher
ence of NATO and the fact that we 
have displayed that coherence and 
that tenacity which is awfully impor
tant in terms of deploying missiles and 
sticking with a course of action on ne-

gotiations for the INF Treaty-that is 
one important element. The other im
portant element relates to on-site veri
fication, not so much because of this 
treaty alone, but because of the neces
sity for that kind of verification if we 
are going to make progress in other 
forms of arms control. 

So we are going to learn a lot in the 
next 3 or 4 days about not only the 
INF Treaty but also about whether or 
not we indeed have a breakthrough in 
on-site verification; because, if on-site 
verification becomes a nightmare, we 
will not have made progress and we 

. will have taken a step backward. 
So I urge the negotiators for the 

Soviet Union and the high-level policy
makers in the Soviet Union to follow 
the old adage that when all else fails, 
read the directions; and the directions 
are pretty clear in these three or four 
major policy disputes that we have 
right now. At least three of them were 
not unanticipated problems. They 
were problems that had been antici
pated, that had been discussed, that 
had been dealt with, and that had 
been reduced to writing. They are part 
of the protocol verification attached 
to this treaty. 

I do not know whether we have a 
case of sour grapes by ·one or two low
level people in the Soviet bureaucracy 
who now are trying to create obstacles, 
since they may have lost their original 
position inside the Soviet bureaucracy 
before the treaty was agreed to. I do 
not know whether that is the case or 
whether this is a high-level policy kind 
of decision, whether someone is basi
cally making it a policy question when 
it has indeed already been dealt with. 

I do not understand why this could 
not be solved this week. I told the ma
jority leader privately, before we left, 
that I thought these problems were 
problems that could be solved while 
the Senate was gone last week, and I 
am surprised they were not solved. 

I hope that our own people will be 
very diligent in pursuing those be
cause I think it is important that both 
sides move forward in a spirit of coop
erative effort in terms of the all-im
portant precedent we are setting on 
on-site verification. 

I agree with the majority leader's de
cision to withhold the debate on this 
treaty until such time as we get clarifi
cation. I am hopeful we will get clarifi
cation when Secretary Shultz, General 
Powell, and others return from 
Geneva. 

I agree with the majority leader. 
This is important. We are struggling 
with the futures questions now. I plan 
to meet again with several Members 
who have been very involved in this in 
the Armed Services Committee, in
cluding Senator WARNER, and try to go 
over some of the suggested language, 
exactly what kind of weapons, what 
kind of weapons systems are covered, 
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how we define "weapons systems," 
how we define the difference between 
warheads and future other types of 
possible weapons, and how we distin
guish between those things that are 
prohibited in the treaty and those 
things that are permitted that are not 
weapons like surveillance, RPV. But 
we are working on that problem today. 

I would say there are a lot of balls in 
the air on this in terms of the Senate. 
But I believe we all agree that the INF 
Treaty is the priority when we resolve 
these problems. 

I was pleased yesterday that the ad
ministration acknowledged that these 
are indeed problems. The President 
made a radio address on Saturday-I 
read that address; I did not hear it
and after urging the Senate to go for
ward with ratification of the treaty 
never mentioned any of these prob
lems. 

I was concerned whether the Presi
dent had been completely briefed on 
these matters, but I am told that he 
has. 

I was delighted yesterday that we 
did get expressions of concern from 
the administration that these were 
indeed legitimate problems that had 
to be solved rather than simply urging 
the Senate to go forward independent 
of whether we had solved the prob
lems or not. 

So I think there has been a change 
on the part of the administration re
lating to these problems which I find 
to be healthy. I believe it is important 
for the Senate and the executive 
branch to move forward together in 
challenging misunderstandings in the 
way the on-site verification will work 
and in challenging and making sure we 
have clarification on the question like 
the futures questions. 

These are not unimportant matters 
or incidental matters or details. They 
go to the very heart of the meaning of 
the treaty itself and the spirit in 
which it is going to be implemented. 

So that was a long way of saying I 
agree with the majority leader's posi
tion. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I thank 
the distinguished Senator from Geor
gia. 

I have resisted having the Senate 
pressured into premature action on 
this treaty. I felt and still feel that 
this is a matter of such significance 
that we ought to be sure where we are 
going before we head down the road. 

If there are going to be mistakes 
made, if there are going to be gaps in 
the treaty, we ought to find out now 
rather than at a time after it has been 
approved by the Senate and ratified 
through the exchange of instruments. 

Now, we find that there are prob
lems and those problems have come to 
light through the committee system, 
through the work of the committees 
in this Senate. I hope that they can be 
rectified, and the Soviets have the key. 

This treaty can be expedited on this 
floor, at least we can begin work on it, 
if the Soviets will take every step that 
is necessary to clarify these questions 
and to close the gaps, and the adminis
tration has the responsibility here to 
stand firm because we do not want 
just a piece of paper, as the President 
has said, trust but verify, and the 
problem has arisen in the verification 
procedures, the on-site inspection, and 
soon. 

So, Mr. President, having said that, I 
also say that once these problems have 
been resolved to the satisfaction of 
these committees and I have biparti
san guidance in the matter that clari
fies this Senator's feelings and are in
dicative that those matters have been 
cleared up, the Soviets are agreeing to 
what our interpretations are and the 
Soviets are going to be bound by the 
same commitments to which this 
country will be bound under the treaty 
and that those matters have been 
cleared, or they can be nailed down 
during the debate, then we will pro
ceed on the treaty. 

Having been around for quite some 
time I try to put myself into the posi
tion of somebody who might be op
posed to this treaty. If I were opposed 
to the treaty I would like to see action 
go on on the DOD bill for a couple 3 
weeks if I thought that would hold up 
the treaty, but I am saying here that 
it will not hold up the treaty. Once we 
feel that the green light is on on this 
treaty then this bill, if it is still before 
the Senate, will be set aside and we 
will go to the treaty. 

That brings me to the final point, 
and that is that I hope that Senators 
who have amendments on this bill will 
come to the floor and call them up. 

As the chairman has outlined it, it is 
going to take about all week to dispose 
of this bill if we use the hours most ef
ficiently. 

I would urge Senators to be here 
early so that the Senate could get 
going on this bill. I hope that we can 
finish it this week. 

I yield the floor now. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Senator from Virginia. 
Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, first, 

throughout yesterday, Chairman 
NUNN, the majority leader, the minori
ty leader [Mr. Do LE], the chairman 
and ranking member of the Intelli
gence Committee and I had certain 
communications with the Foreign Re
lations Committee and met with 
former Senator Baker, now Chief of 
Staff at the White House, Colin 
Powell, and others. 

I think that the majority leader has 
very correctly stated the sequence of 
events and the outcome with respect 
to the postponement of the delibera
tions of this body on the INF Treaty. 

I would simply add that also during 
the course of yesterday and again this 
morning I had opportunities to meet 

with the Secretary General of NATO, 
Lord Carrington. We discussed the 
impact of these most recent develop
ments on the worldwide scene and pri
marily the NATO countries. We all 
recall it was the tremendous cohesion 
and solidarity among the NATO coun
tries that indeed contributed substan
tially to the development of this 
treaty through the negotiations under 
the direction of President Reagan. 

We are conscious here in this Cham
ber of their important contribution. I 
think that we would want to leave our 
allies, the NATO countries, with a 
sense of confidence in the judgments 
now being made with respect to the 
scheduling and it is done in a biparti
san manner and in the best of interest 
of trying to go forward on the treaty 
at the earliest possible date in the 
most expeditious manner we know 
how. 

At the moment we are meeting in 
the Intelligence Committee on various 
aspects of this treaty. Therefore, until 
the work of the committees is conclud
ed, as the majority leader stated and 
the minority leader has stated and 
concurred in by the chief of staff of 
the White House, we will just have to 
wait a while. 

But it would be my expectation that 
during the course of this week, par
ticularly the return of the National 
Security Advisor Thursday night, and 
the Secretary of State on Friday, we 
would be able to get a clear picture of 
the scheduling of this treaty. 

Mr. BYRD. It will depend, as I said 
from the beginning, on whether or not 
these matters have been clarified to 
the extent that we can be confident 
that this country is going to be bound 
by no more than the Soviet Union will 
be bound and that the Soviet Union 
will be bound by the same commit
ments to which our country is bound. 
That will be the guiding light as far as 
I am concerned and I think it has 
proved to be a pretty wise course to 
take. 

RECESS FROM 12:45 P.M. UNTIL 2 P.M. TODAY 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Senate 
stand in recess today from the hour of 
12:45 until the hour of 2 o'clock p.m. 
to accommodate the two party confer
ences. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

The Senator from Nebraska. 
Mr. EXON. Mr. President, let me 

just take a moment to compliment the 
majority leader; the chairman of the 
Armed Services Committee, the Sena
tor from Georgia; and the Senator 
from Virginia for the outstanding job 
they have done on this whole matter 
of the ratification of this treaty. 

As the majority leader knows, I be
lieve it was this Senator who stood 
back there for 15 or 20 minutes a few 
months ago and said that I was anx-
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ious to move the decision on this 
treaty ahead rapidly, that I was gener
ally impressed with the job--

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I wonder 
if we might have order in the Senate 
while the Senator is speaking. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator will suspend. 

Senators engaged in conversation 
will retire to the Cloakroom. The 
Senate will be in order so the Senator 
may make his debate on the floor. The 
Senator from Nebraska, Senator, 
ExoN, has the floor. 

The Senator from Nebraska. 
Mr. EXON. I thought it was impor

tant that we take this matter up as 
soon as possible. I think that, with all 
deliberate speed and consideration, 
the majority leader has been trying to 
move this particular bill through. 

As an early supporter of the thought 
behind this treaty-and I still feel that 
way very strongly-I think that we are 
now down to a situation where we are 
asking the Soviets to put up or shut 
up with regard to onsite inspections. I 
am very pleased to see the bipartisan 
support for laying this matter aside 
until those important issues are re
solved. I thank all for their participa
tion in that. 

I would simply point out that some
times we make less than thoughtful 
deliberations on all of these matters. 
We are giving a great deal of attention 
at the present time, Mr. President, to 
whether or not we can inspect the pe
ripheral areas around the few places 
where we can indeed have onsite in
spections in the Soviet Union. 

One of the shortcomings of this 
treaty from the very beginning, in my 
view, has been that we can only in
spect in the Soviet Union and they in 
turn can only inspect here on particu
lar sites, very specified, very defined 
sites. I have always had the concern 
that if there is something that either 
side wanted to do to keep from the 
others, they would go someplace else 
where we would be specifically ex
cluded from going to make onsite in
spections. Some of that, of course, can 
be maintained by surveillance or can 
be maintained by other means. 

Let us not oversell this concept of 
onsite inspections because at best it is 
a minor step in the right direction for 
onsite inspections which has been fun
damental to verification of treaties 
with the Soviet Union for a long, long 
time. 

I would just like to make one other 
suggestion, if I might, Mr. President. 
We wasted most of yesterday on this 
very important bill. We had one vote, 
if I recall, on a relatively minor 
matter. I find the majority leader and 
the leaders of this bill on the floor ap
pealing as they always do on Mondays 
and Tuesdays of each week to "please 
come over and off er your amend
ments." I suspect that that must be 
one of the most frustrating jobs of all 

of the majority leader to have people 
come forth with amendments, even 
though the Senator from Georgia has 
just outlined a series of amendments 
that are going to take a lot of time. 

I always ask myself: "Why can't 
people come to the floor and off er 
their amendments?" Sometimes the 
same people who will not off er their 
amendments are the ones that ask at 9 
and 10 and 11 o'clock at night, "Why 
are we here?" We did not do much yes
terday and we have not done anything 
today, and it is after 10:30 this morn
ing. 

I am just wondering if maybe we 
could ask, maybe right now, Mr. Presi
dent, for some time agreements on 
some of the amendments and see if we 
could get unanimous consent that on 
amendments that are offered debate 
would go on for no more than an hour 
equally divided; if that will not sell, 2 
hours equally divided; if that will not 
sell, 3 hours equally divided. If we 
could do that, at least we could get 
some placing of responsibility as to 
why it is we move at such a snail's 
pace. 

Once again I harken back and I 
salute the Senate for the deliberate 
pace that it followed on the treaty 
ratification proposition. That is a 
place where the deliberations and the 
time-consuming rules of the U.S. 
Senate were used, I think, very wisely. 

However, we are in a situation today 
where we have a whole lot of amend
ments. Many of them, in the opinion 
of this one Senator, are not going to 
be very well received by Members of 
the U.S. Senate; in other words, I 
think many of them will if offered for 
a rollcall vote and likely be voted down 
by a sizable majority. It would seem to 
me that amendments such as those, 
while every right of the individual 
Senator should be protected, should 
have some time agreements on them 
so we can move this bill ahead. 

I am very fearful of the situation 
that if we do not move faster than we 
are now, we are going to go over into 
the next week, which I know will only 
complicate the difficulty in scheduling 
that the majority leader conventional
ly has. So I appeal to Senators to come 
to the floor to off er their amendments 
to this bill. I renew my suggestion that 
this is the time to ask for time agree
ments on some of these amendments, 
for no other reason than we might be 
able to dislodge Senators from wherev
er they are, doing whatever they are 
doing, which I am sure are important 
matters, but to move the bill ahead 
more speedily than it has thus far on 
the floor of the Senate. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I thank 
the Senator. If that question were to 
be asked right now, there would only 
be four Senators on the floor who 
would hear it. So, obviously, we cannot 
get a time agreement at this moment. 
I would think there would be a propi-

tious moment, however, when Sena
tors are on the floor and we might in
quire as to how many of them have 
amendments and as to whether or not 
they would agree on a time limit. 

I observe the distinguished Senator 
from Delaware. I believe he may have 
an amendment. There is a pending 
amendment before the Senate. 

One of the approaches that I have 
taken, in order to get the Senate in 
early and get started on a bill reason
ably early, was that of having the Ser
geant at Arms request the attendance 
of absent Senators. Now it has been 
very interesting to note that in many 
instances there are certain Senators 
who come to the floor and they do not 
want to vote for that motion. In other 
words, if I were their constituents I 
would say: "What's the matter? Don't 
you want to get those other Senators 
out of bed and get them up to Cham
ber and get to work?" 

I do not get the support of all Sena
tors even in asking the Sergeant at 
Arms to request the attendance of 
absent Senators. But one of the pur
poses of that motion that I make from 
time to time is to get Senators to the 
floor so those who have amendments 
will begin to work on them and those 
who want to talk against amendments 
will be here to start talking. 

Perhaps I better put in a quorum 
call now. 

Mr. DOLE. Will the distinguished 
majority leader yield? 

Mr. BYRD. Yes, I yield to the distin
guished Republican leader. 

Mr. DOLE. I · yield to the distin
guished Senator from Nebraska. 

Mr. EXON. If I might add just one 
other comment. Could we start the 
process by coming to an agreement, 
which I think probably could be estab
lished, that no amendment would be 
in order for consideration unless it is 
filed at the desk by some hour, say, 
noon tomorrow, something of that 
nature, so that we could begin to get 
some idea of how many amendments 
there possibly could be? It would seem 
to me anybody who has a serious 
amendment would at least be able to 
file or off er the amendment at this 
time. If not, it would not be in order 
for consideration during the time that 
would follow when we are considering 
this measure. 

Mr. DOLE addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Republican leader is recognized. 
Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I certainly 

want to help the distinguished majori
ty leader. I know the problem. I am 
making an effort on this side to get 
people over here with amendments, 
because as 8 or 9 o'clock in the evening 
rolls around, these same people who 
are not here in the morning will be 
saying, "Why are we in so late?" I un
derstand what the problem is. 
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At our policy luncheon at noon I will 

get a list of four or five that we can 
rely on to expedite the process. This is 
a very important piece of legislation. 
It should be disposed of this week. I 
certainly want to be helpful to the dis
tinguished majority leader and the 
managers who have been working on 
this legislation for weeks and weeks 
and weeks. 

THE INF TREATY 
Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I report to 

the Senate that we have been visiting 
with the President this morning. The 
subject of the discussion was the INF 
Treaty. The President is in full accord 
with the bipartisan announcement 
yesterday afternoon, made by the ma
jority leader, myself, and other Sena
tors, that there are some problems 
that should be resolved and will be re
solved. 

General Powell and Secretary Shultz 
will be leaving for Geneva later today. 
It is my hope that they can resolve the 
legitimate questions which were raised 
by a number of Members in this body 
on both sides who are experts in vari
ous areas that affect the INF agree
ment. The President is in full accord 
with the announcement of last 
evening. He still is very hopeful of 
course that these matters can be re
solved very quickly and, as indicated in 
the past, once they are, we will move 
ahead on consideration of the treaty. 

But I wanted my colleagues to know 
that there is no disagreement. These 
are issues that must be resolved. The 
President understands that the Senate 
has the constitutional responsibility of 
dealing with this treaty. He under
stands that there are at least three 
committees that spent hours and 
hours and some days and days and 
weeks conducting hearings, looking at 
the treaty. 

There are a number of my col
leagues on both sides who have 
become expert in various phases of 
this treaty and other parts of the 
process. So that was the discussion 
this morning with myself; Senator 
STEVENS from Alaska; Senator SIMP
SON, the assistant leader on this side; 
and Senator LUGAR of the Foreign Re
lations Committee. 

Mr. President, I reserve the remain
der of my time-of the leader's time. 

NATIONAL DEFENSE 
AUTHORIZATION ACT 

The Senate continued with the con
sideration of the bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
seeks recognition? 

The Senator from Illinois, Senator 
DIXON. 

Mr. DIXON. What is the order of 
business, Mr. President? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
order of business is the pending Dixon 
amendment. 

Mr. DIXON. Mr. President, the issue 
before the Senate is the question of 
the provision in this bill regarding 
base closures, which I spoke upon at 
length yesterday. I said at that time, 
in an oversimplistic explanation of the 
provision in this bill, that what this 
bill says now is that the Secretary of 
Defense, Secretary Carlucci, may ap
point a commission. 

I am told, in effect, that he has actu
ally done that; that there has been 
placed in the Federal Register the 
names of members that the Secretary 
of Defense, Mr. Carlucci, would sug
gest should be members of this com
mission. 

Again, oversimplifying what the pro
visions of this bill state, that commis
sion in cooperation with the Secretary 
of Defense would look at domestic 
bases in the United States, not foreign 
bases, and make a recommendation of 
a list of bases that should be closed to 
the Secretary of Defense, by Decem
ber 31 of this year. 

But I believe the report is to be 
made back to the Secretary of Defense 
by the end of this year, December 31. 

A provision of this act then provides, 
that the Secretary of Defense may 
then close every one of those bases or 
none of them. He may not select an in
termediate number. That was disputed 
in the committee but it was resolved in 
favor of the original language in this 
section of the bill. That he then closes 
all the bases or he closes none. So ob
viously he will close all of them. 

That is essentially what this bill pro
vides. In the event I did not make it 
clear yesterday, I want to make this 
point today because my friend from 
Michigan, for whom I have the high
est regard, just made this statement in 
a private conversation between the 
chairman of the committee, the distin
guished Senator from Georgia; and 
the ranking member, the distinguished 
Senator from Virginia. I want to echo 
what he said. 

I am not against base closings. There 
should be some base closings in the 
country. Everybody would agree with 
that. I am against killing a gnat with a 
bat. And that is what this bill does. It 
kills a gnat with a bat. We are taking 
away all congressional power, giving 
up our involvement in the process, 
ceding it to the Secretary of Defense 
who picks the people who close the do
mestic bases without any involvement 
of the Congress. That bothers me a 
lot. 

Mr. President, I want to address 
something that was said by someone 
else yesterday, I cannot remember 
who. I did a C-SP AN talk show last 
night for an hour after being on the 
floor. Many people who follow the 
Senate called in and had questions. 

My colleagues have done this. They 
understand the process. Somebody 
called in from Bethesda, MD, saying 
they never closed a base-you do not 
close bases the way it is now. 

I have a report from the Congres
sional Research Service of the Library 
of Congress that since 1969, 485 instal
lations and activities have been closed 
in this country; 485. That is a fairly 
good number. Since this administra
tion came to power, in 1980, they have 
never sent up an official request to the 
Congress for a base closure. Just think 
of that. We are contemplating the 
most dramatic, gross, finite, undemo
cratic step one can contemplate, a step 
that has never been undertaken on 
any other subject matter in my legisla
tive experience going back to my elec
tion in the Illinois House in January 
1950 on a subject where the record 
shows there has been a good deal of 
success in the past. 

Mr. President, I did not come here to 
say that there is not some controversy 
involved in this. But every one of us 
are in public life; we understand con
troversy and the nature of it. I do not 
mind a little controversy. 

If the Secretary of Defense, acting 
on the initiative of the administration, 
sends us a list of bases to be closed and 
if they are carefully selected, not par
tisan instruments but designed to save 
the taxpayers money and to close un
needed and unnecessary bases in this 
country on a selective basis, I would 
bet my reputation those bases will be 
closed-after a doggoned good fight, I 
would concede. Because those Con
gress people and those Senators af
fected are going to object to it. 

But in my view, there would be a 
result that would close a substantial 
number of bases. I would hope that we 
could resolve this problem. I think this 
Senator's reputation for being a Sena
tor who wants to enter into honorable 
accommodation is well known. I am 
willing to discuss changes in this legis
lation, meaningful changes, that keep 
the legislative process involved while 
achieving some base closings. I would 
like to say some things that I think 
ought to take place. 

I think somehow the Congress has 
to be in the process. Maybe it is to be 
an expedited procedure and a vote by 
the Congress of disapproval. There are 
a variety of things that can be done in 
that connection. But the Congress 
sometime has to be involved, in my 
view. That is part of the democratic 
system we are involved in, in this great 
Nation of ours, and we ought not to 
give away the power of the Congress 
to be involved in the issue. 

I think there has to be some kind of 
regional balance. I am not saying per
fect regional balance, but I read the 
list the other day. Here is the list. I 
will read it again. These are good 
people. I am not in any way denigrat-
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ing the reputation of any of these 
people. 

Abe Ribicoff, of Connecticut. I do 
not know him personally. Everything I 
have ever heard about him is that he 
was an outstanding Senator and Gov
ernor of Connecticut and a fine public 
man; Jack Edwards, of Alabama, the 
same, a fine man; Donald Craib, of 
California, now; Philip Cabot, of 
Boston; Martin Hoffman here in the 
District; General Poe, retired, of Alex
andria, VA; General Starry of Fairfax, 
VA; Graham Claytor, I understand 
inside the Beltway somewhere in the 
District of Columbia area; Russell 
Train of Washington. Mostly eastern 
representation. I have nothing against 
the East. A lot of nice people live out 
here in the East. I have a house on the 
Hill only a stone's throw away, and I 
like my neighbors, but I also have a 
home back in Belleville, IL. And 11.5 
million citizens there I represent 
would like to have input in this proc
ess. 

So I think the Commission has to 
have regional balance, Mr. President, 
so that all parts of our great Nation 
are represented in the process. I think 
there ought to be a finite number of 
commissioners, incidentally. This bill 
does not even call for the number the 
Secretary of Defense could select. He 
has given us nine here. Presumably he 
could add more. But I think there 
ought to be a finite number and there 
ought to be regional balance. I believe 
also, if we are looking at domestic base 
closures, we ought to look at foreign 
base closures. 

When I was on C-SP AN last night, 
everybody called in and said: "Wait, 
maybe we could close a base here or 
there in this country, sure, but what 
about all of them all over the world?" 

People called in and said: "Hey, we 
put those bases there, and we pay to 
have them there." We give foreign 
countries hundreds of millions of dol
lars to have them there, in addition to 
the cost of the base. And the President 
knows that is so. So that ought to be a 
consideration in this whole process. 

The point I make is this one: I think 
that there are some people around 
here of a like mind as this Senator, in
cluding my distinguished friend from 
Michigan, who is on the floor. 

I think it is a fair statement that my 
friend, the senior Senator from 
Alaska, has a like view. My friend, the 
senior Senator from Maine, indicated 
some concerns about this. There are 
people of both political persuasions, 
all of whom have been here longer 
than this Senator, who I think would 
be interested in working for a resolu
tion to this problem. 

The chairman of the committee, the 
distinguished senior Senator from 
Georgia, and the ranking member, the 
distinguished senior Senator from Vir
ginia, have indicated a willingness to 
discuss a resolution of the problem. 

I thank my colleague from Michigan 
who has so often, because of his in
sightful views, been helpful in these 
matters. It appears he might have 
some comments about this. I wonder if 
he would care to make some comments . 
at this time because I think it would 
be useful to hear the different points 
of view about this. I believe my col
leagues will yield the floor so my 
friend from Michigan can make some 
comments. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator yields the floor. The Chair 
recognizes the Senator from Michigan 
[Mr. LEvIN]. 

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, first of 
all, let me commend my friend from Il
linois on what he is trying to do here. 
He is making an extremely important 
point, and that is that the base closing 
protections that we have in the law 
are there to make sure that when base 
closings are accomplished, and many 
of them have to be accomplished, that 
it is done so fairly; that it is not done 
for political reasons, for retaliation, 
retribution or whatever. If and when 
base closings take place, and again, I 
am of the opinion that some bases and 
facilities must be closed, it should be 
done in a way that public credibility is 
created and sustained. These are not 
easy things to do. 

The people in our communities 
heavily rely on these bases, not just 
for the national security, but for the 
local economy. When bases are closed, 
there better be some credibility behind 
that decision. It better not look politi
cal. 

Our base closing laws, as a matter of 
fact, are the result of what appeared 
to be some political base closings. My 
recollection is that the origin of the 
congressional restrictions on base clos
ings, which we basically have retained 
in the law over the years, is what hap
pened in Massachusetts in the early 
1970's. Massachusetts was the only 
State to vote Democratic in 1972 and 
what happened in 1974? President 
Nixon's Pentagon came up with a list 
of bases to be closed, and Massachu
setts was disproportionately and heav
ily impacted by that list. 

That created some real problems of 
credibility and perception, and so 
there were some protections written 
into the law. Have we overdone it? 
Maybe. Maybe we ought to have some 
greater executive power. 

But let me remind my colleagues 
that there was a reason for this pro
tection. This country is based on a 
premise that we do not want all power 
in one branch of this Government. 
There was too much power for the ex
ecutive branch to unilaterally close 
bases, and Congress did something 
about it. We have modified the law 
since then but we did something about 
it in the 1970's because of what ap
peared to be a hit list on the part of 
the Nixon Pentagon against a State, 

the only State, which had voted 
against President Nixon in 1972. 

As I have indicated, Mr. President, 
we need to act, but we have to act in a 
balanced way. 

I do not think too many Members of 
this Senate would vote for a provision 
which simply said to the Secretary of 
Defense: "You go ahead and close 
whatever bases you want. We are 
going to waive all the environmental 
protection laws. We are going to waive 
the protections that are put in law 
against adverse Federal actions. You 
just go ahead and close whatever bases 
you want unilaterally." 

Mr. DIXON. Will my friend from 
Michigan yield? 

Mr. LEVIN. I will be happy to yield. 
Mr. DIXON. That is what this bill 

does. 
Mr. LEVIN. That is exactly my next 

line. 
Mr. DIXON. I am sorry to interrupt. 
Mr. LEVIN. No, I am happy to have 

the Senator say it because he says it 
better than I can. I do not mean to in
terrupt. I yield to the Senator further, 
but that is precisely the point. That is 
what we are doing in this bill. 

Mr. DIXON. Exactly right. 
Mr. LEVIN. Because this Commis

sion is not a commission that is inde
pendent of the Pentagon; it is not a 
commission that has its own staff. 
There is no provision for staff in this 
bill. This is a total delegation to the 
Department of Defense with but one 
little protection, and that is that the 
Secretary of Defense, if by chance he 
does not like his own commission's rec
ommendation, which has been staffed 
by the people of the Secretary of De
fense, cannot modify it. He has to take 
it or leave it. 

That is not much of a protection 
when the members of the Commission 
have been selected by the Secretary of 
Defense, it is staffed by the Secretary 
of Defense, and there is no independ
ent staff provided for in this bill. So, 
in effect, what we have done is given 
the Secretary of Defense the unilater
al authority to close bases. It is too big 
a grant of power. 

As my friend from Illinois has point
ed out with his usual eloquence and 
pungency, what Congress is doing here 
is handing over exclusively to the Sec
retary of Defense the right to close 
whatever bases his commission, using 
his staff, has determined he wants to 
do. 

This is an excessive delegation of 
power. It is not in keeping with our 
celebration of the. Constitution, which 
calls for divided power. It says there 
should be balance to the exercise of 
power. 

So one of the things that I would 
add to my friend's list of items that we 
ought to try to work on in a compro
mise provision is that the Commission 
should have the right to have its top 



10198 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE May 10, 1988 
staff selected by that Commission. 
They should not be members of the 
DOD staff. The only way we are going 
to have a semblance of confidence and 
credibility in the recommendations of 
this Commission is if in fact that Com
mission has some independence of the 
Pentagon. If it is simply an arm of the 
Secretary of Defense, we might as well 
not kid ourselves by appointing a Com
mission. We might as well simply tell 
the Secretary of Defense: Decide what 
you want to do and do it. 

So if we want a bipartisan commis
sion with an implication of independ
ence, let us have a bipartisan commis
sion with some possibility of independ
ence. Let it have some of its top staff
ers appointed by that Commission. 
How in the name of Heaven do we 
really expect the Commission to look 
at all 3,800 facilities, about 500 of 
which are major, between now and De
cember of this year? We are not creat
ing the Commission, by the way. We 
are relying on a commission which has 
been created by the Secretary of De
fense. We are simply incorporating his 
commission, already chartered by him, 
in our bill. 

But should we really kid anybody 
that that Commission is able between 
now and December to look at every 
single military installation inside the 
United States and make a fair and ob
jective analysis as to which ones 
should be kept open and which ones 
should be closed? Every member of 
the Commission which the Secretary 
of Defense has already selected, I be
lieve are occupied with other things, 
and yet we have a provision in subsec
tion 3(B) of this bill on page 162 which 
says: 

The Commission must certify that it has 
identified the military installations to be 
closed or realigned after reviewing all mili
tary installations inside of the United 
States. 

"All military installations inside the 
United States." Our quick analysis is 
that there are about 3,800 such instal
lations and perhaps 500 are major in
stallations. Let us not kid ourselves as 
to what this language does. This lan
guage is a delegation, a total delega
tion to the Secretary of Defense 
through an arm of the Secretary of 
Defense, using the staff of the Secre
tary of Defense, totally dependent 
upon the Pentagon, of the power to 
unilaterally close bases inside this 
country without the protection that 
has been put into law to make sure 
that such power is not abused. 

That is what this language does. It 
does it with a good motive, the motive 
being that we ought to close some 
bases; that there are some we cannot 
justify. I happen to agree with my 
good friend, Senator NUNN, and my 
good friend, Senator WARNER, in their 
determination that we try to make it 
more feasible to close some bases that 
should be closed. I happen to agree 

with that. But I am not in agreement 
with a total delegation of the power to 
close bases to the Secretary of De
fense, as much as I like the Secretary 
of Defense and think he is a good Sec
retary of Defense, an honorable Secre
tary of Defense. I am not willing to 
cede that power to any Secretary of 
Defense, even one that I have as much 
confidence in as I do Secretary Car
lucci. 

So some of the things that we 
should do to make this provision more 
credible are the things which the Sen
ator from Illinois has defined. There 
should be additional members of the 
Commission so that it can be more bal
anced geographically. I would think 
that this Commission and the Secre
tary of Defense ought to solicit recom
mendations from the National Gover
nors Association. When you close a 
base, you have an economic impact, 
not just a security impact. Those eco
nomic impacts should be assessed and 
assessed fairly. At least there should 
be input from people who are directly 
affected. We should make sure that 
there is some voice heard, not domi
nate necessarily, that the merits of its 
argument dominate or not, but we 
ought to have at least some voice from 
people who represent localities. 

I hope that if we add members to 
this Commission, the Secretary of De
fense would solicit recommendations 
not just from the Congress, which I 
think would be very useful, but also 
solicit some recommendations from 
the National Governors Association. 

I would suggest something else that 
we add to the list that my friend from 
Illinois has set forth for discussion 
and possible compromise, and that is 
that Congress be given the right to 
veto up or down the entire list. Just as 
the Secretary of Defense is given the 
right to veto the list of his own Com
mission, I would think that we ought 
to have a similar right. We should not 
have the right necessarily to amend 
that list. That is not what I am sug
gesting. What I am suggesting, howev
er, is that since the Secretary of De
fense can veto without amendment 
the recommendations of his own Com
mission, we should have a similar right 
with expedited procedures. It would be 
important that if we are going to in 
fact have the practical right to exer
cise a veto, if it were approprite, the 
usual expedited procedure be provided 
so that we could get to it without 
being delayed by filibuster or provi
sion of some House rule. 

Mr. President, what it comes down 
to is that we should act, that the 
chairman and ranking minority 
member of the Armed Services Com
mittee and other members of the com
mittee have approved a provision 
which is intended to do something we 
all ought to support, which is to make 
it possible to close some bases that 
need to be closed, but what we have to 

do is work on language to make sure 
that when we close bases, that deci
sion has some credibility so that 
people whose lives are directly impact
ed by these base closings in fact feel 
that they had some voice somewhere 
along the line that could be heard. 
Maybe that voice will not be followed, 
and that always is a good possibility in 
a democracy, but at least let us have 
an opportunity for the voice of people 
impacted by base closings to be heard. 

And so some of the changes we 
ought to make I believe are as follows: 
The changes that my friend from Illi
nois has identified. There should be 
broader regional representation. 

There should be some congressional 
involvement. I believe that, in addition 
to the added members to this Commis
sion, the Secretary of Defense should 
be urged to solicit recommendations 
for one or two members of the Com
mission coming from the National 
Governors Association list of recom
mendations. I believe there should be 
a veto possible by the Congress with 
expedited procedures, and it would be 
an up or down veto without the possi
bility perhaps of amending the list. I 
believe we should provide for some 
staff so that this Commission, if it is 
truly to take an independent look at 
these bases and these facilities, will at 
least have the opportunity to have its 
staff lead that effort. Otherwise, it is 
purely an arm of the Department of 
Defense. 

Without these kinds of changes, we 
might as well acknowledge what it 
really is: an adjunct of the Secretary 
of Defense which is provided solely for 
the purpose of giving the appearance 
of some bipartisanship or independ
ence but which in fact has very little 
of either. 

We can do these things. We can pro
vide this kind of balance to avoid the 
unilateral exercise of power of the 
Secretary of Defense. The chairman of 
the committee, Senator NUNN, and 
Senator WARNER, have already indicat
ed a willingness to participate in some 
discussion to make some changes in 
this language so that we can come up 
with a product in which we would 
have greater confidence. I hope that 
those discussions would continue. 
They are very important because I 
think most of us are on the same side 
of this issue. Most of us are willing, 
provided it is done fairly and credibly 
and with local input, with opportunity 
for voices to be heard on the part of 
the people to be impacted by these 
closings-with those kinds of caveats, 
we are willing to see some changes in 
base closing law so that in fact some 
base closings could take place. That 
would protect national security inter
ests and help to create at least in the 
long run some savings and also provide 
some element of fairness that we 
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should guarantee to people in a de
mocracy. 

Mr. President, I commend my friend 
from Illinois for what he has done to 
bring this to our attention, for his in
sistence that we bring out these issues 
in a way which is fair to all people in 
our States. He again has shown the 
kind of leadership that we all are so 
accustomed to and cherish. I yield the 
floor. · 

<Mr. FOWLER assumed the chair.) 
Mr. DIXON addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Senator from Illinois. 
Mr. DIXON. Mr. President, in his 

usual clear and concise manner, my 
warm friend, the distinguished Sena
tor from Michigan, upon whom we 
rely so frequently in the Armed Serv
ices Committee, has demonstrated 
what ought to be the concern of every 
Member about the provisions of this 
bill. 

Mr. President, you remember when 
he said in the beginning of his re
marks no Senator here would agree to 
giving the Secretary of Defense abso
lute power to close bases all over the 
country without any input from the 
Congress; you remember when he said 
that. This Senator said but that is 
what this bill does. He said the Sena
tor from Illinois is quite right. 

I hope a lot of Senators or their 
staffs who are concerned about this 
subject matter are paying attention to 
what I am going to do now because, 
believe it or not, I am going to read 
from the bill. There is an enlighten
ment, Mr. President, in reading from 
the bill. Here is the bill. Here is page 
161, section 923, "Closure and Realign
ment of Military Installations," and I 
read from the text: 

In general, the Secretary of Defense shall, 
one, close all military installations recom
mended for closure by the commission on 
base realignment and closure in the report 
transmitted to the Secretary-that is the 
Secretary of Defense-pursuant to the char
ter establishing such a commission. 

That is a direct quote. 
Now, I go to page 170 of the bill, line 

8, section 3: 
The terms "commission on base realign

ment and closure" and "commission" mean 
the commission established by the Secre
tary of Defense in the charter signed by the 
Secretary on May 3, 1988. 

This is May 10. A week ago on May 
3, 1988, in the Register, the Secretary 
of Defense put these names. So page 
161 says the Secretary of Defense may 
close all military installations recom
mended by the commission on base re
alignment, page 170 says he appoints a 
commission, and on May 3 he has done 
it. So this commission he selected, 
hand picked, chose as his people, now 
has the authority if we pass this bill to 
close these bases? By when? By De
cember 31, 1988, see page 162, lines 9 
and 10. By December 31 of this year. 

What bases? "A statement certifying 
that the commission has identified the 
military installations to be closed or 
realigned after reviewing all military 
installations" -listen to this-"inside 
the United States." 

And then, of course, elsewhere in 
the bill on page 170, the United States 
is defined as the 50 States, the District 
of Columbia, Commonwealths of 
Puerto Rico, Guam, the Virgin Is
lands, and American Samoa, but cer
tainly no other bases in the world. 

I stated yesterday, Mr. President, 
how much we are spending on bases in 
the world at large. It is $35 billion this 
year, and $37 billion next year. We are 
not looking at them. We are looking at 
bases in this country. And the Secre
tary has the authority to close these 
bases under this bill just as my friend 
from Michigan suggested he had that 
authority. 

This bill, Mr. President-is repre
sentative of the greatest gift of power 
by the Congress to an administrative 
agency in the history of this democrat
ic institution: I would have to say that 
we need to do something to correct 
that. 

Mr. President, may I say at this point 
in time that if there are Senators who 
have amendments who would like to 
off er them to this bill, this amend
ment could be set aside. We are going 
to spend some time trying to resolve 
these differences. This first amend
ment, frankly, is only one in a series 
that delineate all of our concerns with 
this section of the bill. But if there are 
other amendments that any Senators 
have that they would like to bring 
over here at this point in time, either 
amendments that can be accepted, if 
they are noncontroversial ones, or 
other amendments that will require 
rollcalls, may I say in the absence of 
the two managers who are at an Intel
ligence Committee meeting I am pre
pared to say we are willing to consider 
other amendments at this point in 
time. 

I do not see other Senators on the 
floor at this time prepared to address 
those other amendments. But I would 
hope that they would come forward. 

Mr. President, another point I 
wanted to make is this: There have 
never been any hearings at all on this 
question. I guess that is what you hear 
most in this body when you are debat
ing controversial things. People say we 
have not had adequate committee 
hearings. On this issue we have had no 
committee hearings, no hearings what
soever in support of this process rec
ommended by the Secretary of De
fense. In the markup on this bill 
which was handled in the usual fair 
and constructive manner by the chair
man and the ranking member, we 
brought this up last because every
body knew it would be somewhat con
troversial. But there were no oversight 
hearings or any input at any time by 

any people around the country who 
have concerns about this process. That 
again is a matter of some concern to 
this Senator. 

I want to read a statement by a col
league of ours who is a very senior 
Member here and highly respected in 
connection with this whole question 
some years ago. 

The Senator from Michigan alluded 
to the dispute about this in the Nixon 
era. President Nixon had a base clos
ing effort that was considered in the 
context of that time and that era, a 
highly politicized attempt to close 
bases. A number of people were con
cerned and made speeches at that 
time, such as Senator CLAIBORNE PELL, 
the distinguished chairman of the For
eign Relations Committee, and Sena
tor John Pastore made a statement 
about it at the time. But here is one I 
want to read from Senator EDWARD 
KENNEDY, in a statement before the 
subcommittee in which he attacked 
the Defense Department for failure ·to 
on a timely basis submit full complete 
data describing and justifying the De
fense Department base closure and re
alignment program. Senator KENNE
DY'S statement in part, reads: 

First, I believe that there exists a clear 
and compelling Congressional responsibility, 
under Article 1, Section 8 of the Constitu
tion, to play an equal role with the Execu
tive Department in determining major de
ployment and support policies. This respon
sibility has been underlined in two statutory 
provisions. 

And he names them. 
The interesting thing about this, Mr. 

President, is that base closures have 
taken place as I indicated previously in 
large numbers right up until 1980. The 
fact is that this legislation at the end 
of the Reagan administration, in May 
of the last year, is an initiative to give 
absolute power to the Secretary of De
fense and the Department of Defense 
when no effort has been made 
through the legislative process in the 
Congress to close bases since this ad
ministration came to power in 1980. 

Here is a statement by the Secretary 
of Defense, prior to Secretary Car
lucci, made in March 1985, and I guess 
March 1985 is the last time we visited 
this question. That is when there was 
a kind of hit list floating around here. 
I think there were 21 bases on it. It 
was never an official list. There was 
never an official request. Here is a list 
at that time of base realignment can
didates: 

New Cumberland Army Depot, PA, 
General Materiel and Petroleum Ac
tivity <materiel management>; Phila
delphia Support Activity, PA <materiel 
management>; Fort Wingate Depot Ac
tivity, NM <ammo supply); Army Ma
terial Mechanic Research Center, Wa
tertown, ME <R&D); Letterkenny 
Army Depot, PA; Fitzsimons Army 
Medical Center, CO (health care); 
Fort Ruger, HI (administration sup-
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port>; Fort Devens, MA; Cameron Sta
tion, VA (administration facility>; Jef
ferson Proving Grounds, IN (ammo 
testing). 

I can understand why the two Sena
tors from Pennsylvania, who are at a 
funeral today for the mayor of Pitts
burgh, want to be back before we vote 
this afternoon. I think that is about 
the fifth Pennsylvania installation I 
have indicated. 

I continue with the list: 
Naval Air Rework Facility, Alameda, 

CA <aeronautical maintenance>; Naval 
Regional Medical Center, Oakland, 
CA; Camp Smith, HI; Naval Air Sta
tion, Seattle, WA; Navy Shipyard, 
Philadelphia, PA; Naval Complex, 
Great- Lakes, IL; Naval Air Station, 
South Weymouth, MA; NADC, War
minister, PA; Chicago O'Hare, IL <Re
serve component>; W.K. Kellogg, Re
gional Airport, MI; Blytheville Air 
Force Base, AZ (bomb wing); McCon
nell Air Force Base, KS (refueling 
wing). 

Here is what the Secretary said 
about this proposed issue of base clo
sures in March, 1985: 

The Department has decided not to rec
ommend base closures in the 1986 budget. 
This decision was made because closing in
stallations involves large costs, and given 
the need to cut the budget deficit, the De
partment felt it had higher priorities for 
the required funds. If the Department were 
to undertake closing about 20 installations 
of various kinds-

There were 22 at that time. 
The one-time cost of such closing would be 
about $2.5 billion. 

So when this administration was 
concerned about the budget deficit a 
couple of years ago, after floating that 
list all over the place, and the list is so 
well known that most of us have it and 
can read from it, they retreated from 
that finally and said that the cost is 
too great. 

Mr. President, we would welcome 
input from Members-the Senator 
from Michigan has been very helpful; 
there are others involved-concerning 
changes in these provisions on pages 
161 through 171 of the bill. I hope 
staff of various Senators are looking 
at that right now. 

Does the Senator from Michigan 
have a statement? 

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator ·from Ohio yield for a ques
tion? 

Mr. DIXON. I am delighted to yield. 
Mr. LEVIN. I understand that an 

amendment I intend to off er has been 
cleared. It just duplicates language 
from last year's bill. I understand that 
it has been cleared, but if it has been 
and if Senator THuRMoND is available, 
I wonder if the Senator from Illinois 
might be willing to lay aside the pend
ing amendment so that we can dispose 
of this matter. 

Mr. DIXON. Mr. President, I would 
be delighted to do that. 

I indicate again to all my colleagues 
that if anyone has an amendment, 
they should bring it over here now. 

I am told that the amendment of the 
Senator from Michigan has been 
cleared. I see the distinguished Sena
tor from South Carolina here. If it has 
been cleared on the other side, we are 
prepared. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent to set aside the pending Dixon 
amendment, so that we can ref er to 
the amendment of the Senator from 
Michigan. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is 
there objection to laying aside the 
amendment? The Chair hears none, 
and it is so ordered. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2008 

(Purpose: To authorize from funds appro
priated pursuant to section 201, not more 
than $31 million for the purchase and in
stallation of high technology manufactur
ing equipment in a private, non-profit 
center for advanced technologies> 
Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I send an 

amendment to the desk and ask for its 
immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment will be stated. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Michigan CMr. LEvIN] 

proposes an amendment numbered 2008. 
Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
At the appropriate place in the bill insert 

the following new section: 
SEC. . TRAINING IN ADV AN CED MANUFACTURING 

TECHNOLOGIES. 

(a) FuNDS FOR PuRCHASE AND INSTALLATION 
OF EQUIPMENT.-Of the funds appropriated 
pursuant to section 201, not more than 
$31,000,000 of the amount appropriated for 
fiscal year 1989, may be obligated for the 
purchase of high technology manufacturing 
equipment and the installation of such 
equipment in a private, nonprofit center for 
advanced technologies for the purpose of 
training, in a production facility, machine 
tool operators in skills critical to the de
fense technology base to build, operate, and 
maintain such equipment. 

(b) REQUIREMENTs.-Funds may not be ob
ligated for the purpose described in subsec
tion <a> 'until-

<1) the Secretary of Defense, the Secre
tary of Commerce, the Secretary of Labor, 
and the Secretary of Education enter into a 
memorandum of understanding concerning 
the participation of their respective depart
ments in a project to demonstrate the train
ing of machine technicians in a production 
facility; 

(2) the Secretary of Defense approves the 
obligation of such funds for such purpose; 
and 

<3> a period of 60 days elapses after the 
Secretary of Defense submits to the Com
mittees on Armed Services of the Senate 
and the House of Representatives a report 
that sets forth a detailed explanation of 
proposed Federal expenditures, a descrip
tion of the cost-sharing arrangements be
tween the Government agencies concerned 
and the private sector, and a description of 

how the proposed program furthers the in
dustrial and technological goals of the De
partment of Defense. 

Mr. LEVIN. As part of the effort to 
regain their competitive edge, many 
businesses have invested heavily 
during the past few years in new and 
complex machinery. This investment 
is clearly important for the mainte
nance and reinvigoration of our de
fense industrial base. However, it has 
become increasingly apparent that 
businesses in particular, and the 
Nation in general are not receiving the 
full value of this investment because 
too much of this equipment is in need 
of repair and is not actually in use. To 
put it briefly, this Nation is suffering 
from a shortage of individuals who are 
trained to repair these very complex 
machines. 

In recognition of this, the Congress 
last year authorized from the funds 
appropriated pursuant to section 201 
of the DOD authorization bill for 
fiscal year 1989 not more than $31 mil
lion for both fiscal year 1988 and fiscal 
year 1989 for the Center for Advanced 
Technologies. This center would seek 
to assure a defense industrial base by 
training multiskilled machine techni
cians capable of building, installing, 
integrating, maintaining, diagnosing, 
and modifying technologically ad
vanced equipment and systems. 

No funds were appropriated last 
year for fiscal year 1988 or fiscal year 
1989. It is, therefore, necessary to seek 
a reauthorization for fiscal year 1989 
this year because under section 5 of 
last year's DOD authorization bill, au
thorizations for fiscal year 1989 were 
"effective only with respect to appro
priations made during the first session 
of the lOOth Congress." 

The Nation's acute shortage of 
skilled craftsmen capable of servicing 
highly automated, computer-integrat
ed and flexible manufacturing systems 
remains. The need for a Center for Ad
vanced Technologies remains. 

The language of this amendment is 
identical to the language in the au
thorization for fiscal year 1989 en
acted last year, with the exception 
that references to fiscal year 1988 
have been deleted since they are no 
longer applicable. 

I understand that this amendment 
has been cleared on the other side. 

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, as 
I understand it, the Defense Depart
ment has cleared this amendment. 

Mr. LEVIN. I understand that it has 
been cleared. 

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, we 
have no objection to the amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend
ment offered by the Senator from 
Michigan [Mr. LEVIN]. 

The amendment <No. 2008) was 
agreed to. 
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Mr. DIXON. Mr. President, I move 

to reconsider the vote by which the 
amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. LEVIN. I move to lay that 
motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. LEVIN. I thank my friends. 
Mr. DIXON. Mr. President, the staff 

advises that there are a number of 
amendments in hand, several of which 
have a possibility for adoption. Of 
course, there are the usual amend
ments we face every year which will 
require rollcalls. This is a good day, 
Tuesday. We would like to finish this 
bill this week, and we will make every 
effort to do so. 

This is probably the stickiest wicket 
in this bill, and we are trying to re
solve it. Work is being done on it now. 

We invite others to please come 
here, and we will set aside the Dixon 
amendment from time to time on the 
base closing question to accommodate 
other Senators. It is 11:30, and we 
have the usual conference luncheons 
on both sides. Now would be a good 
time to come over here and get an 
amendment adopted. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2005, AS MODIFIED 

Mr. DIXON. Mr. President, return
ing to the amendment before us, the 
amendment before us, of course, would 
provide for congressional input on a 
bipartisan basis, by providing that the 
chairman and ranking member of the 
authorizing subcommittee in the 
Senate and the chairman and ranking 
member of the Appropriation Subcom
mittee in the Senate that are jurisdic
tional on the issue, the same in the 
House, be members of this Commis
sion. It would be the first step in some 
repair work on this provision that en
compasses pages 161 through 171, and 
it would be entirely bipartisan. There 
would be two Republicans and two 
Democrats from each House then in
volved on the Commission who have a 
degree of expertise in this issue and an 
understanding of the process and the 
concerns of Congress. 

Now, let me just point out another 
concern I have. Here is a letter from 
the Secretary of Defense saying that 
in parallel with the Commission's 
work he is initiating a review of our 
overseas bases to determine if efficien
cies can be realized through closures 
or realignments in our overseas base 
structure. "This review will be com
pleted in the fall, enabling me to 
report the results of this review to the 
Commission before it completes its 
work and makes its final report." 

My argument with respect to that 
would be why limit the jurisdiction of 
this Commission to the United States? 

I can assure the President and the 
Members of the Senate that there is a 
great deal of concern in the country 
about wastefulness in bases all around 
the world, a proliferation of bases all 
over the world, substantial moneys 

spent in addition to those bases all 
over the world. 

I believe if you polled the citizens of 
this country about their concerns, one 
of their highest priority would be 
those foreign bases. 

Here we have a bill designed to con
template domestic bases in the United 
States to the exclusion of what I think 
most Americans would consider to be a 
matter of higher priority, foreign 
bases, and certainly I think they 
would think that at least of equal pri
ority ought to be concern for foreign 
bases and that that question ought to 
be incorporated into this whole Com
mission jurisdiction and be subject to 
review just like domestic bases. 

I would like to put again the cost of 
overseas bases in the RECORD. This is 
from the Deputy Secretary of Defense 
to the distinguished chairman of the 
Committee on Appropriations, one of 
our great Senators in this body, Sena
tor JOHN STENNIS, the distinguished 
Senator from Mississippi, and the 
letter is dated April 25, 1988, from the 
Deputy Secretary of Defense, Mr. Wil
liam H. Taft IV, to the Honorable 
JOHN c. STENNIS, chairman, Commit
tee on Appropriations, U.S. Senate, 
Washington, DC. 20510, April 25, 1988. 

The cost of U.S. bases overseas: 
Fiscal year 1987, $34.580 billion; fiscal 
year 1988, $35.525 billion; fiscal year 
1989, $37.080 billion. 

That is a lot of money, Senator Dirk
sen, a distinguished Senator from my 
State, often said around here "a bil
lion here, a billion there and pretty 
soon you are talking about real 
money"; and you are talking about a 
lot of money in those bases overseas. 

So, I would think that if we can 
craft a compromise, we ought to be 
concerned about having one that 
would look at foreign as well as domes
tic bases and again regional balance so 
that all parts of the country are repre
sented, a finite number of members on 
the Commission, perhaps subject not 
necessarily to the approval of the 
Senate, but I think perhaps the 
Senate ought to have some input into 
some members of that Commission. 
That is one of the things I would hope 
we could work out, that on that Com
mission not only the Secretary of De
fense but the Congress would ·be in
volved in composition, as I say, a finite 
number, whatever that number would 
be with regional representation, and 
all of the things that the Senator from 
Michigan as well as this Senator 
talked about previously. 

I am told, Mr. President, that the 
distinguished Senator from Washing
ton, Senator BROCK ADAMS, will be 
over here with an amendment within 
the next 5 to 10 minutes. I understand 
that that amendment has been cleared 
on both sides. 

The point I want to make again is 
the door is open. We are doing busi-

ness and I hope other Senators will 
come over. 

The Senator from Washington is 
coming over and we will shortly set 
aside once again this amendment to 
deal with the amendment of the Sena
tor from Washington. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor in 
view of the presence on the floor of 
my distinguished friend and such a 
valuable member of the committee 
and my Subcommittee on Readiness, 
the distinguished Senator from Arizo
na. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator form Arizona CMr. McCAIN] is 
recognized. 

Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, I rise to 
discuss the pending amendment by the 
distinguished Senator from Illinois, 
Senator DIXON. I would like to, first of 
all, express the enormous appreciation 
that I have for the many kindnesses 
he has extended to me as a member of 
his subcommittee. I stand with great 
respect and awe of the dedication and 
outstanding work that he has dis
played not only as a subcommittee 
chairman but as one of the most eff ec
tive members of the Armed Services 
Committee. 

As with all respected colleagues from 
time to time we find ourselves in dis
agreement, and on this amendment I 
respectfully disagree with my friend 
and colleague. 

I think it is important to point out 
that the information that I have is the 
last time a major military installation 
in this country was closed was some
time in the early seventies and I be
lieve that that was the Boston Naval 
Shipyard. 

A lot of things have happened in the 
intervening years. A lot of missions 
and roles have changed, and technolo
gy has made a difference. We have 
phased in and out weapons systems. 
We have experienced reductions in 
some part of our military forces and 
we have expanded in others. We have 
responded to the shifting challenges 
and national security requirements 
that our Nation faces. 

Mr. President, I know of no knowl
edgeable American who believes that 
there are defense bases and installa
tions in this Nation that cannot be 
closed. I would hesitate to cite specific 
bases at this time because then we 
would quickly degenerate into a dis
cussion as to the merits or demerits of 
particular installations. 

At the same time, I think it does a 
great disservice to the taxpayers of 
America to make a case that the status 
quo must remain forever and no instal
lation in this country can be closed. It 
also harms our image here in the Con
gress as to the depth of our commit
ment to saving the taxpayers money 
and reducing the waste and inefficien
cy in defense spending. 
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The biggest problem in obtaining 

support for the increased defense 
spending, that we need in some areas, 
is the perception of the American 
people that so many of their tax dol
lars is being fraudulently wasted and 
abused. I believe the American people 
are correct in this perception and that 
my distinguished friend from Illinois 
is in agreement with me as to the im
portance of this issue. 

I do not pretend to argue that a few 
base closings will change this precep
tion dramatically. I do, however, say to 
you that if we are to show the courage 
of our convictions and our commit
ment to the American people, if we are 
to show we are going to spend their 
tax dollars wisely, then the closings of 
extraneous and unnecessary military 
facilities is in order. 

Mr. President, we all want to main
tain the military facilities in our 
States. The very fact that there has 
not been a single major military instal
lation closed in this country in more 
than 10 years demonstrates this fact 
and indicates that the system is in a 
state of grid lock. If we continue to op
erate under the same rules of the 
game-economic impact statements, 
environmental impact statements, em
ployment impact statements and all of 
the myriad of hoops that the Depart
ment of Defense has to jump through 
to achieve the closing of a single facili
ty-we will never close a major base in 
this country. 

The present reliance on congression
al approval has failed for the last 10 
years. What in the world can make us 
believe that we will succeed during the 
next 10 years if we stick to present 
rules of the game? That is why I am 
supporting the proposal that we create 
a blue ribbon panel which is objective 
in nature, and which will make these 
decisions for us. 

I think that my friend from Illinois 
does raise an important question. Why 
should the Congress give some outside 
body this kind of authority and re
sponsibility? I think the answer is 
simple. We must do it because the 
Congress and the Department of De
fense have not shown the courage to 
take those measures which in my 
view-and I think the view of the over
whelming majority of the American 
people-we need to impose these effi
ciencies. 

I think the most important aspect of 
this issue is not whether we are going 
to close a few bases or not, although 
they need to be closed. We need to 
send a message to the American 
people that we are serious about 
saving their tax dollars, and I do not 
see a way we can do this unless we 
agree to what is presently contained in 
the Senate Armed Services Committee 
bill before us. I understand it is also 
contained in the House bill. 

Mr. President, Oliver Cromwell once 
had the courage to close down a use-

less Parliament. He said at that time: 
"They have sat here too long for the 
good they do here. It is time for them 
to go and return here no more." 

Mr. President, it is time that our 
useless bases went and return here no 
more. It is time, no matter whose 
State these bases are in, that we carry 
out our obligation to the American 
taxpayers. It is time to impose maxi
mum efficiencies across the board. It 
is time to support a bill that will give 
us an objective, unbiased, and support
able decisionmaking process which will 
provide the efficiencies which the 
American taxpayers want and deserve. 

I want to again thank my colleague 
from Illinois for his honest commit
ment and his deep concern about this 
issue. I know he is deeply concerned 
about the impact of base closings upon 
working men and women who have 
worked their entire lives in a certain 
State and certain area. I know he is 
also understandably concerned about 
the prospect of Draconian measures 
taking place, and bases being closed 
which can never be replaced under 
normal circumstances. 

At the same time, I believe that if 
this bill is enacted as presently writ
ten, we will have appointed a group of 
Americans who are eminently quali
fied to make these decisions, and I be
lieve it is time we moved forward in 
addressing this very vital issue. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Senator from Illinois. 
Mr. DIXON. Mr. President, I under

stand my friend from Delaware wants 
to make a statement but may I first 
accommodate the Senator from Wash
ington? He has an amendment both 
sides have agreed to take. It will be 
very brief, only a couple of minutes. 
The Senator from Washington does 
have an amendment. It has been 
cleared on this side. I understand it is 
cleared on the other side. We will be 
very brief in adopting it. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does 
the Senator ask to lay aside the pend
ing amendment? 

Mr. DIXON. I ask to lay aside the 
pending amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2009 

(Purpose: To authorize the Secretary of De
fense to provide support to community ad
justment activities required by the closure 
of the N-reactor and to authorize the Sec
retary of Energy to provide funds for such 
activities) 
Mr. ADAMS. Mr. President, I want 

to express my deep gratitude to the 
manager of the bill and I send an 
amendment to the desk and ask for its 
immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment will be stated. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 

The Senator from Washington CMr. 
ADAMS], for himself and Mr. EVANS, pro
poses an amendment numbered 2009. 

Mr. ADAMS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
At the appropriate place in the bill, insert 

the following: The Secretary of Defense 
may make grants, conclude cooperative 
agreements, and supplement funds made 
available under Federal programs adminis
tered by agencies other than the Depart
ment of Defense in order to assist State and 
local governments and regional organiza
tions composed of State and local govern
ments, in planning and supporting commu
nity adjustments required by the closure of 
N-Reactor, Hanford, Washington. Provided 
further that the Department of Defense is 
authorized to provide funds for such activi
ties. 

Mr. ADAMS. Mr. President, I believe 
this amendment is acceptable to the 
managers of the bill but I would like 
to take just a few moments to explain 
its provisions and the history sur
rounding it. 

Last year, it became clear that a 
combination of safety concerns and 
national defense .needs would result in 
the closure of the N-reactor in Han
ford, WA. It was also clear to me, as it 
has been for years, that the economy 
of the Tri-Cities, which surround the 
Hanford Reservation, had become ex
cessively dependent on the continued 
operation of the defense facilities lo
cated there. Recognizing the inevita
ble fate of the N-reactor, I sought to 
minimize the impact that closure 
would have by requesting that the De
fense Department's Office of Econom
ic Adjustment-a small but effective 
organization designed to minimize the 
impact of changes in defense spending 
on communities-get involved. That 
request was made in September and I 
was pleased to have Senator NUNN, 
Senator w ARNER, Senator STENNIS, 
Senator HATFIELD, and Senator JOHN
STON join me in making it. We were 
told back then that such a request was 
"premature" since no decision about 
the N-reactor had been made. Obvi
ously, I disagreed. You shouldn't have 
to wait for a disaster to happen before 
you begin to plan for it. I renewed the 
request in January and again in Feb
ruary. Finally, I was told that DOD 
and DOE had agreed that it was a 
good idea. "Better late than never," I 
thought. 

Since OEA became involved-and 
they are involved and being helpful
some have suggested that it would be 
wise to clarify their right to off er as
sistance to communities effected by 
changes in DOD facilities and the 
Hanford facility belongs to DOE. This 
is, in my mind, a minor problem since 
Hanford is designed to support a clear 
DOD mission and since both the Sec
retary of Defense and the Secretary of 
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Energy now support OEA involve
ment. 

Still, in an effort to clarify the issue, 
this amendment simply recognizes 
OEA's right to be involved at Hanford 
and authorizes DOE support for 
OEA's effort there. 

I appreciate the cooperation of the 
chairman and his staff throughout the 
process of dealing with this issue. 
Again, I think the amendment is ac
ceptable to the managers of the bill 

· and I yield the floor. 
HANFORD DESERVES OFFICE OF ECONOMIC 

ADJUSTMENT ASSISTANCE 

Mr. EVANS. Mr. President, I am 
pleased to join with my colleague from 
the State of Washington, Senator 
ADAMS, in proposing this amendment. 
It will provide authority to the De
fense Department's Office of Econom
ic Adjustment COEAl to assist the citi
zens of the communities surrounding 
the Hanford Nuclear Reservation to 
adjust to changed economic circum
stances resulting from the decision by 
the Department of Energy to close the 
N-reactor. 

For more than 20 years the Office of 
Economic Adjustment has provided as
sistance to communities faced with the 
prospect of a military installation clo
sure. The OEA serves a coordinating 
function by helping distressed commu
nities identify various sources of eco
nomic assistance and development aid 
that will help them convert what oth
erwise might be a severe economic jolt 
into a positive shot in the arm. 

This amendment is necessary be
cause current law authorizes OEA as
sistance only when an installation 
owned and operated by the Depart
ment of Defense is shutdown or sig
nificantly realigned. The rationale for 
the law is that communities which 
have sprung up to support military in
stallations or which have come to 
depend on a military installation 
should not have to bear the full brunt 
of a decision to terminate or greatly 
curtail military activity at the installa
tion. 

Although it is not technically a mili
tary reservation, the Hanford complex 
produces nuclear materials vital to 
maintaining our national security. 
Under longstanding policy, the De
partment of Energy-not the Depart
ment of Defense-operates all our de
fense nuclear production facilities. Ac
cordingly, the rationale for the law 
which authorizes OEA support for 
closed DOD facilities would also sup
port OEA assistance to communities 
affected by closure of a DOE defense 
facility. 

Mr. President, much work needs to 
be done to help the Tri-Cities and 
other communities affected by the clo
sure of the N-reactor. The goal is to 
save as many jobs as possible through 
a combination of increased activity in 
other programs at the Hanford Reser
vation and creation of new employ-

ment opportunities throughout the 
surrounding communities. OEA can 
help us reach that goal. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is 
there any further debate on the 
amendment? The Senator from Arizo
na. 

Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, this is a 
very important amendment of the 
Senator from Washington. It is an 
effort to take care of very fine people 
that are employed in his State and 
have suffered severe economic conse
quences as a result of an event that 
was not in any way their responsibil
ity. This side of the aisle is pleased to 
support this very important amend
ment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is 
there any further debate on this 
amendment? If not, the question is on 
agreeing to the amendment. 

The amendment <No. 2009) was 
agreed to. 

Mr. ADAMS. Mr. President, I move 
to reconsider the vote by which the 
amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. DIXON. Mr. President, I move 
to lay that motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. ADAMS. Mr. President, I wish 
to express to the manager of the bill 
my thanks for the kindness, not to me 
but to the people who have been so 
deeply impacted by this, and my ap
preciation to the leadership for allow
ing us to do this. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. 

CONRAD). The Senator from Delaware. 
BASE CONSOLIDATION 

Mr. ROTH. Mr. President, over the 
last several years, I have sought to 
play a role in drawing the attention of 
the Senate and of the public to some 
of the more outrageous spending prac
tices of the Department of Defense. 
My efforts, and those of my col
leagues, have unearthed allen wrench
es priced at almost $10,000, coffeepots 
for $7 ,600, and in one particular hilari
ous example, toilet seat covers for 
$640. At one stage, I was even able to 
decorate an entire Christmas tree with 
expensive examples of the carelessness 
of the Pentagon and the cupidity of 
several of our major defense contrac
tors. 

Some members of the Pentagon, 
confronted with these criticisms, de
cided that a good offense constituted 
the best defense. They sought to belit
tle these efforts as demeaning and 
fundamentally unimportant. Well, Mr. 
President, I do not think that these ef
forts were, in any sense, minor or de
meaning. They uncovered serious 
abuses of the taxpayers' money and I, 
for one, am proud of the role I played 
in holding the Pentagon's feet to the 
fire and demanding reform. 

However, let us face facts, if we are 
going to attack waste and abuse by the 
Pentagon, we cannot turn a blind eye 

to waste that emanates here, in this 
Chamber. We cannot assert that it is 
wrong for the Department of Defense 
to waste taxpayers' money but it is 
fine for elected politicans to play fast 
and lose with the taxpayers' dollars. 

And let us face facts, this is exactly 
what we have been doing with military 
bases. This Government has been 
maintaining a number of military fa
cilities which the Armed Forces simply 
do not require and which the Depart
ment of Defense wishes to close. Let 
me repeat that for the benefit of my 
colleagues. These are savings which 
the Department of Defense wishes to 
make. That agency of the Federal 
Government which so many of us have 
condemned as spendthrift wishes to 
make savings. The question before us 
now is only whether the Congress will 
stand in the way of such savings. 

How much money will be saved by 
allowing the Department of Defense 
to close or consolidate its basing facili
ties? Of course, no one can answer 
that question with absolute certainty, 
because none of us know exactly how 
many bases should, or could, be closed. 
However, the Grace Commission said 
that a conservative estimate of poten
tial savings amounted to at least $2 
billion per year. Please note that these 
savings are not one-time savings, but 
annual savings and that the Commis
sion pointed out that, according to 
DOD and OMB analyses, annual sav
ings could be much greater. 

Mr. President, we are not talking 
about a few savings here and a few 
savings there that may add up to some 
real money at the end of the day. We 
are talking about real money up front, 
a minimum of $2 billion per year. How 
can we, in all conscience, pass by the 
opportunity to save $2 billion a year in 
useless spending? 

I might point out that there are 
some who estimate that it would go as 
high as $5 billion. 

What is the mechanism by which 
such savings will be made? The mecha
nism is extremely important because 
the Congress should not, under any 
circumstances, risk allowing partisan 
politics to drift into the base consoli
dation issue. We do not want to run 
the risk of allowing a Republican ad
ministration to target only bases in 
democratically held States and con
stituencies or vice versa. Nor do we 
wish to allow a Republican or Demo
cratic administration to play out base 
closing over a long period of time for 
political advantage. 

I believe that the mechanism which 
has been established after long consul
tations between myself, Representa
tive ARMEY, Senator NUNN, Senator 
WARNER, Representative ASPIN, and 
Secretary Carlucci truly solves this 
problem. I sincerely believe that this 
represents an honest, workable, bipar-
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tisan solution to the base consolida
tion question. 

The Secretary of Defense already 
has appointed a nine-member Commis
sion on Base Consolidation headed by 
former Senator Ribicoff and former 
Congressman Jack Edwards. I have in 
my possession lists of other Commis
sion members if any Member wishes to 
see them. 

The legislation which we are consid
ering here today empowers the Secre
tary of Defense to act upon the recom
mendations of the Commission and 
lays down the manner in which he 
may do so. 

First, and most important, the legis
lation provides that, if any consolida
tions of closures are to take place, the 
Secretary of Defense must, within 15 
days of receipt of the Commission's 
report, himself report to the Congress 
that he intends to accept all of the 
Commission's recommendations. 

I stress all, Mr. President, because 
the Secretary may not pick or choose 
among the Commission's recommenda
tions. There is no danger of a Secre
tary playing politics here. He must 
accept the Commission's recommenda
tions as a whole or not at all. 

In addition, if the Secretary decides 
that closures are to be implemented, 
he may not drag them out for political 
purposes. Closures must be initiated 
no later than September 10, 1991, and 
all must be completed no later than 
September 30, 1995. In other words, 
we are not giving carte blanche to the 
Secretary of Defense. Rather, we are 
opening a window for a finite period of 
time in order that the Secretary may 
carry out a specific task which is vital 
to the security and the budgetary 
health of this Nation. When the task 
is completed, the window will be 
closed. 

The work will proceed promptly and, 
in my opinion, efficiently. The Com
mission must report its findings to the 
Secretary no later than December 31, 
1988, and, as I mentioned earlier, the 
Secretary then has 15 days within 
which to decide whether or not to 
accept all of its recommendations. 

I do not believe that this strict time
table is unrealistic. The Department 
of Defense already has the necessary 
data on the financial · position of its 
various bases and the roles they play, 
or do not play, in the preservation of 
U.S. national security. In short, I be
lieve that the Commission can meet 
this deadline and tum in a top quality 
analysis. 

The formulators of this initiative are 
fully aware that some local communi
ties can be negatively impacted by the 
closure of military facilities. Conse
quently, this legislation allows the 
Secretary of Defense to make econom
ic adjustment assistance available to 
impacted communities. 

I suspect that some of my colleagues 
are particularly concerned about the 

local impact of a base closing. I would 
commend to their attention an editori
al in the Wall Street Journal of May 4, 
1988. The editorial points out the ex
ample of the closure of Kincheloe Air 
Force Base in Michigan in 1977. When 
the closure of the base went ahead, 
local residents feared the loss of the 
650 civilian jobs which the base pro
vided. Today, the former base is the 
site of an air /industrial park and pro
vides three times more jobs than did 
the former Air Force base. 

I would also draw my colleagues at
tention to the 1981 report of the Presi
dent's Economic Adjustment Commit
tee on completed military base eco
nomic adjustment projects between 
1961 and 1981. The Economic Adjust
ment Committee assisted local commu
nities to adjust to the economic impact 
of base closings and, in my opinion, 
has been remarkably successful. 
Former military bases have been suc
cessfully converted for productive ci
vilian uses such as airports, schools, 
hospitals, recreational areas, and in
dustrial parks. 

Of the 94 military base economic ad
justment projects, the committee 
made the following interesting find
ings. 87, 703 former DOD or contractor 
jobs lost through closure were re
placed by more than 123,000 civilian 
jobs. 109,262 of these are new jobs; 
over 14,515 jobs were relocated from 
the impacted local communities to im
proved sites on the former bases. 

Eight 4-year colleges, 28 postsecond
ary vocational technical institutes or 
community colleges, and 11 high 
school vo-tech programs have been es
tablished at former bases. 46,000 col
lege and postsecondary students, over 
29,000 secondary vo-tech, and over 
8,000 trainees are now receiving educa
tion and training at 50 former defense 
bases. 

Sixty-eight of the defense bases 
closed between 1961 and 1981 are now 
the sites of industrial parks or plants. 

The committee concludes its find
ings by informing us: 

The transition period, often 2-3 years, in 
securing new civilian uses can be difficult 
for many communities. Yet, the experience 
of communities affected by earlier base rea
lignments clearly indicates that communi
ties can successfully adjust to such disloca
tion. 

The adjustment experience is aptly 
summarized in an April 27, 1979, Chi
cago Tribune editorial: 

If cities are not resistant to the utmost 
the loss of the local military payroll, they 
need to hear the message that more diversi
fied, stable, and economically valuable civil
ian payrolls not only may but do follow the 
departure of the military payroll. 

When, and if, the Secretary decides 
to act upon the recommendations of 
the Commission and a particular piece 
of property is determined to be avail
able for sale, the Secretary of Defense 
shall first inform other Federal instru
mentalities of the availability of the 

property and, if offers are received, 
the property shall be sold to these in
strumentalities at fair market value, if 
all the necessary funding will be avail
able within a reasonable period of 
time. 

If no fair market value offers are re
ceived, the Secretary may convey 
DOD property to Federal agencies at 
less than fair market value if DOD 
can, nonetheless, prove that this 
course of action will produce savings. 
In addition, property may be conveyed 
to State or local governments at less 
than market value if the property in 
question is to be used for airport, edu
cation, or health purposes in accord
ance with a State or local reuse plan. 

Mr. President, surely we all recog
nize that we are going to have to do 
something about the expense of U.S. 
military bases. Certainly, the media 
appears to think so. I ask unanimous 
consent that editorials on this subject 
from the Wilmington News Journal, 
the New York Times, the Washington 
Post, and the Wall Street Journal, all 
urging action on this issue and sup
porting the actions taken by the 
Senate Committee on Armed Services, 
be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the arti
cles were ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
[From the Wilmington News Journal, Apr. 

19, 1988] 
SOUND SAVINGS 

Air Force officials announced Wednesday 
that a facility in California is to be moth
balled. The military shuttle launch pad at 
Vandenberg Air Force Base will be taken 
out of "caretaker status," which now costs 
taxpayers some $50 million a year, and 
placed in deep standby, which will only cost 
some $8 million. There will be savings of 
more than $40 million annually. 

A mere 40 big ones aren't much in a $1 
trillion federal budget, but 40 here and 40 
there, we were told once by one of the U.S. 
Senate's most noted talkers, mount up. 

Sen. William V. Roth Jr. and some fellow 
lawmakers figure that real military base 
"consolidation" can save us $2 billion a year. 
The Delaware Republican Wednesday called 
that conservative and cited a Congressional 
Budget Office study that put yearly savings 
at $5 billion. 

Unarguably, some military facilities are 
just standing there, not contributing to our 
national security commensurately with the 
funds expended on them. 

The Senate Armed Forces Committee this 
week took up legislation originally intro
duced by Mr. Roth, cosponsored in the 
House by Rep. Dick Armey, R-Texas. 

It is designed to create a bipartisan com
mission which would submit to the secre
tary of defense a list of bases to be consoli
dated-read that closed in many cases. Some 
sites could be sold at as close to fair market 
value as possible, some might be transferred 
for use by states and localities for public 
purposes. The secretary would have to 
accept all or none of the consolidations. He 
could not pick and choose from the recom
mendations. 

Sen. Roth on Wednesday said he is sad
dened to admit the bill will, "most likely 
prove extremely controversial" on the floor. 
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We all have known for many years that 

there was dead wood in the Pentagon inven
tory of facilities. The trouble has been that 
the most obvious bases to close were always 
in someone else's state or representative dis
trict. 

Sen. Roth and his allies note properly 
that these facilities have been maintained 
"for selfish political reasons" to in turn 
maintain "a flow of defense dollars into our 
states." They have been the basis for "sena
tors' statewide popularity campaigns." 

Major steps for the Senate, in curbing de
fense spending are, in Mr. Roth's words, to 
"acknowledge that some of the Pentagon 
waste and abuse emanates from this cham
ber" and to stop it. This applies, of course, 
to the House too. 

The legislation provides for the defense 
secretary to make adjustment help available 
to impacted communities. 

The proposed program is indeed long over
due. The Congress should seize the chance 
to take most of the politics out of the issue 
and get on with it. 

[From the Washington Post, Apr. 27, 19881 
PIE-SLICING 

Every parent knows how to make two chil
dren split a piece of pie. One child divides, 
the other chooses. Never is a piece of pie cut 
more carefully in half. 

Now Congress and the Pentagon may have 
found a similar formula for dealing with a 
different kind of dessert-an acceptable 
way, at long last, to close military bases. Ob
solete bases have been a blot on the defense 
budget for years. For all the earthy reasons 
that you might expect, efforts to close 
some-even to come up with lists for clos
ing-have been consistently foiled. The 
likely savings are doubtless exaggerated, but 
the targets should be closed anyway. Some 
critics on both left and right say as many as 
a tenth of the roughly 300 major domestic 
bases could be safely eliminated and as 
much as $2 billion to $5 billion a year even
tually saved. 

Part of the problem is, of course, that 
military bases mean jobs and payrolls, but 
part of it has also been institutional. Bases 
have been hard to close in the normal legis
lative process, but neither Congress nor the 
executive branch has been willing to entrust 
the other with the necessary power in a spe
cial process. Each feared, or professed to 
fear, that the resulting list would be politi
cal. 

Last year a group of members-Rep. Dick 
Armey of Texas was a leader-proposed that 
the power be given on a one-time-only basis 
to a neutral commission jointly appointed. 
For various reasons, that idea didn't fly, but 
now a new one seems about to. Defense Sec
retary Frank Carlucci would name an inde
pendent and bipartisan commission; he has 
already circulated the respected names of 
former Democratic senator Abraham Ribi
coff of Connecticut and former Republican 
representative Jack Edwards of Alabama as 
possible cochairmen. The panel would, by 
the end of the year, recommend a list of 
bases to be closed. 

Mr. Carlucci would be free to close all or 
none of those on the list, but no combina
tion between. He could not, therefore, make 
up a list of his own to punish or reward; and 
as the departing secretary, with no more 
business to conduct, he would be freer than 
his successor to disregard such consider
ations anyway. 

The senior members of both the House 
and the Senate Armed Services committees 
are said to be agreeable to this. In a time 

when it's in everyone's interest to find a fair 
way to save defense funds, that's not sur
prising. The districts that would lose under 
such a procedure deserve to lose. Conserv
atives and liberals should both be willing to 
vote aye. 

[From the New York Times, Apr. 29, 1988] 

To MoP UP MILITARY GRAVY 
No waste in government is more obvious 

than keeping military bases open only to 
benefit a particular congressman's or sena
tor's constituents. At last, leading members 
of Congress have come up with a sensible, 
nonpolitical antidote. They propose a bipar
tisan commission that would select bases to 
be closed, saving up to $5 billion a year. 

There are 5,000 military installations in 
the United States. None have been closed 
since 1977. Consider Loring Air Force Base 
in far northeastern Maine. Building it there, 
as close as possible to Moscow, made sense 
in 1946. Modern bombers and intercontinen
tal missiles have long since wiped out that 
justification. 

But a 1977 law sponsored by Senator WIL
LIAM COHEN, the Maine Republican, requires 
an environmental impact study before any 
base is closed. Studies usually find that a 
shutdown would improve the environment. 
But they also say that base employees will 
lose jobs. That ends the discussion. 

Other egregious examples abound: Fort 
Douglas in Utah was built to protect a 
stagecoach route. Fort Sheridan in Illinois 
provides Army brass with a golf course and 
two beaches. Virginia's Fort Monroe, 
moated against the British in 1812, now 
serves no essential military purpose. Three 
years ago, the Pentagon also proposed clos
ing the Philadelphia Navy Yard and Fort 
Devens in Massachusetts. 

Representative Dick Armey of Texas 
originated the new commission plan. He and 
Senator WILLIAM ROTH of Delaware, both 
Republicans, have offered identical bills, 
supported by the chairmen of both armed 
services committees. The Secretary of De
fense would appoint a nonpartisan commis
sion to designate bases for closing. The Sec
retary would have to accept or reject their 
whole list; he could not play politics by 
choosing among the recommendations. The 
commission would report by Dec. 31, and he 
would have 15 days to say yes or no. 

The dates are well chosen: a decision be
tween Election Day and Inauguration Day 
would come during the end of the Reagan 
Administration, with nothing to lose, and 
before the newly elected President could be 
exposed to blame or pressure. 

To set the plan in motion, Congress has to 
waive the environmental requirement, 
thereby accepting the fact that some work
ers would lose their jobs. That's not neces
sarily disastrous. A Pentagon analysis of 
bases closed between 1961 and 1977 found 
that the new occupants created almost 50 
percent more civilian jobs than the old 
bases. 

Some opponents of the plan will argue 
that it costs more to shut a base than to 
keep it going, but closing costs are soon re
couped. Still others will assert that Con
gress should not cede this power to a com
mission. Such talk might sound plausible if 
the taste of gravy were not so strong. The 
Armey plan is a sound solution to a costly 
political puzzle. 

CFrom the Wall Street Journal, May 4, 
1988] 

RARE EVENT 

When the Michigan congressional delega
tion failed to prevent the closing of Kinche
loe Air Force Base back in 1977, residents of 
Chippewa County, Mich~. and their congres
sional delegation feared that the 650 civilian 
jobs provided by the base never would be re
placed. Today, the base is known as the 
Chippewa County Air /Industrial Park, and 
it provides more than three times the jobs 
formerly provided by Kincheloe. The appre
hensions of the Chippewa County residents 
and their congressmen proved unfounded. 

Kincheloe was one of the last major mili
tary bases to be closed in the U.S. For all 
the wailing in Congress about the defense 
budget, repeated attempts to close expen
sive, redundant bases have failed. Defense 
experts estimate that at least 10% of the na
tion's 900 major military bases could be 
shut. Congress won't allow it. Indeed the 
law that effectively prevents any such clo
sures now is the handiwork of one of those 
Washington monuments who frequently has 
the word "respected" inserted in front of his 
name-Senator William Cohen of Maine. 

A 1977 law sponsored by Senator Cohen to 
thwart the closing of his state's Loring Air 
Force Base requires prior "environmental" 
and economic impact studies. As veterans of 
the Environmental Protection Act know, 
these studies are basically a trampoline for 
extended litigation. So the Pentagon decid
ed to let the Congressmen and their mori
bund pet bases alone. 

It now appears, however, that all the stars 
in Washington's astrological sky currently 
are aligned in a way that makes closing the 
bases a possibility. Texas Congressman Dick 
Armey and Delaware Senator William Roth 
have made legislative proposals to close the 
most unnecessary bases. "We no longer need 
to guard the Pony Express routes to the 
Wild West," Senator Roth says. "We no 
longer need to maintain moated forts to 
guard against assault by British sailing 
ships." 

One key to the Armey and Roth measures 
is that they allow an outside force to impose 
a discipline and responsibility of purpose on 
Congress that individual members have 
found impossible to assume themselves. It 
takes the decision of what bases to close out 
the hands of Congress or the Executive and 
places it with a bipartisan nine-member 
commission to be appointed by Defense Sec
retary Frank Carlucci. The commission will 
look at bases around the country and make 
recommendations of which 15 to 25 bases 
should be closed between 1991 and 1995. 
The Secretary of Defense can either ap
prove the closings or reject them, but he 
cannot pick and choose bases from the list. 
This is meant to avoid charges of partisan
ship. For its part, Congress would waive the 
current onerous requirements for base clos
ings, but would reserve the right to rescind 
a particular closing with a majority vote. 

If all this happens, it will save between $2 
billion and $5 billion annually. The Armey
Roth device is yet one more example of offi
cials in Washington offloading onto a "com
mission" the responsibilities they are pre
.sumably elected to exericse themselves. 
Given that the closure of military bases is 
as rare now as an eclipse of the sun, we'll 
gladly welcome the event. We'll also believe 
it when we see it. 

Mr. ROTH. The eye of the American 
public is upon us, and I do not think 
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we should expect to escape criticism if 
we fail to act on this issue. 

The Wall Street Journal closed its 
editorial with two sentences, 

Given that the closure of military bases is 
as rare now as an eclipse of the Sun, we'll 
gladly welcome the event. We'll also believe 
it when we see it. 

Mr President, I call upon this body 
to prove the Wall Street Journal 
wrong, to prove that this body can act 
resolutely for the public good when 
the need arises. In the light of our cur
rent budgetary deficit, the need to 
save $2 billion a year is clear and obvi
ous. Let us act resolutely for the 
public good and empower the Depart
ment of Defense to make the savings 
which this body has so long demand
ed. 

Mr President, I have great respect 
for the distinguished senior Senator 
from Illinois, and I can well under
stand his concern, but I must rise in 
opposition to his amendment. As I 
said, I certainly understand and appre
ciate his desire to give Congress more 
control over the base-closing process. 
But to give Congress any real control 
over the mechanism under consider
ation would, in my judgment, be un
constitutional. 

As my colleagues will recall, Con
gress also wanted greater control over 
the execution of our Federal election 
laws, a very sensitive matter, indeed. 
But in Buckley versus Valeo the Su
preme Court held unconstitutional the 
Congressional effort to place Members 
on a commission with a duty to carry 
out laws. The Court held that this vio
lated the appointments clause-article 
II, S2, clause 2-of the Constitution 
which states how officers of the 
United States are to be appointed and 
excludes Congress from participating 
in that process. 

In Buckley versus Valeo, Congress 
tried to place Members on the Federal 
Election Commission to make sure it 
did the "right" thing. Here, the 
amendment would place congressional 
Members on the Base Closing Commis
sion for the same reason. To me, the 
two situations are constitutionally in
distinguishable. 

The actions of the Base Closing 
Commission have legal effect, binding 
the United States. Their actions will 
allow certain statutory requirements 
to be waived. Therefore, their actions 
are not merely advisory. Since their 
actions have binding effect, the 
actors-the members-must be ap
pointed in conformity with the ap
pointments clause. Thus Congress may 
not place Members on the Commis
sion, and for that reason the amend
ment must be rejected. 

I yield the floor. 

TRADE BILL CONFERENCE 
REPORT CORRECTIONS 

Mr. THURMOND addressed the 
Chair. 

Mr. BYRD addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

majority leader. 
Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, may I say 

to the distinguished Senator from 
South Carolina I will be brief. 

The distinguished Republican leader 
and I have been awaiting an opportu
nity when we might have a discussion 
concerning the concurrent resolution 
that has come over from the House 
making corrections in the enrollment 
of the conference report on the trade 
bill, H.R. 3. The conference report on 
H.R. 3 had certain provisions in it 
which I think can correctly be consid
ered to be discriminatory toward 
Alaska and also, which at least on the 
surf ace of those provisions, appear to 
be unconstitutional. These provisions 
have to do with shipments of oil and 
refining of oil in and by the State of 
Alaska. 

The House has taken action to cor
rect the enrollment of the conference 
report on the trade bill, and those cor
rections would remove these off ending 
provisions from the conference report. 

The President, when he has indicat
ed that he is going to veto the trade 
bill, has cited the provisions that per
tain to Alaska as being one of the 
problems that he has with the trade 
bill, and so the House has attempted 
to meet the President's objections in 
this respect by eliminating through 
this concurrent resolution these of
f ending provisions. The concurrent 
resolution has come over to the 
Senate, and I will shortly ask unani
mous consent that the Senate proceed 
to the consideration of the concurrent 
resolution. I do this hoping that the 
Senate will be in a position to take the 
same action as the House has taken to 
remove these off ending provisions 
from the trade bill, so that when it 
reaches the President's desk, hopeful
ly soon, and undoubtedly it will be 
soon, these provisions would not be a 
part of the bill and to that extent we 
would have removed that objection 
which the President has voiced. 

There was considerable discussion of 
these provisions at the time the con
ference report was before the Senate. 

I stated at that time that I sympa
thized with the Senators from Alaska 
who were very opposed to these provi
sions, and I also stated at that time 
that I agreed with them that the pro
visions were discriminatory toward 
Alaska and, at least on the surface, 
would appear to be unconstitutional. 

The distinguished Republican leader 
and I have discussed this matter. He is 
on the floor, and I ask unanimous con
sent, Mr. President, that the Senate 
proceed to the immediate consider
ation of House Concurrent Resolution 
293, making corrections in the enroll-

ment of the conference report on the 
trade bill H.R. 3. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is 
there objection? 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, reserving 
the right to object, and as I have indi
cated to the distinguished majority 
leader, I will be constrained to object 
because I have a number of requests to 
do so. But as a matter of making a 
record, in the event there is no objec
tion, and the concurrent resolution is 
then before the Senate, would it then 
be fully amendable? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator is correct. It would be fully 
amendable. 

Mr. DOLE. So that other amend
ments dealing with other provisions in 
the trade bill that Members did not 
like on either side could be considered 
as amendments to the concurrent reso
lution? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator is correct. 

Mr. DOLE. There would be no time 
restraint? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Both 
the motion to proceed and the resolu
tion will be fully debatable. 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, under the 
reservation, I know there are a 
number of provisions that have been 
called to my attention, one dealing 
with ethanol, importing ethanol, 
which has an adverse impact on our 
domestic industry and agriculture in 
particular in States like Illinois, Iowa, 
and others, and will be opening up an
other loophole of the CBOI. 

There are many of my colleagues 
who would like to strike that provision 
from the trade bill. 

There are other provisions dealing 
with creation of new agencies, studies, 
a list of seven or eight that have been 
called to my attention. As I under
stand, they would all have that oppor
tunity if there is no objection. If there 
is objection, is it correct that the reso
lution would then go to the Banking 
Committee? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator is correct. If enrolled, the res
olution would go to the Banking Com
mittee. 

Mr. DOLE. I think I know the 
answer. But to make the record, is 
there any requirement that the Bank
ing Committee take action on the reso
lution? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There 
is no requirement for the Banking 
Committee to take action. 

Mr. DOLE. If no action is taken, 
what happens then to the conference 
report on the trade bill? Can that be 
sent to the President or do we have to 
wait until action is taken on the con
current resolution? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
trade bill can be sent to the President 
and it is not dependent on action on 
the concurrent resolution. 
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Mr. DOLE. In the concurrent resolu

tion itself, are there any corrections to 
the conference report, technical cor
rections, other than the elimination of 
the so-called Alaska provisions? Are 
there other corrections in the resolu
tion? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is 
the only correction that the Chair is 
aware of. 

Mr. DOLE. The question I guess 
would be whether or not that was a 
technical correction, but there are no 
other apparently technical corrections 
in the conference report. Is it correct 
then to assume that the Banking Com
mittee would never take action, the 
conference report would go to the 
President, he has indicated he will 
veto the conference report, then it 
comes back to the Congress, and we 
would then act on the veto? 

In other words, I guess what I am 
suggesting is once an objection is 
made, and the concurrent resolution 
goes to the committee, that could be 
the end. It probably would be the end. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator is correct. 

Mr. DOLE. The majority leader may 
have further comments. I would inter
pose an objection at this time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. 
PELL). Objection is heard. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I thank 
the distinguished Republican leader. I 
think that he has performed a service 
in the course of the parliamentary in
quiries, laying into the RECORD the 
various ramifications of an objection 
to the request. The correction that 
would be made would be a substantive 
correction. It really does not conform 
to the definition of a technical correc
tion. That is the reason the matter is 
not privileged and would go to the 
Banking Committee. 

As the distinguished Republican 
leader has also made clear for the 
RECORD, this resolution, if it were 
called up before the Senate, would be 
subject to amendments, and that could 
involve quite a bit of time as the 
Senate proceeds to work its way 
through various and sundry amend
ments that would be offered on this 
resolution. 

The purpose of making the request 
and in seeking to get the resolution 
before the Senate, of course, is to 
then, hopefully, get some kind of 
agreement that would allow the of
f ending provisions to be dealt with 
without the Senate's having to deal 
with other amendments. 

If the House were to send over the 
enrolled conference report or bill to
morrow, then it would be a matter for 
the Vice President or the President 
pro tempore or the Acting President 
pro tempore to sign, whereupon the 
measure would then go back to the 
originating House, the other body, 
which would then send the measure 
down to the President. 

It is anticipated that that measure 
will be going down to the President 
within the next day or so, during this 
week, whereupon at midnight of the 
day it reaches the White House, the 10 
days under the Constitution, exclud
ing Sundays, will begin to run and end 
with midnight of the 10th day. 

I think what is obvious here is that 
if this resolution were called up at the 
moment and we could not get unani
mous consent to limit amendments to 
it, it would be around for several days, 
and we would have the whole trade 
debate or at least a good bit of it right 
here on the floor all over again. 

The point I am trying to make here 
is that the President should not veto 
this bill. He ought to sign this bill. 
There is no question but that he has 
the right and the prerogative, the au
thority, and the power to veto it. 
There are those who say that if the 
President vetoes this bill, it could 
make a quick turnaround and the of
f ending provisions to the President, to 
wit plant closings, could simply be 
eliminated and the bill could be quick
ly stripped down and sent back to the 
President. 

It is obvious that while the House 
may be able to give the bill a quick 
turnaround, in the Senate where the 
rules are different, we can expect Sen
ators to call up the same amendments 
they called up before. Our time is 
growing short. There are 78 days of 
session left in this session. We have to 
dispose of all the other measures that 
are incumbent upon us before the ad
journment date which I hope will be 
no later than October 8. 

So here is an effort to remove the of
f ending provisions. 

The trade bill is going to go down to 
the President, as I have said, this 
week. This is one last chance to 
remove one of those obstacles. If there 
is an objection, the resolution will go 
to the Banking Committee. It will 
likely die there. If it is reported out by 
the Banking Committee at any point, 
to get to it on the calendar requires 
unanimous consent or a motion, 
which, under most circumstances, 
would be debatable. 

I thank the distinguished Republi
can leader. In carrying out his respon
sibilities to his side of the aisle, he has 
helped to make clear, as I have tried 
to make clear, the problems attendant 
to coming forward with another trade 
bill, with all the rules and time con
straints we have. 

I close by saying again that I hope 
that the President will not veto this 
bill and that those Senators who 
really want to see trade legislation en
acted will consider very carefully their 
vote when the time comes to vote on 
the override of a veto. I hope the 
President will still see the light and 
not veto this trade bill. But if that 
happens, what has transpired here 
today should underscore the difficul-

ties that will arise in any effort to 
strip away certain provisions from the 
trade bill and send a new trade bill to 
the White House. 

Mr. President, I thank the distin
guished Republican leader for his ob
jection. He was constrained to object 
for the reasons he has stated, because 
there are Senators on his side who 
would want to off er amendments to 
this resolution if it were called up. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I will take 

1 minute. 
I certainly have agreement with 

nearly everything the distinguished 
majority leader has said. But I do 
know that the Senator from Iowa CMr. 
GRASSLEY], for example, if there were 
no objection, would be here with an 
ethanol amendment. He has already 
made an inquiry. 

I know of others who would be here 
with amendments. Some would be 
here with an amendment on plant 
closings, to strike that provision. Some 
would be here with amendments with 
respect to transferring authority of 
the U.S. Trade Representative. 

I think the majority leader correctly 
underscores that if there were no ob
jection, we would have a full-scale 
trade debate here, probably for days. 

That may portend what will happen 
if there is a veto. I am not suggesting 
that would happen. It seems to me 
that the issue is clearly drawn. The 
conference report, according to the 
majority leader, now will go to the 
President, within 2 or 3 days. The 
President will take whatever action he 
should take within 10 days. Then Con
gress and the administration will be 
faced with a larger question: Should 
we make an effort to have another 
trade bill this year? 

I believe there is a genuine interest 
in passing trade legislation on both 
sides of the aisle and in the White 
House, and I believe that we have 
taken appropriate action by objecting 
to this request. 

I thank the distinguished majority 
leader. 

Mr. BYRD. I thank the Republican 
leader. I thank the distinguished Sena
tor from South Carolina for his pa
tience. 

I yield the floor. 

NATIONAL DEFENSE 
AUTHORIZATION ACT 

The Senate continued with the con
sideration of the bill. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2005, AS MODIFIED 

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I 
rise in opposition to the amendment 
offered by my good fri~d from Illi
nois, Senator DIXON. The senior Sena
tor from Illinois is one of the most 
dedicated, all hard working members 
of the Senate Armed Services Commit
tee, and I have worked long and close-
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ly with him in his capacity as the 
chairman of the Subcommittee on 
Readiness, Sustainability and Support. 
I regret, however, that I must oppose 
him on this matter. 

The legislation in the committee bill 
provides that if any consolidations or 
closures are to take place, the Secre
tary of Defense must, within 15 days 
of receipt of the Commission's report, 
report to Congress that he intends to 
accept all of the Commission's recom
mendations. He may not pick or 
choose among the Commission's rec
ommendations. He must accept the 
Commission's recommendations as a 
whole or not at all. 

If the Secretary decides that clo
sures are to be implemented, he may 
not drag them out. Closures must be 
initiated no later than September 10, 
1991, and all must be completed no 
later than September 30, 1995. 

We are giving the Secretary a short 
period of time to carry out a task 
which is vital to the integrity of our 
defense budget. The work will proceed 
speedily. The Commission must report 
its findings to the Secretary no later 
than September 31, 1988, and the Sec
retary then has 15 days to decide 
whether or not to accept all of its rec
ommendations. This strict timetable is 
not unrealistic. 

The Department of Defense already 
has the necessary data on the finan
cial position of those various bases and 
the roles they play or do not play in 
the preservation of U.S. national secu
rity. The Commission can meet this 
deadline and turn in a top-quality 
analysis. 

We are fully aware that some local 
communities can lose some revenue as 
a result of the closure of military fa
cilities. Consequently, this legislation 
allows the Secretary of Defense to 
provide economic adjustment assist
ance to impacted communities. 

Mr. President, we will hear a great 
deal today about the responsibility of 
the Congress and how we are neglect
ing that responsibility through setting 
up an automatic mechanism for base 
closures. There is nothing automatic 
about the process. The Congress can 
act to repeal this legislation next year 
if we so choose. 

The real issue is one that concerns 
each and every one of us, and that is 
the potential loss of jobs in our States, 
and other resulting economic disloca
tions. These are very real and impor
tant concerns. I would like to share 
with you, however, what happened in 
South Carolina in 1962. 

In that year, the Department of De
fense announced that Donaldson Air 
Force Base in Greenville, SC, was to 
be closed. At the time, I was a member 
of the Armed Services Committee, as I 
am today. I was also a member of the 
Democratic Party which I am not 
today. The chairman of the House 
Armed Services Committee was a 

fell ow South Carolinan named L. 
Mendel Rivers. The Governor of 
South Carolina was our good friend 
and colleague, Senator FRITZ HOL
LINGS. 

We did not attempt to obstruct the 
base closure because we all knew that 
it was in the best interest of the 
United States, even if it was not per
ceived to be in the best interest of 
South Carolina at the time. We set to 
work with various Federal agencies 
that could assist us so that we could 
create an industrial park. Although we 
were concerned that the worst might 
happen, we have been very pleasantly 
surprised. 

The current civilian jobs at the Don
aldson Center exceed by a factor of 10 
the number of jobs that were lost. 
Annual rental income nearly equals 
the original cost of the property. This 
is certainly not a bad return on the in
vestment. 

We used the planning and financial 
resources available through the Feder
al Government and the State and local 
government to make a transition that 
has proved to be very beneficial to our 
State. While such improvements 
cannot be guaranteed for every base, 
the money that can be saved through 
closures and consolidations is very 
much in the interest of the Nation. 

Mr. President, I am convinced if we 
are going to get results we must pass 
this bill. We have had up the question 
of base closures in the Armed Services 
Committee in the Senate for many 
years. And Congressmen have been re
luctant to pass such a measure unless 
the Members of Congress are on the 
Commission that acts on the matter. 
But in my opinion, it would be uncon
stitutional to have Congressmen who 
are supposed to make the law under 
the Constitution on the Commission 
which is to execute the law, and I feel 
it would be a mistake to have them on 
there. 

Now, if we do not pass this type bill 
where the Secretary of Defense has 
the right to accept all of these recom
mendations or none, what kind of bill 
can we pass? When will we ever get a 
type of legislation that would get re
sults? 

Now the Secretary of Defense has 
appointed a Commission of very able 
people to make recommendations, 
people who are fair, reasonable, just, 
and in my opinion, unbiased. 

He has appointed former Senator 
Abe Ribicoff, who sat in this Senate 
for years and for whom we all have 
great respect. He has appointed 
former Representative Jack Edwards 
from Alabama, who also is a man of 
great character, integrity, and ability. 
He has appointed Philip W. Cabot, a 
chemical manufacturing company ex
ecutive. He has appointed Graham 
Claytor, the former Secretary of De
fense and former Secretary of the 
Navy. He has appointed Donald E. 

Craib, Jr., chief executive officer of 
All State Insurance. He has appointed 
Martin R. Hoffman, former Secretary 
of the Army. He has appointed Gen. 
Bryce Poe II, U.S. Air Force retired. 
He has appointed Gen. Don Starry, 
U.S. Army retired. He has appointed 
Mr. Russell Train, environmentalist. 

All of these people have reputations 
for being people of character, integri
ty, dedication, and fairness and, in my 
opinion, Mr. President, they will come 
up with recommendations that will be 
fair and just in this situation. 

Of course, no Senator, no Congress
man, desires to lose a base, Army 
camp, Navy installation or an air base. 
On the other hand, we do have many 
bases that can be dispensed with. 

I believe it was pointed out here this 
morning by one of the speakers that 
one report says we could save $2 bil
lion a year if we closed unnecessary 
bases. We ought to take this step 
whether we save that much or not. We 
can certainly save ·a large quantity of 
money. 

Mr. President, it is my opinion that 
we should not hesitate to pass this bill 
which takes it out of poUtics. 

Here is a committee that will look at 
these bases, camps, and stations in an 
unbiased manner and will make rec
ommendations to the Secretary of De
fense which ones should be closed and 
the Secretary of Defense cannot pick 
or choose. He cannot play politics. He 
has to accept that report in full or 
reject it in full. In that way, we take 
politics out of it. In that way we have 
the recommendation of a Commission 
that has studied the matter carefully, 
composed of able people, and have 
come up with the result which they 
think is in the best interest of the 
country. 

Mr. President, I want to read a letter 
here to the chairman of the Senate 
Armed Services Committee, Senator 
NUNN, from the Secretary of Defense, 
Frank Carlucci. 

Some Secretaries may have wanted 
the power to pick and choose. Secre
tary Carlucci does not want that 
power. In other words, he wants to 
rely on this Commission so that no 
one can accuse him of playing politics 
or showing a preference that he might 
have of his own. This letter reads this 
way. 

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: Section 923 of the 
FY 1989 Defense Authorization bill as re
ported by the Committee on Armed Services 
provides a one-time waiver of certain proce
dural requirements regarding the closure or 
realignment of military bases. I strongly 
support this provision, and would like to 
commend the Committee for its leadership 
on this matter. · 

Substantial financial savings could be re
alized if the Department of Defense could 
close or realign certain marginal military 
bases. However. there are substantial politi
cal and legal barriers making it virtually im
possible for us to do so. After consulting 
with Congressional leadership, and with the 
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leadership of the Armed Services Commit
tees, I established a Bipartisan Commission 
on Base Closures and Realignments. This 
Commission is chaired by former Senator 
Abe Ribicoff <D-CT> and former Congress
man Jack Edwards <R-AL>, and it consists of 
seven other distinguished Americans. This 
Commission will report its recommendations 
to me by December 31, 1988. Since I view 
this as an issue of great importance, and be
cause of the political sensitivities involved, I 
have reluctantly agreed to give up my own 
discretion regarding the Commission's rec
ommendations beyond adopting or rejecting 
their entire package. 

In parallel with the Commission's work, I 
am initiating a review of our overseas bases 
to determine if efficiencies can be realized 
through closures or realignments in our 
overseas base structure. This review will be 
completed in the fall, enabling me to report 
the results of this review to the Commission 
before it completes its work and makes its 
final report. 

At a time of severe constraints on defense 
resources, we must maximize the return on 
every tax dollar we invest in our nation's se
curity. Continue investment in marginal 
military bases diverts limited resources 
from-other vital projects. While I recognize 
the political sensitivities involved, I strongly 
urge the Senate to support the Commis
sion's action. 

That is signed by Frank Carlucci. 
Mr. President, I just want to say 

that everybody, I think, recognizes 
that steps should be taken to close 
some of these bases, some of these 
forts, or some of these camps or sta
tions. But different people have differ
ent ideas: some feel they might retain 
a base in a certain State if we follow a 
certain course. 

But here is a procedure, here is a 
plan that outsiders come in, able 
people, people who are familiar with 
defense. You have got on this commit
tee people who understand defense 
and you have got other prominent 
people on here, former Members of 
Congress, former Senators and House 
Members and others. They can ap
proach this from a viewpoint that I be
lieve no Members of Congress can 
hardly do, because most of us feel we 
have a duty to our States to try to 
help our States will we can. Whereas 
this Commission will view this in a dif
ferent light and can approach it in a 
way that will be best for our Nation. 

I have seen many efforts to close 
these bases, as I stated. But they have 
been fruitless. This is a plan that we 
feel can get results. This is a plan that 
is fair and reasonable. 

I would urge the Members of the 
Senate to pass this provision in the 
Senate Armed Services authorization 
bill as we have brought it out of com
mittee. I do not think it is wise to 
adopt the amendment of the able Sen
ator from Illinois; again, I say, for 
whom I have great respect. But I am 
convinced that we ought to adopt this 
plan that has been recommended here 
by the Secretary of Defense. The 
membership of the committee has 
gotten able, prominent people to serve. 

I think it will get results which will 
help our entire Nation. 

I yield the floor, Mr. President. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. What 

is the will of the Senate? 
Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I 

suggest the absence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will call the roll. 
The assistant legislative clerk pro

ceeded to call the roll. 
Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I 

ask unanimous consent that the order 
for the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

RECESS UNTIL 2 P .M. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the Senate will 
now stand in recess until 2 p.m. 

Thereupon, at 12:45 p.m., the Senate 
recessed until 2 p.m.; whereupon, the 
Senate reassembled when called to 
order by the Presiding Officer [Mr. 
SANFORD]. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. In my 
capacity as a Senator from North 
Carolina, I suggest the absence of a 
quorum. The clerk will call the roll. 

The bill clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the order 
for the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, I 
rise today in support of S. 2355, the 
fiscal year 1989 Defense Authorization 
Act. 

I want to commend the chairman of 
the committee, Senator NUNN, and the 
ranking member, Senator WARNER, for 
their leadership throughout the proc
ess of preparing the bill for floor 
debate. This year's markup proceeded 
more smoothly than any other in 
which I have been involved in my 6 
years on the committee. The Senator 
from Georgia and the Senator from 
Virginia can be justly proud of the 
result that has come from the delib
erations of the committee. 

Mr. President, I would like to con
centrate my remarks today on the ac
tions taken by the committee in the 
areas within the jurisdiction of the 
Defense Industry and Technology 
Subcommittee, which I chair and on 
which Senator GRAMM serves very ably 
as ranking member. Those actions 
were focused primarily in four areas. 

Strengthening our defense technolo
gy base; strengthening our defense in
dustrial base; dealing with the com
plexities of defense trade and coopera
tion with our allies; and improving our 
defense acquisition system. 

In essence, my subcommittee has 
been chartered by the chairman of the 
full committee, Senator NUNN, to take 
a long-term view of our defense needs 
and to ensure that our policies in 
these areas are compatible with one 
another and contribute to our overall 

national security strategy. Of course, a 
key element of that strategy is to rely 
on our technological and industrial ca
pacity to produce qualitatively superi
or weaponry to offset the quantitative 
advantages our potential adversaries 
continue to have. 

The subcommittee continued efforts 
begun last year to develop policies for 
sustaining and strengthening the Na
tion's defense industrial and techno
logical bases. 

Building on last year's hearings, the 
subcommittee this year examined 
tradeoffs in defining policies for our 
technological and industrial bases. We 
were especially interested in policy de
cisions affecting the defense acquisi
tion system that strengthen quality, 
encourage innovation and risk taking, 
provide a framework for working with 
our allies, where possible, and speed 
the insertion of advanced technology 
into deployed weapons systems-in
cluding those of our allies. 

Last year, we took several steps to 
more closely couple our defense indus
trial and technology base programs. 
We continue to believe the linkage be
tween the industrial base and our 
technological strength must be under
stood and supported. Throughout the 
subcommittee's hearings, witnesses 
stressed the need to establish policies 
that recognize the U.S. defense indus
trial base as a national asset. 

Our hearings and our review of the 
budget request revealed a continuing 
erosion in our defense technology base 
as a result of funding shortfalls in 
recent years. In addition, testimony 
provided evidence that the independ
ent research and development [IR&Dl 
programs of industry have suffered 
from congressionally imposed caps on 
IR&D and bid and proposal costs-and 
the problem for IR&D has been made 
worse by growing bid and proposal 
costs in an increasingly competitive 
environment. To address the funding 
problem, the subcommittee has pro
posed modest increases in funding for 
certain technology base program. 

This funding included an addition of 
$130.5 million to the Defense Ad
vanced Research Projects Agency for 
research in such areas as concurrent 
design, high temperature superconduc
tivity, gallium arsenide integrated cir
cuit technology, materials, and soft
ware development. We also added $55 
million to the administration's $45 mil
lion request for Sematech. As will be 
seen, many of these programs focus on 
manufacturing technology in critical 
areas. We feel that DARPA is unique
ly suited to tying our defense technol
ogy base and manufacturing technolo
gy programs together in a coherent 
fashion. 

In addition, I should also note that 
we increased funding for university re
search programs by $50 million to a 
total of $145 million. We think this 
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program has produced a wealth of in
novative research and has helped to 
recouple our universities to our de
fense needs. 

Finally, the subcommittee continued 
previous efforts to correct an imbal
ance in the defense research program 
through the balanced technology initi
ative. This program is designed to 
produce leap-frog conventional tech
nologies that can be rapidly fielded. 
The subcommittee recommended an 
authorization of $100 million above 
the budget request for the balanced 
technology initiative. This authoriza
tion is to provide for new programs in 
fiscal year 1989, and will provide a 
total authorization for BTI of $338 
million in fiscal year 1989. 

With respect to the defense industri
al base, witnesses before the subcom
mittee stressed that erosion of capabil
ity in our manufacturing sector is 
widespread and amply demonstrated 
by trade statistics in manufacturing 
and high technology products. Even in 
the defense area, where the U.S. de
fense R&D investment is considerably 
greater than the combined investment 
of our NATO and Japanese allies, the 
trends are adverse. 

The hearings lead to the conclusion 
that foreign governments, including 
our allies, pursue protectionist defense 
industrial base and defense trade poli
cies that result in an inefficient use of 
alliance defense resources. These gov
ernments use their monopsony power 
and the U.S. commitment to alliance 
defense to extract offset, technology 
transfer, and counter-trade arrange
ments from individual U.S. firms seek
ing to do business with them. The 
hearings also pointed to a clear trend 
toward internationalization of the 
Western defense industry. 

The subcommittee concluded that 
the United States is ill-prepared to 
deal with these problems, that our de
fense industrial base and defense trade 
policies appear unfocused, and that 
the Defense Department needs to 
define realistic industrial base goals in 
the context of our national security 
strategy and likely military scenarios. 

The Manufacturing Technology 
CMantechl Program is an area of very 
high payoff. Yet, with the exception 
of the Air Force, the services do not 
fund a robust Mantech Program and 
the Office of the Secretary of Defense 
has not exercised a strong leadership 
role vis-a-vis the services in this 
regard. As the committee noted last 
year: 

Additional funding and centralized over
sight are needed within the Office of the 
Secretary of Defense to develop a defense 
industrial strategy that coherently inte
grates defense industry and the technology 
base within the context of our international 
economic and defense policies. 

This statement remains valid. 
In terms of funding, the subcommit

tee sought to stress the linkage be-

tween research and manufacturing 
technology by clearly identifying as 
manufacturing technology $106 mil
lion of the $130.5 million for DARPA I 
previously discussed. 

In addition to funding, the subcom
mittee has included several policy-re
lated provisions that will affect the in
dustrial base. One of these provisions 
directs the Defense Department to es
tablish a policy on off sets, and to 
enter into bilateral and multilateral 
negotiations with the goal of eventual
ly eliminating such arrangements. An
other provision is included that re
quires certification by the department 
that a memorandum of understanding 
is in the security interests of the 
United States when that memoran
dum of understanding involves offsets. 

We are also recommending a provi
sion that requires the department to 
analyze, in a limited number of cases, 
the capability of the U.S. defense in
dustrial base to support designated ac
quisition programs. And we have in
cluded language specifically intended 
to focus attention on the industrial 
base. This language will establish a 
Defense Production Innovation Center 
in the Defense Department; provide 
for increased reliance on commercial 
manufacturing processes; and provide 
authorization for assistance in export
ing defense-related products. 

There is also a provision that will 
ensure that the Department of De
fense routinely consults with the De
partment of Commerce on the negotia
tion of MOU's with our allies on de
fense trade, cooperation on defense re
search, and production of defense 
equipment. The Secretary of Defense 
is directed to work with the Secretary 
of Commerce on implementation of 
these MOU's and to report on the 
effect of each MOU on our industrial 
base. 

As our committee's report notes: 
This (previous) lack of interagency consul

tation within the U.S. Government can lead 
to the perception, if not the reality. that 
U.S. economic interests, and in particular, 
the effects on the U.S. defense industrial 
base, are not given great enough weight in 
these negotiations. 

I should note that the committee is 
paying particular attention to the ne
gotiation of the FSX/F-16 MOU with 
Japan and we have included directions 
in our report to the effect that the 
U.S. Government should ensure a 
meaningful workshare for U.S. indus
try on co-development and co-produc
tion of the FSX airframe and technol
ogy flowback to the United States 
before any detailed F-16 technical 
data receives an export license. 

The committee has also expressed 
concern more broadly in the report 
about wasteful duplication of defense 
R&D among the United States and its 
allies. We are particularly concerned 
in the area of fighter aircraft where 
no less than six aircraft are currently 

entering development-Agile Falcon, 
F-16, Hornet 2000-F-18, ATF, Euro
pean Fighter Aircraft, French Rafale, 
and Japanese FSX. If all six are car
ried through to production, the result 
is likely to be inefficient production 
rates for most, if not all, of them in 
the late 1990's. Each of these pro
grams may make sense in terms of 
each individual nation's defense indus
trial policies, but they are terribly 
wasteful of alliance resources. We end 
up doing duplicative R&D and produc
ing inefficiently, while the Soviets 
spend less and produce more aircraft. 
To break this cycle the committee has 
continued its strong support for 
NATO cooperative R&D programs, 
usually termed Nunn programs in 
honor of our chairman, and we have 
urged both the United States and our 
allies to show greater willingness to 
share emerging technology in these 
cooperative programs under appropri
ate security arrangements. 

The subcommittee's major effort 
this year, however, was focused on ac
quisition policies and management. In 
the subcommittee's hearings, we heard 
repeated references to the hostile rela
tionship between Government and in
dustry. Witnesses from both Govern
ment and industry agreed that this 
was a significant problem that needed 
to be addressed. 

In an effort to promote a construc
tive dialog between Government and 
industry, last year Senator GRAMM and 
I established an "ad hoc defense indus
try advisory group" to identify prob
lems and recommend solutions. The 
advisory group identified a number of 
issues and submitted a report early 
this year, which was circulated widely 
to provide the subcommittee with a 
broad range of views. Senator GRAMM, 
Senator DIXON, Senator WIRTH and I 
then introduced a legislative package, 
S. 2254, the Defense Industry and 
Technology Act, on March 31 and this 
was reviewed in depth during the sub
committee's oversight hearings. 

Based upon the advisory group's 
report, the numerous comments sub
mitted on the report from both the 
public and private sectors, and the tes
timony received during the subcom
mittee's oversight hearings, several 
general themes emerged. 

First, people are the key to the ef
fectiveness of the acquisition process, 
and we must give priority attention to 
enhancing the quality of the procure
ment workforce. Second, the acquisi
tion process is beset by cumbersome 
and contradictory policies that act as a 
disincentive to innovation and produce 
delay in fielding new weapons systems. 
Third, to achieve significant savings in 
defense expenditures, DOD must focus 
its attention on costs, which is the 
major component of contract prices, 
rather than on profit. Fourth, Govern
ment and industry must work together 
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to foster a sense of trust and confi
dence in an environment that estab
lishes clear lines of responsibility and 
firm procedures for accountability. 
Fifth, acquisition changes often have 
been justified in terms of addressing 
isolated elements of procurement 
policy without regard to the system
wide impact of such changes. Finally, 
the acquisition system is suffering 
from regulatory overload as a result of 
the demanding task of implementing 
numerous legislative and internal 
changes in recent years. 

Although we believe the system 
must be allowed to fully digest recent 
changes before undertaking major 
system-wide innovations at this time, 
we are recommending a number of 
modifications to address these issues 
without placing an undue burden on 
either government or industry. These 
provisions are included in the bill re
ported last week. 

They cover a variety of areas, which 
I will briefly enumerate. I have 
brought along a copy of the draft 
report language on these provisions 
and will be happy to leave that with 
you. 

The acquisition provisions include: 
First, a requirement for the Secre

tary of Defense to develop an integrat
ed financing policy; 

Second, limitations on fixed-price de
velopment contracts; 

Third, a process for regulatory sim
plification and streamlining of over
sight activities; 

Fourth, allowability of foreign sell
ing costs to the extent provided in ad
vance agreements; 

Fifth, a 40-hour work week standard 
for bid and evaluation purposes on 
professional and technical service con
tracts; and 

Sixth, incentives for innovation ex
clusively at private expense. 

Senator GRAMM and I believe that 
the advisory group process has worked 
well. We are indebted to John Ritten
house of General Electric/RCA who 
chaired the group and to the other 
members of the group. We hope that 
we have set in place a process that will 
continue to help heal an acquisition 
system that is clearly not working very 
well at present. 

Mr. President, these then are the 
issues with which we have been at
tempting to deal. In general, I am 
pleased with the results of the com
mittee's deliberations. We have trans
ferred resources from other defense 
programs to better meet our technolo
gy base and industrial base needs. We 
have begun to come to grips with de
fining rational defense industrial base 
and defense trade policies. We have 
made what I hope will be regarded as 
a constructive contribution to reform
ing our acquisition system with great
er emphasis on quality, innovation, 
and timeliness in the process. 

Mr. President, before concluding I 
want to take this opportunity to thank 
the other members of the subcommit
tee for their hard work and construc
tive contributions on these issues. Sen
ator GRAMM has made major contribu
tions to the acquisition portions of the 
bill and strongly supports the need to 
strengthen our technology base. On 
industrial base and defense trade 
issues, Senator DIXON has ably f o
cused attention on the lack of coher
ence in our policies and the need for 
change. This is an area that the sub
committee will spend a great deal 
more time on in the coming year. Sen
ator WIRTH has taken an active role in 
all aspects of the subcommittee's 
work. He is a strong advocate for our 
defense technology base and for a de
fense acquisition system that focuses 
more on quality, timeliness, and inno
vation than it does at present. 

Mr. President, as we all know, good 
staff work is the underpinning of all 
good legislation. Senator GRAMM and I 
are deeply indebted to several mem
bers of the Armed Services Committee 
staff who have worked tirelessly to put 
meat on the bones of our legislative 
agenda. Kent Bankus, Andy Effron, 
Jon Etherton, John Wildfong, Rick 
Finn, and Judy Freedman have 
worked together constructively to pro
vide suggestions and to frame issues 
for the members. I have also relied a 
great deal on Ed McGaffigan of my 
personal staff to help sort out the op
tions for action. Without these dedi
cated professionals, we would not have 
made the progress we have made in 
this legislation toward sounder public 
policy in these vital areas. 

Mr. President, let me conclude by 
once again commending the chairman 
and ranking member of the Armed 
Services Committee for their leader
ship on this bill. I want to thank them 
for all their support as the committee 
dealt with the complex "issues within 
my subcommittee's jurisdiction. I 
would urge all my colleagues to sup
port the bill. I hope we can proceed 
expeditiously to deal with any amend
ments and to pass this vital legislation. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor, and I 
suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The bill clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

RECESS UNTIL 2:54 P.M. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, various 
negotiations are going on with respect 
to an amendment or amendments. 

I think after talking with the man
ager of the bill, Mr. NUNN, it would be 
better if the Senate stood in recess for 
a few minutes rather than in a 
quorum call. 

I ask unanimous consent that the 
Senate stand in recess for 15 minutes. 

There being no objection, the 
Senate, at 2:38 p.m., recessed until 2:54 
p.m.; whereupon, the Senate reassem
bled when called to order by the Pre
siding Officer CMr. SANFORD]. 

Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, I suggest 
the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, we are 
now engaged in a negotiation on the 
base closure amendments that have 
been proposed. While it may appear 
the Senate is not conducting business 
at the moment, I suggest that we may 
very well be saving literally hours of 
time because we have at least three or 
four, possibly five or six, of these 
amendments that are going to be pre
sented. Each one is going to require an 
hour or two of debate. If we can work 
out this overall package and overall 
approach, we probably will save 4, 5, 
or 6 hours. 

In the meantime, we are prepared to 
take other amendments. This base clo
sure package may take a few more 
minutes, an hour, or may take 2 hours. 
We are prepared to debate amend
ments. All Members should be aware 
we need to get amendments on the 
floor. We have a long list of amend
ments to be taken up, and I hope that 
the staff who are listening to the 
Senate deliberations will inform the 
Senators, and the Senators who are 
listening will determine if they can 
come over and present amendments on 
this bill. 

We know of at least 30 amendments. 
We know we are trying to get through 
this bill this week. We know there are 
at least 10 major amendments. We are 
talking to Members about scheduling 
those amendments this afternoon, to
morrow, and Thursday. We have an 
outside chance of finishing this bill on 
Thursday evening, if we are able to get 
Members to come over in an expedi
tious fashion and present their amend
ments. 

But I request that any Member who 
has an amendment now be prepared to 
bring it over and let us know about it. 
We are delighted to debate them at 
this point in time. 

We will continue to try to work out 
this base closure package, but we 
would like to do some business now. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I join 
my distinguished chairman in this re
quest. We are making every effort to 
move this bill along, and we need a 
little help. 
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Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, I suggest 

the absence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will call the roll. 
The legislative clerk proceeded to 

call the roll. 
Mr. KENNEDY. Madam President, I 

ask unanimous consent that the order 
for the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. <Ms. 
MIKULSKI). Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2010 

(Purpose: To procure electronic 
countermeasures equipment> 

Mr. KENNEDY. Madam President, I 
send an amendment to the desk and 
ask for its immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report the amendment. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Massachusetts CMr. 

KENNEDY] for himself and Mr. COHEN pro
poses an amendment numbered 2010. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Madam President, I 
ask unanimous consent that reading of 
the amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
At the appropriate place, insert the fol

lowing: Of the funds .appropriated pursuant 
to Section 102(a)(4), $54,000,000 shall be 
available for procurement of Sidekick elec
tronic warfare equipment. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Madam President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the pend
ing amendment, the Dixon amend
ment, of the Senator from Illinois, be 
temporarily set aside. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

ELECTRONIC COUNTERMEASURES ON NAVY 
FRIGATES 

Mr. KENNEDY. Madam President, I 
off er an amendment' on behalf of 
myself and Senator COHEN to direct 
the Navy to use $54,000,000 of the 
funds contained in this bill for the 
procurement of the so-called Sidekick 
antimissile technology for our ships. 
This is a new technology that provides 
an improved electronic countermeas
ure capability for our smaller combat 
ships, such as the FFG-7 class frigates 
operating in the Persian Gulf. 

This amendment responds to a re
quest made by the Navy too late to be 
included in the bill. 

Our ships operating in the hostile 
environment of the Persian Gulf de
serve the most advanced defensive ca
pabilities possible. The need for this 
new system was recognized in the 
aftermath of the attack on the U .S.S. 
Stark, and a rapid development pro
gram using off-the-shelf equipment 
was initiated. 

The program has been successful. 
The equipment has demonstrated its 
effectiveness in testing, and the Navy 
has already begun procurement for a 
small number of units using below
threshold reprogramming authority. 

The funding authority recommend
ed by this amendment will allow con
tracting for 36 units with installations 
commencing in 1989. 

Madam President, I urge my col
leagues to support this amendment, 
which will ensure that frigates as
signed to the Persian Gulf have this 
state-of-the-art technology. 

I off er it, as I mentioned, on behalf 
of myself and the Senator from 
Maine. We have had an opportunity to 
talk to the majority and minority floor 
managers and would hope that they 
would accept the amendment. 

Mr. WARNER. Madam President, I 
have before me the statement that the 
ranking member of the subcommittee 
over which our distinguished colleague 
from Massachusetts presides which 
has within its jurisdiction the subject 
matter of the amendment. Senator 
COHEN is detained on intelligence mat
ters at the moment. Were he present 
he would say the following: 

NAVY ELECTRONIC WARFARE 

Madam President, I would like to join my 
subcommittee chairman, the distinguished 
Senator from Massachusetts, in sponsoring 
an amendment to allow the Navy to improve 
its electronic warfare capabilities. 

This amendment would allow the Navy to 
spend $54 million for electronic warfare 
equipment known as Sidekick for its smaller 
surface combatants. These ships will benefit 
from an increased electronic warfare capa
bility for defending against attack. These 
same ships are now serving in the Persian 
Gulf, a known hostile environment. 

The Navy communicated a request for the 
authority to procure this equipment. It has 
merit. The Navy would have to find offset
ting reductions from within the Navy other 
procurement account. 

I urge my colleagues to support the 
amendment. 

Unless there is further comment by 
Senators, I say to the distinguished 
chairman, this side accepts the amend
ment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is 
there further debate on the amend
ment? 

If not, the question is on agreeing to 
the amendment of the Senator from 
Massachusetts. 

The amendment <No. 2010) was 
agreed to. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Madam President, I 
move to reconsider the vote by which 
the amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. WARNER. I move to lay that 
motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from South Dakota. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2011 

Mr. PRESSLER. Madam President, I 
send an amendment to the desk and 
ask for its immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report the amendment. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from South Dakota CMr. 

PREssLER] proposes an amendment num
bered 2011. 

Mr. PRESSLER. Madam President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the read
ing of the amendment be dispensed 
with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
On page 162, line 18: Strike the words 

"inside the United States"; and 
On page 167, lines 15-21: Strike subsection 

(2) in its entirety. 
Mr. PRESSLER. Madam President, I 

also ask unanimous consent that the 
pending Dixon amendment be tempo
rarily laid aside. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is 
there objection to the Senator's re
quest that the pending Dixon amend
ment be temporarily laid aside? 

Mr. WARNER. Madam President, 
reserving the right to object, I would 
ask for a moment or two within which 
to discuss the parliamentary situation, 
and for that purpose I suggest the ab
sence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Virginia. 

Mr. WARNER. I ask unanimous con
sent that the order for the quorum 
call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. WARNER. Madam President, 
this Senator continues to object to set
ting aside the pending business of the 
Senate. However, to accommodate our 
distinguished colleague from South 
Dakota, I would have no objection, 
really I have no basis for an objection, 
if he wishes to take the floor and state 
such case as he may wish on behalf of 
his amendment or any subject . 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec
tion is heard. The amendment of the 
Senator from South Dakota is out of 
order. 

The pending question is the Dixon 
amendment. 

Mr. PRESSLER addressed the 
Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from South Dakota. 

Mr. PRESSLER. Let me say that I 
hope my good friend sees fit to put my 
amendment in order because I think it 
is very important that the Commission 
have the authority to consider mili
tary bases worldwide. My amendment 
merely strikes "inside the United 
States." It also would strike the sec
tion which provides for the conduct of 
a study of overseas installations. 

My feelings are very strong that the 
Commission should have the authority 
to deal with the closure of bases on a 
worldwide basis. I have just returned 
in a delegation headed by Senator 
DoLE, visiting some of our bases in var
ious countries. It is entirely possible 
that one of those countries will ask us 
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to leave or something will happen, so 
that we will decide to relocate a base 
in the United States. There are two or 
three countries where that is being 
threatened and there is one country 
where it is happening. 

I am not necessarily advocating this, 
but I do think we have to look at this 
base closure issue on a worldwide 
basis. Also, I think we need to consider 
whether or not some of the bases over
seas should not be relocated in our 
own country to stimulate our own 
economy. 

What this bill does, as drafted, is to 
limit the Commission that is consider
ing base closure in the United States. 
It says that, 

A statement certifying that the Commis
sion has identified the military installations 
to be closed or realigned after reviewing all 
military installations inside the United 
States, including all military installations 
under construction and all military installa
tions planned for construction. 

Then it goes on to deal with the 
bases overseas by saying, 

The Secretary shall conduct a study of ac
tions planned with respect to military in
stallations of the United States outside the 
United States which may affect the recom
mendations of the Commission, and shall no 
later than September 15, 1988, transmit a 
report of the findings and conclusions of 
such study to the Commission and to the 
appropriate committees of Congress. 

In other words, this is merely an
other study, and I think one thing 
that we have in Washington is a pleth
ora of studies. But the good thing 
about the Commission is that, as I un
derstand it, it has the power to man
date the closure of certain facilities 
that are considered inefficient or con
sidered unnecessary. 

As I mentioned I have just come 
back from discussions in Greece, 
Turkey, and Portugal, three of the 
countries that have United States 
bases. I predict that there is a very 
good chance-I hope it does not 
happen-that we may be asked or we 
may decide to lessen our presence in 
some countries overseas. 

Indeed, I do not know what will 
happen in the Philippines, for exam
ple. I hope our bases are there for a 
long time because we need them. But 
let us just envisage a situation where 
the Philippine Government at some 
future time were to ask us to leave; we 
would have to leave. What would we 
do? We would try to relocate else
where. It may be that we would have 
to relocate in the United States. It 
may be that we just closed a base in 
the United States and we would have 
to relocate one here from abroad. 

The point I am making here is that 
this legislation says we are not really 
seriously considering closing any bases 
overseas. We are limiting the Commis
sion's authority to inside the United 
States. 

My amendment merely strikes 
"inside the United States." Then the 

Commission could take a worldwide 
approach. 

Mr. WARNER. Madam President, 
could I ask a question? The effect of 
your amendment would be to put on a 
parallel status, overseas installations 
with domestic installations, as provid
ed in law, with respect to the duties of 
the Commission; is that correct? 

Mr. PRESSLER. Let me say that I 
very much appreciate the interest of 
the ranking member because he is so 
knowledgeable in these areas. The 
effect of my amendment would be to 
strike "inside the United States." 

Therefore, the law would read: 
A statement certifying that the Commis

sion has identified the military installations 
to be closed or realigned after reviewing all 
military installations including all military 
installations under construction and all mili
tary installations planned for construction. 

Thus, the Commission would take a 
worldwide view. 

Mr. WARNER. I think for the bene
fit of the Senators and staff members 
listening to the debate, essentially 
what your amendment would do is put 
on a parallel status overseas installa
tions with domestic installations. 

Mr. PRESSLER. I do not know if 
parallel is the right word. They would 
be within the same authority. 

Mr. WARNER. The Commission 
could act on overseas installations in 
the same manner it could on domestic. 

Mr. PRESSLER. That is correct. 
Mr. WARNER. As they conduct 

their work, they would have a coequal 
responsibility to look inside America 
and outside America. 

Mr. PRESSLER. That is my general 
intention, yes. 

Mr. WARNER. I thank the Senator. 
Mr. PRESSLER. Let me state the 

reason for that. According to my 
thinking at least, and based on the dis
cussions we had with leaders in these 
countries, it was emphasized to us that 
we are there as the guests of those 
countries. Indeed, some installations 
even have a commander from the 
country. 

There is political turbulence in some 
of the countries where we have bases. 
We also probably have differing needs. 
There are many Americans who feel 
that 30 years or more after the end of 
World War II, we are still spending 
$30 billion a year at least in Europe. 
The point is, should we not consider 
for efficiency closing some of these 
bases? 

I am not in any way advocating they 
be closed. I am merely saying that it 
seems very strange to me that this 
commission is limited to inside the 
United States. 

It would seem an efficient way 
would be to look at the worldwide mili
tary situation. 

Madam President, a number of years 
ago I served overseas in our Army as a 
second lieutenant. I must admit that 
being a second lieutenant does not give 

one the type of vision as serving as a 
general officer, but it has been my ob
servation that we need to closely 
relate what we do overseas and what 
we do at home. 

I think part of the reason my 
amendment is objected to is there is 
another amendment being prepared 
which will say that we are going to do 
a parallel study. This is merely an
other study. This commission, as I un
derstand it, has the force of law. It 
really digs into the real issue. What 
this commission recommends counts. 

I do not think we should settle for a 
parallel study. The bill, as I read it, 
now calls for a study of the actions 
planned with respect to military in
stallations of the United States out
side the United States. That will 
merely be a study, and it will be by dif
ferent people. 

So I feel strongly that the Senate 
should have an opportunity to vote up 
or down on this amendment. May I 
say from a personal point of view that 
I had hoped to off er this amendment 
and get a vote on it. I think it deserves 
a vote. I hope a vote is delayed on this 
or ruled out by virtue of a procedural 
move because I am offering this in a 
very sincere fashion. 

I have been urged to come to the 
floor to off er amendments. My amend
ment is ready for a vote, and I would 
like to see it brought up in a position 
that could be voted upon. 

Mr. WARNER addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Senator from Virginia. · 
Mr. WARNER. I hope that this 

matter can be addressed, and I know it 
will be addressed by the Senate in due 
course, For the benefit of the Senator 
from South Dakota and others who 
may be listening, the distinguished 
Senator from Illinois, the chariman, 
myself, and several others have been 
working diligently on a proposed modi
fication to the Dixon amendment, per
haps in the nature of a substitute 
amendment. 

That substitute plans to deal with 
certain elements of the amendment 
being offered by the distinguished 
Senator from South Dakota. It is my 
belief that until such time as-we will 
ref er to it as the package-the compro
mise package is properly fashioned 
and crafted, neither my good friend 
from Illinois nor anyone else can agree 
to it, and that is understandable. 

Therefore, I am in a respectful way 
objecting to the Senator's amendment 
being brought up as business of the 
Senate until such time as the package 
is perfected and the Senator from Illi
nois can address that package, togeth
er with the chairman, myself, and 
others, so that the Senate, as a whole, 
has an understanding or an alternative 
that we believe is a better alternative 
than that contained in the proposed 
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amendment of the Senator from 
South Dakota. 

I have further comments, but I see 
my friend from Illinois wants to say a 
few words. If not, I would like to con
tinue. 

Mr. DIXON. I do not mean to inter
rupt my friend from Virginia. 

Mr. WARNER. Go ahead. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Senator from Illinois. 
Mr. DIXON. Madam President, I 

think what the Senator from Virginia 
is saying is quite relevant to the whole 
question of how we proceed in this 
matter. As all of my colleagues know, I 
have been objecting for the last couple 
of days to the provisions of this bill on 
pages 161 through 171 on a variety of 
provisions in the base closing section 
of the Department of Defense authori
zation bill. 

One of the things I have been stress
ing is the fact we are only talking here 
about bases in the United States and 
not about foreign bases. But as my 
friend from Virginia has pointed out 
since early yesterday afternoon the 
chairman of the committee and the 
ranking member of the committee, the 
distinguished Senator from Georgia 
and the distinguished Senator from 
Virginia, have been accommodating 
this Senator and the Senator from 
Michigan, the Senator from Alaska, 
the Senator from Maine, the Senator 
from Pennsylvania, and others who 
differed with them, in trying to reach 
a compromise. 

We have, in fact, achieved, may I say 
to my good friend, the distinguished 
Senator from South Dakota who is 
discussing an amendment, a compro
mise that we think it at least a reason
able accommodation of the different 
points of view. 

This first effort is not complete as 
written now, but we are presently in 
the process of rewriting that agree
ment in a form that can be offered to 
this Senator's pending amendment 
that would reflect an accommodation 
of the different points of view. 

I am going to be very honest with 
you. I agree with the Senator from 
South Dakota. If it was up to me, I 
would treat foreign bases exactly like 
domestic bases in this particular bill. 
But the other side has some points as 
well. 

My distinguished friend from Virgin
ia has suggested the truth of the 
matter is the Secretary of Defense 
really has the authority now to close 
any foreign base. He does not have the 
problems with the Environmental Pro
tection Act and other things that we 
have in connection with closing domes
tic bases, and so there are some argu
ments on both sides. 

Madam President, my experience in 
the legislative arena over a period of 
years has been that accommodations 
are something less than the whole. It 
is not the whole loaf; it is a part of a 

loaf. I have here an accommodation 
that is part of a loaf. It is not every
thing I want, but it is at least a very 
substantial improvement over pages 
161 through 171 of the bill as they 
now stand. 

So my difficulty with my dear 
friend, with whom I fully agree on the 
issue, is that if I go that nice long step 
with my friend from South Dakota, 
and whether we win or lose, we then 
are on a Gourse where I have a lot 
more amendments, my friend from 
Pennsylvania has some amendments 
in mind, my friend from Michigan has 
amendments in mind. I have an idea 
we are going to be on amendments for 
a long time, and nobody knows what 
the end result will be. 

But we know for sure what the 
result is now with this accommoda
tion. That is why I say to my friend 
from South Dakota, whose position in 
this matter I fully agree with, that I 
would 1 like to have us consider the 
amendment that will shortly be com
pleted and will be brought to the floor 
and offered as an amendment to the 
bill. Once it is adopted, the Senator 
still has a right to try to further refine 
that with his own amendment on the 
question of foreign bases. 

Frankly, I have said publicly during 
our discussions in the cloakroom, I will 
vote with him although I am candid to 
say I will not be an active participant 
in the debate. 

But I do not think this: I think you 
can go right down the line with the 
members who are composing the com
mission. I have problems with that. 
But we have an accommodation. The 
question of the foreign bases: prob
lems but an accommodation. The ques
tion of geographical representation: 
problems but accommodation. 

All through this section of the bill, 
we have made some agreements that 
are at least a compromise of the dis
parative views of various members 
who were in the committee and fought 
this from the beginning and here on 
the floor. 

That is the dichotomy I face. On the 
one hand, I support what the Senator 
is saying, and I think the Senator is 
right. On the other hand, I want to 
get a bill some day, I want to get some
thing here. 

Mr. PRESSLER. Will my colleague 
yield? I very much appreciate the re
marks of my colleague. I frequently 
find myself voting for his amend
ments. I expressed earlier today sup
port for one of his amendments. 

Let me ask my good friend this. He 
speaks so eloquently, and others in the 
group who are reaching this compro
mise are the leaders in this Senate. All 
I am asking for is perhaps an agree
ment to debate my amendment for 10 
minutes and get a rollcall vote on it. 
No doubt, from the eloquence that the 
Senator has shown in arguing against 
my amendment, it will be defeated. 

But I would like to off er it and get a 
vote on it. I was urged to bring my 
amendment to the floor this afternoon 
because we had a window. I spoke to 
the ranking member. He said now is 
the time to go. I am ready to go. I am 
ready to vote right now. I am sure, be
cause of the eloquent argument the 
Senator has just made, it will be de
feated, but I would like a vote on it. 
Could I get that? 

Mr. DIXON. May I say to my dear 
friend, first he is kind to suggest that 
from time to time this Member is elo
quent, but beyond that I would not be 
inclined to oppose his amendment be
cause I agree with it. 

But the point I make to my friend is 
the Senator's point of view was elo
quently I think expressed by others in 
the conference discussions where we 
fought this through and got this com
promise. This bill is far better now for 
those discussions with respect to for
eign bases than it would have been 
prior to the discussion that took place. 
We are saying in here that the com
mission can deal with foreign bases. I 
would argue, as a man who has con
cerns here, that if they come back 
with a list of 12 domestic bases to be 
closed and this commission has not 
put one foreign base on it or made any 
recommendations about any foreign 
base, there will be a tremendous hue 
and cry on this floor to not close 14 or 
12, whatever it is, domestic bases with 
no attention to foreign bases. 

So I think some points have been 
made. Our problem now is if we turn 
to the Senator's amendment first, we 
have the difficulty that if it is adopt
ed, the whole accommodation is going 
to go down the chute. On the other 
hand, if it is not adopted and is over
whelmingly defeated, it puts those of 
us who advocate the same point of 
view as the distinguished Senator 
from South Dakota in a very difficult 
position when we go to conference. 

Mr. PRESSLER. My friend makes 
strong arguments for the Senate not 
voting on very .many issues. There are 
many different sides to this. But my 
amendment is fairly straightforward. I 
think a lot of Senators would like a 
chance to vote on it. Now, it is true 
that there are many members of the 
Armed Services Committee and others 
who have been discussing it, and I 
have been discussing it with others. 
Some of us who are not on the com
mittee are very interested in this bill 
also and want to be supportive and 
have been supportive of my friend 
from Illinois and others. 

I would like to see a vote on this. If 
we do not vote, we will go into a 
quorum call and there will be calls for 
Senators to bring their amendments to 
the floor. I am ready to vote. I would 
ask my friends to remove their proce
dural objections and let us go to a 
vote. 
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Mr. DIXON. May I say to my friend 

that I am presently looking at the 
amendment that may represent the 
amendment that we are able to agree 
upon. It will take me a moment to look 
at it. If the distinguished Senator 
from South Dakota would accommo
date me and permit me to look at this 
amendment for the time being, we will 
get back to this issue. 

Mr. PRESSLER. If my friend will 
yield, I say to the ranking member, I 
would even be willing to have the 
amendment laid down now, have the 
amendment offered as a second-degree 
amendment, vote on this one first and 
the first one next. 

Mr. WARNER. Madam President, 
this is a proposition which I am now 
going to convey to the chairman of the 
committee, out of respect, of course, to 
him. I would have to say at this time I 
do not have the flexibility to offer 
that, and even if I were to withdraw 
my objection to the Senator's laying 
aside the pending amendment, I know 
in the Chamber there are others who 
would interpose an objection, so do 
not, please, view this Senator as being 
the sole obstruction. 

Mr. PRESSLER. My good friend 
from Virginia said if you have amend
ments, bring them to the floor and 
offer them. 

Mr. WARNER. There is no question 
about that. The leadership of the 
Senate, together with the managers of 
the bill, asked our Members to come 
over, but I wonder if I may speak for a 
few minutes to the proposed amend
ment. 

As my colleague and friend from Illi
nois stated in our conference over 
here, I acquainted the Members of the 
Senate with the existing situation 
with respect to overseas bases. There 
is a very sharp contrast between the 
authority of the Secretary of Defense 
with respect to an overseas base and a 
domestic base. An overseas base can be 
closed by the President, the Secretary 
of Defense acting on behalf of the 
President, subject to any treaty obliga
tions, subject to a memorandum of un
derstanding with another country, or 
subject to what we call operating force 
agreements, which we have. They are 
basically the three things that control 
overseas installations. 

Now, you have to assume that we 
have had a succession of Secretaries of 
Defense. I have been privileged to 
serve under three and worked with an
other three since I have been privi
leged to be in the Senate, men of both 
parties, men of good intentions, that 
they would be closing overseas facili
ties if those facilities were not in the 
interest of our national defense and 
operating in a cost-effective and mili
tarily effective way. So I do not want 
Members of the Senate to believe that 
all of a sudden if we throw into consid
eration on a-I continue to use the 
term parallel basis-overseas bases 
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with domestic bases, suddenly there is 
a big grab bag of things overseas from 
which to make choices for closing. 
They simply do not exist, but the au
thority is in the Secretary of Defense 
right now to close those installations. 
The problem is domestic. A closure in 
the United States under the current 
law is surrounded by a number of ob
stacles and Members of the Congress 
can use those obstacles quite effective
ly to deter and literally block the Sec
retary of Defense from closing domes
tic installations. That is the reason for 
this bill. It is to give a one-time shot to 
a future Secretary of Defense to close 
a lot of bases and installations in the 
United States which are acknowledged 
not to be in the military interests of 
this country, either cost-effective or 
otherwise. So there is a sharp contrast 
between overseas and domestic. 

You are not going to fund a grab bag 
of things overseas, but as we wrote 
into the bill and we now have in the 
compromise we are going to put some 
responsibility on the Secretary to 
make certain that the Commission has 
full knowledge of all the overseas in
stallations such as they consider the 
closures domestically they can have in 
mind what is overseas and how the 
overseas installations do or do not 
impact on a domestic base. 

Mr. PRESSLER. My friend argues 
very eloquently and is very knowledge
able in this area, and I would agree 
with everything he has said. Why 
would he fear letting a Commission 
make the same decisions regarding 
overseas bases? Surely they could con
sider the same things the Senator has 
outlined. They could consider the 
value of a base in Washington State as 
compared to a base in Germany or 
Portugal. They could consider the 
whole base situation worldwide. Why 
is my friend hesitant to have the Com
mission have the same authority? He 
merely wants to study the ones over
seas. Everything he said is true. The 
Commission could consider everything 
he said. The Commission could do ev
erything he said. I think this amend
ment would pass the Senate over
whelmingly if we could get it up to a 
vote, and I think it is only fair that we 
bring it up to a vote because I have 
not heard an argument against it. I 
agree with everything the Senator has 
said. The Commission should consider 
whether closing overseas bases is more 
complicated or less complicated. The 
Commission should consider all of the 
bases. 

Mr. WARNER. Let me respond to 
my distinguished friend and colleague. 
The proposed amendment which we 
are soon to bring forth to the Senate 
would give the Commission, first, an 
affirmative duty to examine the rec
ommendations of the Secretary of De
fense with respect to the overseas 
structure. 

They would have to look at it in the 
context of their work on the domestic 
bases. Then they have the option of 
recommending to the Secretary such 
closures or changes in the overseas in
stallations as they deem appropriate. 
So it comes back, they are charged 
with the domestic scene and believe 
me, the quantum of work involved in 
analyzing the domestic scene is so 
large that we cannot put on them, as 
the Senator's amendment would, the 
affirmative duty to give an equal 
amount of time to the overseas situa
tion. They simply could not get it done 
in the period. 

Mr. PRESSLER. Why does not my 
friend make that argument against my 
amendment and let me have a vote on 
it? We have the time to make the ar
gument against it. Give me a vote on 
my amendment. 

Mr. WARNER. I want the opportu
nity for the Senate as a whole, before 
addressing the Senator's amendment, 
to have the chance to study the substi
tute, and study the substitute in the 
context of other aspects of this base 
closing package. 

The Senator's amendment, quite 
frankly, has a lot of appeal. It will sell 
very well back home because our con
stituents have difficulty in under
standing it. I do not say this in any pe
joratic sense, but they have difficulty 
in understanding why we should close 
a base in, say, Crossroads, USA, and 
leave open the base in Germany, the 
Philippines, or Japan, because the 
base in Crossroads, USA is an integral 
part of the local economy, but not the 
base in Japan or the Philippines. 

Mr. PRESSLER. But my amend
ment would not require it. It merely 
says the Commission would consider 
equally all bases worldwide at the 
same time. 

Mr. WARNER. I understand the 
Senator's amendment quite clearly, 
and what it does. But my point is that 
we have to focus on the necessity to 
concentrate this Commission's efforts 
on the domestic scene. They will not 
have the adequate staff to do all the 
overseas survey. It would require prac
tically a doubling of the staff. 

I am not so sure that the Members 
who have thus far indicated a willing
ness to serve on this Commission and, 
as a matter of fact, I have reason to 
believe they would not want the added 
responsibility to take the extensive 
travel as would be required to do a 
proper evaluation of the overseas 
structure. Therefore, if the Senator's 
amendment were to pass, it may well 
bring down the whole base closure 
package. 

That is why I want the Senate to 
have the opportunity to study this 
compromise in the context of all the 
provisions of this package of compro
mises, and hopefully their judgment 
will be that it is reasonable to have 
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this Commission focus on the domestic 
scene. 

Mr. PRESSLER. I understand my 
colleagues to say that they will object 
procedurally to a vote on my amend
ment. 

Mr. WARNER. I am not objecting, 
but I understand there are persons in 
the Chamber who will object. As a 
courtesy to my classmate and friend in 
the Senate, I will not personally object 
because there are others who are pre
pared to do so. 

Mr. PRESSLER. But the Senator 
has objected? 

Mr. WARNER. I am perfectly will
ing to withdraw that objection mo
mentarily, if that will help. But I 
assure the Senator objections will 
come from other quarters of this 
Chamber. 

Mr. PRESSLER. Madam President, I 
guess there is not much point in 
taking up the time of the Senate, al
though I understand the Senate 
wanted amendments this afternoon. I 
have other amendments, but I will not 
offer them because they will probably 
be objected to. 

But I do feel strongly that we should 
proceed. I feel strongly we should have 
a vote on this amendment. I found in 
talking to certain other Senators that 
they are very interested in a clean vote 
on this. I think what is being attempt
ed here is to have a study, another 
study instead of letting the Commis
sion really consider things worldwide. 

If this Commission is going to close 
bases in the United States, we are 
going to be hard pressed to explain to 
our constituents why some overseas 
bases were not considered for closing 
because there was a study of that. 
Why can we not put them on the same 
basis? That is what my amendment 
would do. 

I am not saying we should close the 
ones overseas; I am not saying we 
should close any domestically. I am 
merely saying if we are going to em
power the Commission to have the au
thority to close a base in Virginia or 
Georgia or Washington we should em
power that same Commission to close 
one in Germany or the Philippines or 
Portugal or Greece or Turkey. And 
without advocating that they be 
closed, I think there are inefficiencies 
in some of those bases. I think there 
are Americans who believe the time 
has come for us to consider our world
wide commitment and to consider 
making changes in it. 

I also feel strongly that this Senate 
needs to take a clean vote on this, and 
it should not be objected to procedur
ally. We are told there is a compro
mise. Indeed, it is a good-sounding 
compromise, but the Commission still 
has the same powers. It can merely do 
a study. It does not get any power. 

What I am talking about is giving it 
some power. I am very saddened that 
when this amendment comes up it is 

objected to procedurally and we can 
not get a vote on it. If it is a bad 
amendment, it would be defeated. 

Here we have a group on the Armed 
Services Committee not allowing the 
rest of the Members of the Senate to 
have a vote on this issue. And I think 
many of us want such a vote. 

I do not serve on the Armed Services 
Committee. I do not have a chance to 
off er amendments in committee. This 
is an amendment I am offering on the 
floor. 

Indeed, I have not even a single co
sponsor for this amendment. How can 
my distinguished colleagues, some of 
the most distinguished Members of 
the Senate, object to having a vote on 
this three-word, four-word amend
ment? 

So I am perplexed at this. But it ap
pears there is very little I can do about 
it. 

Mr. DIXON addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. 

SHELBY). The Senator from Illinois. 
Mr. DIXON. Mr. President, I want 

to discuss the compromise that we 
have been referring to in the course of 
this debate so that the Senators will 
know what has been accomplished. 
The original bill in pages 161 through 
171 simply provided that the Secretary 
of Defense could appoint a Commis
sion to be picked by the Secretary of 
Defense to study this whole question 
of base closing. 

In the course of the compromise 
agreement, the advocates of this posi
tion have agreed to add additional lan
guage that says that there will be six 
additional members of the Commis
sion who will be appointed after con
sultation with the chairman and rank
ing minority members of the appropri
ate committees of Congress, and the 
Military Construction Subcommittees 
thereof, and <B> national associations 
of State and local officials since obvi
ously base closings affect State and 
local officials. 

It further provides that members 
shall be chosen on the basis of knowl
edge and experience in matters relat
ing to Federal property, national secu
rity affairs, or economic planning, and 
that they shall reflect a reasonable 
geographical balance. 

Senators will remember that I com
plained about the fact that basically 
the nine members of the Commission, 
the names before us, were folks mostly 
from the Washington, DC area or here 
on the east coast. 

Another important aspect of the 
compromise is that instead of using 
the Secretary of Defense staff and 
folks who are part of that system for 
this study, this compromise provides 
that the Secretary of Defense shall 
provide the Commission with a non
partisan, independent staff, and the 
staff shall consist of Government em
ployees and consultants who have not 
been employed by the Department of 

Defense during the calendar year 
1988. 

Further, we provide in respect to the 
question of base closings and the ques
tion of domestic and foreign bases, we 
add on page 162 of the bill at line 20 
this language: 

And that no installation identified to be 
closed or realigned is of a higher priority to 
the national defense than any installation, 
domestic or foreign, that has not been iden
tified by the Commission or the Secretary 
of Defense for closure or realignment. 

We further have agreed that we will 
add this language: 

The Secretary shall conduct a study of 
the military installations of the United 
States outside the United States to deter
mine if efficiencies can be realized through 
closure or realignment of the overseas base 
structure of the United States, and not later 
than September 15 of this year, 1988, the 
Secretary shall transmit a report of the 
findings and conclusions of such study to 
the Commission-
That is the Commission that is set up with 
the 15 members, 6 of whom have input from 
the jurisdiction committees of the Con
gress-
and the Secretary shall transmit a report of 
the findings • • • conclusions of such study 
to the Commission and to the appropriate 
committees of Congress. The Commission 
shall consider the impact of the Secretary's 
study in developing its recommendations. 

(b) Upon request of the Commission the 
Secretary shall provide the Commission 
with such information about overseas bases 
as may be helpful to the Commission in its 
deliberations. 

<C> The Commission, based on its analysis 
of military installations in the United States 
and its review of the Secretary's study of 
the overseas base structure, may provide the 
Secretary with such comments and sugges
tions as it deems appropriate regarding the 
Secretary's study of overseas base structure. 

Finally, and very important, we add 
an entire section to the bill, consisting 
of five pages, entitled "Congressional 
Disapproval Procedures," which says: 

Notwithstanding any other provision 
of this section, the Secretary of De
fense may not take action with regard 
to the report of the Commission on 
base realignment and closure if within 
45 session days after the date on 
which Congress receives the report of 
the Secretary described in subsection 
<B><l><a> Congress enacts a joint reso
lution disapproving the plan of the 
Commission. 

The remainder of the agreement is 
the language for all the expedited pro
cedure that permits this to be taken 
up immediately in both Houses and 
cuts through all the rules and redtape, 
to give us a finite, vote of disapproval 
in both Houses, in the event that is re
quested by a Member, and obviously it 
will be requested by a Member of the 
House or the Senate adversely affect
ed by a Commission report. 

So I say to my colleagues-and to my 
friend from South Dakota, in particu
lar-that the provisions in the agreed 
amendment are certainly a substantial 
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improvement over the existing lan
guage in the bill. At the appropriate 
time I expect to offer an amendment 
in the second degree to my existing 
pending amendment, to give the op
portunity to my colleagues to vote on 
this agreed amendment. 

Mr. President, I suggest the absence 
of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The bill clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

Mr. ROTH. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. ROTH. Mr. President, I would 
like to add my stamp of approval to 
this proposed compromise, one that 
has been worked out in a bipartisan 
spirit of attempting to move ahead 
with the legislation. 

As I said earlier, the amendment of 
my distinguished friend and colleague 
from Illinois was unconstitutional, in 
my judgment, in the sense that it did 
mix up the executive and legislative 
functions in such a way that I doubt 
that the courts would uphold it. I do 
think that the proposed revision is a 
major step forward. 

I ask the distinguished Senator from 
Illinois if he would agree with me that 
an additional six members would be 
appointed to the Commission by the 
President, after consulting with the 
chairman and the ranking member of 
the Armed Services Committee and, I 
believe, the Subcommittee on Con
struction. Is that correct? 

Mr. DIXON. That is substantially 
correct. The additional members 
would be added by the Secretary of 
Defense, who, I presume, would file 
another amended charter in the Fed
eral Register. I think that is the way it 
would be done from a practical stand
point. 

Mr. ROTH. Second, there would be 
the opportunity for Congress to vote a 
resolution of disapproval on an expe
dited basis. 

Mr. DIXON. The Senator is correct. 
May I say that this Senator wanted 

to do it on the basis of approval by 
Congress, but I was not able to exact 
that kind of exception, but I am ac
cepting this as the best compromise I 
could get. 

The Senator is correct: It would be a 
vote of disapproval in both Houses. 

Mr. ROTH. Will the distinguished 
Senator from Illinois advise me what 
the expedited period of time would be? 

Mr. DIXON. I will be delighted to do 
that. The expedited period of time is 
set forth in the agreement. Within 45 
session days, that would take place. 

Mr. ROTH. Within 45 days? 
Mr. DIXON. Within 45 session days 

of the receipt of the report by the Sec
retary, and the Secretary is to receive 
the report by December 31. So, pre-

sumably, by the middle of February, 
approximately, of next year, the expe
dited procedure would take place. 

Mr. ROTH. So, in effect, it assures 
prompt action and does not unneces
sarily delay the entire proceedings. 

Finally, will the distinguished Sena
tor from Illinois clarify what would be 
done with respect to foreign bases? As 
I understand it, a study would be 
made. 

Mr. DIXON. Yes. What would be 
done is this: By September 15, 1988, 
the Secretary of Defense would pro
vide to that Commission, which would 
be in existence immediately upon the 
enactment of the Defense Department 
authorization bill, all information per
taining to base closures or other con
siderations, base realignments, in any 
foreign countries which would be con
sidered by the Commission. The ac
commodation that we have arrived at 
in this amendment also says that the 
Commission, itself, voluntarily, on its 
own initiative, may look into these 
questions and may require more inf or
mation from the Secretary of Defense. 
So that this Commission, of course, 
may act on its own initiative with re
spect to recommendations it might 
make. 

The distinction is that this Commis
sion cannot include a foreign base in 
the list it has the authority to file by 
December 31 that would mandate a 
closing unless disapproved by Con
gress. It would be a separate act of the 
Commission. But I would argue-and 
we discussed this in the Cloakroom
that at least if you had that informa
tion, one who took exception to a do
mestic base closing could say, "Why 
didn't they do it with respect to the 
foreign base that the Commission did 
mention in its report?" 

Mr. ROTH. Is it not also true that 
there are not the same political prob
lems? 

Mr. DIXON. It is probably true that 
there are not the same political prob
lems. I basically agree with the Sena
tor from South Dakota. I would like to 
have the foreign bases in the Commis
sion report just like domestic bases. 
But I say to the Senator from Dela
ware that I have been in the legisla
tive process a little while, and an ac
commodation of honor is one in which 
each side gives a little. 

Mr. ROTH. I say to the distin
guished Senator, as one of the original 
cosponsors of the proposed Commis
sion, that I find that I could support 
the proposed resolution of the Dixon 
amendment. I think it moves us along 
the legislative road and would provide 
a means of resolving the dispute. I 
congratulate him for his willingness to 
make a compromise in this area. I will 
be happy to support the proposal. 

Mr. DIXON. It would be a great 
honor to have the Senator from Dela
ware as a cosponsor. 

The distinguished Senator from 
Alaska CMr. STEVENS], who feels 
strongly about foreign base closings, 
has just sent word to me that he also 
wants to be a cosponsor, which I think 
is indicative of the fact that there are 
a lot of people with strong views here 
who are willing to accept this accom
modation as the best we can do. 

I want to be careful to mention the 
name of my distingu~hed friend from 
Michigan, Mr. LEVIN, who played a 
part in this yesterday and today. 

If you get an agreement and an ac
commodation between people of honor 
with different points of view, every
body gives a little. 

This is not all I want, but it is a good . 
deal less than my friends from Geor
gia and Virginia-who are the chair
man and ranking member-wanted to 
give. 

(At this point Mr. BINGAMAN as
sumed the chair.) 

Mr. ROTH. I want to make the 
record very clear that I agree with the 
distinguished chairman and ranking 
member of the committee. It goes 
much further than I would have pre
f erred, but I do think it is a reasonable 
compromise. 

I would be happy to have my name 
added as a cosponsor. 

Mr. President, earlier in this debate 
I recounted why the pending amend
ment is unconstitutional under the 
Buckley versus Valeo decision of the 
Supreme Court. I noted the Buckley 
case because I find a close analogy be
tween the pending amendment and 
the unconstitutional provision in that 
case. But Buckley is not the only ex
ample that could be called to the at
tention of my colleagues. 

Under the separation of powers doc
trine, the Congress writes the laws and 
the President carries them out. While 
Congress may, by law, direct the exec
utive branch how to carry out a law, it 
may not carry out the law itself. 

In Buckley, Congress tried to carry 
out a law by appointing the people 
who carried it out. When that was 
ruled unconstitutional, Congress tried 
another approach. It statutorily as
signed duties to executive officers ap
pointed in conformity with the ap
pointments clause, thereby complying 
with Buckley, but tried to keep its arm 
on the arm of the executive official 
through the legislative veto. In INS 
versus Chadha the Supreme Court 
struck that down. 

Undaunted in our efforts to influ
ence the execution of laws, Congress 
next sought to influence the action of 
an officer appointed by the President 
in conformity with the appointments 
clause over whom Congress would ex
ercise no veto authority in this way; 
while complying with Buckley and 
Chadha, Congress would retain the 
power to remove such officer by joint 
resolution. 
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Now this influence was far more ten

uous than the use of legislative ap
pointees condemned in Buckley or the 
veto condemned in Chadha. N everthe
less, in Bowsher versus Synar, the Su
preme Court struck down that effort 
as well. 

The lesson is clear. Under the sepa
ration of powers doctrine Congress 
cannot take part in the execution of 
our laws. The pending amendment vio
lates that doctrine. It would place 
eight Members of Congress on the 
Commission to determine which bases 
should be closed. The Commission's 
action is not advisory but has legal 
consequences. Therefore, under Buck
ley, Chadha, and Bowsher, congres
sional appointees cannot serve on the 
Commission. 

The amendment must be rejected as 
unconstitutional. 

Mr. DIXON. I want to thank the 
Senator from Delaware, whose fair
ness and impartiality in matters is well 
known to all Senators, and to say that 
the amendment is being redrafted. It 
will be momentarily here, I think 
within 1 minute or 2, may I say to the 
President. 

Anybody who is opposed to the pro
visions of this bill would like to see 
more done. I could go through every 
section of this and say here is the way 
I would like to have done it. 

The fact is that we at least have a 
congressional input into the process 
now. It is clear there. The foreign base 
question is before it. It has been thor
oughly discussed here. The Commis
sion is on notice and this CONGRESSION
AL RECORD is replete with remarks 
about the concerns of the Senators 
about foreign base closings and other 
initiatives of that kind. My concern 
about geographic balance has been 
placed in the RECORD. 

I am sure that the Secretary of De
fense, Mr. Carlucci, who is well known 
as a fair man and an honorable one, 
will take note of what we have done in 
this accommodation here. 

Then I want to say while my distin
guished friend, the chairman of the 
committee, is here, that as I said to my 
friend from South Dakota before I am 
going to be in the conference. I am 
going to be involved in this issue in the 
conference. And there is always an op
portunity for further refinement and 
modification of this language so that 
points of view can be considered such 
as that presented by the South 
Dakota Senator. 

Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Illinois yield the floor? 

Mr. DIXON. I am always delighted 
to yield to the chairman whose great 
contribution here is appreciated. 

Mr. NUNN. I believe the suggestions 
made by the Senator from Illinois and 
things we have been working on for 
several hours now are reasonable. I 
think they probably improve the over
all approach. I have some reluctance 

on a few of them, but I think overall 
we are striking a proper balance here. 
So I do plan to support this compro
mise that we have worked out. 

I would like to ask, and I do not have 
the final draft, but this is a prelimi
nary draft, it is my understanding that 
the words have not been changed. If 
this is the final draft I will direct the 
same questions to that draft. But the 
preliminary draft says the Secretary 
of Defense shall provide the Commis
sion with a nonpartisan independent 
staff. The staff shall consist of Gov
ernment employees and consultants 
who have not been employed by the 
Department of Defense during calen
dar year 1988. 

I do not believe it is our intent to 
limit the staff to Government employ
ees and consultants. 

Could I pose that question to the 
Senator? 

Mr. DIXON. It was not our intention 
to limit it in that way, no, I think not. 

Mr. NUNN. I believe that the intent 
really was that once the staff was em
ployed, they would indeed become 
either Government employees or con
sultants for the duration of this. But I 
am not sure that we intended to have 
that limit. If there was a staff person 
that they wanted to hire that was in
dependent and nonpartisan, that was 
not a Government employee and 
would not be a consultant, I would 
want that person to be able to be 
hired. 

Mr. DIXON. Yes, I agree with that 
and I think perhaps that correction 
should be made and can be made as 
the amendment is brought in momen
tarily. 

Mr. NUNN. Is it the intent of the 
Senator from Illinois that there would 
be no one that is now employed by the 
Department of Defense on that staff? 
Is that the intent? 

Mr. DIXON. That is the intent. This 
language actually was the language 
suggested by the distinguished Sena
tor from Michigan, who felt that it 
would be important to have staff 
members doing this job who were not 
agents of the Secretary of Defense and 
had no obligation to the Secretary of 
Defense in connection with their work. 
That language results from his initia
tive and perhaps it would be valuable, 
though I do not see him here. 

Mr. NUNN. I think these words need 
massaging a little bit. We use the word 
"nonpartisan" all the time. I am not 
sure what nonpartisan means in the 
sense of hiring somebody. Does that 
mean they never have been a Republi
can or Democrat? I do not know what 
it means. I think we need to massage 
these words a little bit. 

Mr. DIXON. I would agree with the 
Senator. 

Mr. NUNN. We certainly want an ob
jective and independent staff and the 
intent is not to have employees of the 
Department of Defense, although I 

would not have suggested that. I think 
we have people in the Department of 
Defense who could perform this task. 
If that is part of the compromise, then 
I think we ought to find a way of de
scribing those without describing 
them as Government employees and 
consultants. 

Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for a question along 
those lines? 

Mr. DIXON. I yield. 
Mr. McCAIN. Would it be the intent 

of the Senator from Illinois that no 
member or former member of a con
gressional staff would be a member of 
this commission as well? 

Mr. DIXON. No, I do not think that 
is the intent at all, just that nobody 
who has been employed by the De
partment of Defense during the calen
dar year 1988 would be a member. And 
I agree wholeheartedly with the Sena
tor from Georgia. I do not know what 
nonpartisan means. They have non
partisan elections in some cities in Illi
nois that are more bitter than the Re
publican and Democratic confronta
tions I have observed. I do not know 
what nonpartisan means. We probably 
do need a better word there, may I say 
quite candidly, but I was not involved 
in that initiative and I think perhaps 
we could suggest that that be im
proved. 

Mr. NUNN. Frankly, if the Secretary 
of Defense wants to get a package 
through, he would indeed be rather 
foolish to put someone on the Com
mission who had been, for instance, 
the chairman of the Democratic Party 
in the State of Illinois or chairman of 
the Republican Party in the State of 
Arizona, or something of that nature. 
I am not sure we need to spell it out. I 
think we get down to common sense 
on that. I do not think we want to dis
qualify someone who had a party af
filiation of some sort. 

Mr. DIXON. I fully agree with that, 
may I say to the distinguished chair
man. Perhaps we can clean that up a 
little bit. 

Mr. NUNN. I thank the Senator. 
Mr. DIXON. I agree entirely with 

what the distinguished manager is 
saying. 

May I respond to the concerns of the 
Senator from Arizona? 

Mr. McCAIN. I also would like to 
follow up on what our distinguished 
chairman said. There are people who 
have served in previous administra
tions, both Republican and Democrat
ic, that I think would be eminently 
qualified to serve on this commission, 
and I would hesitate to support lan
guage which would basically rule out 
all of those individuals. 

Mr. DIXON. May I respond quickly 
by interrupting the Senator? 

Mr. McCAIN. Yes. 
Mr. DIXON. What we are talking 

about here is staff. As to the Commis-
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sion itself, the language of the accom
modation suggests the Commission 
will be the nine-member Commission 
already represented in the charter. Is 
the Senator familiar with the charter? 

Mr. McCAIN. Yes, I am familiar 
with it. 

Mr. DIXON. While we all have these 
names floating around, I do not guess 
that those nine names are exactly offi
cial, but there are nine people on the 
Commission. We enlarged that for an 
additional six people on the Commis
sion, and then give to the chairman of 
the jurisdictional committees, of 
course, the chairman of the Armed 
Services Committee here and the 
chairmen of the jurisdictional subcom
mittees and representatives of the 
State and local officials organizations 
an opportunity to be consulted with 
respect to those additional six. They 
could presumably be partisans. For in
stance, on that list, the original com
mission list, I think you have Ribicoff 
and Edwards. They were certainly in 
their time partisan, I would say good 
partisans. 

Mr. McCAIN. If the Senator will 
yield, my point is that in regard to 
members of the staff there are people 
who have served honorably in other 
administrations, whether they be Re
publican or Democrat, and I would not 
be supportive of such a move that 
would exclude them if at some point in 
their career they had been somehow 
politically involved. 

Mr. DIXON. I do not have any prob
lem with that observation. 

Mr. McCAIN. I would hope that that 
language would be changed in order to 
reflect that. As the chairman pointed 
out, it would be foolishness to put a 
member on that staff who was some
how closely identified on a partisan 
basis. 

Mr. DIXON. Sure. 
Mr. McCAIN. Such an appointment 

would destroy a lot of the credibility 
of the Commission. At the same time, 
I would not want to see excluded 
someone who has a reputation for 
having expertise. After all, the staff of 
this Commission needs to have an 
enormous amount of knowledge and 
expertise. That may require us to draw 
upon someone who has served in a previ
ous administration in the Department 
of Defense. 

Mr. NUNN. Will the Senator yield 
on that point, because that is another 
point I wanted to make? 

Mr. McCAIN. I yield. 
Mr. NUNN. I agree that the top staff 

people-I do not know whether there 
be two or three staff people here or 
five or six or whatever-I would agree 
there is a case to be made for them to 
be independent to the extent of not 
being under the Secretary of Defense. 
Also knowing the bases as we all do, 
and the Senator from Illinois knows 
them very well, and the Senator from 
Arizona does-we dealt with them-

there has to be a tremendous amount 
of information given to whatever staff 
is hired. Independent and objective as 
they may be, they have to have infor
mation flow. There is really only one 
place the information flow can come 
from, and that is the Department of 
Defense. 

I would hope that we could identify 
the top staff people as not being part 
of the Department of Defense, but not 
preclude them assigning some other 
people who are not part of the Depart
ment of Defense, either staff or con
sultation, because that is where the in
formation has to come from. 

What I thought we were basically 
tentatively agreeing to is that the top 
staff people would be outside the De
partment, but they would be able to 
be some staffing. If they had to devel
op all this information independently, 
we would be talking about a 15- or 20-
year project. I know nobody intends 
that. So we have to have the informa
tion flow come from the Department 
of Defense. 

Mr. McCAIN. If the Senator will fur
ther yield, I understand we are to re
ceive information in the Congress by 
December 31. That is a very short 
period of time. To ask people who 
have no knowledge or expertise on 
this issue to make those kinds of rec
ommendations would be not only un
likely but impossible. 

We need to work on that. 
Mr. NUNN. I would suggest perhaps 

we can converse with the Senator 
from Michigan on that. But I think it 
is going to be necessary to go over that 
language rather carefully. 

I do not believe it is his intent to 
prevent the flow of information 
coming from the Department of De
fense to this Commission. I would 
hope they would be objective enough 
and independent enough to question 
it, to go back and demand additional 
information or clarifications or to 
challenge it where they feel it was in 
question. But nevertheless, that inf or
mation flow has to come from the De
partment. 

Mr. McCAIN. If the Senator from Il
linois would yield, I request a moment 
to make two more comments to him 
on this compromise, which I did not 
help formulate. 

I have no hard feelings about that 
lack of participation. I understand 
that time constraints and the issues at 
hand lend themselves to requiring a 
compromise which has been agreed to 
by the majority on both sides of the 
aisle. I would not stand in its way. 

I would like to point out two con
cerns. One regards the compromise's 
wording concerning a vote of disap
proval. I understand that given a 51-
member vote of disapproval, if the 
President vetoed that disapproval, it 
would come back and require 67 votes, 
at least of this body. 

Mr. DIXON. May I say candidly I 
did not want this. This is part of an 
agreement I yielded on and I am not 
happy with it. But I would rather have 
congressional input of some kind than 
no congressional input at all, so I have 
accepted what I consider to be a com
promise. It is not a very good one in 
that area, may I say. 

Mr. McCAIN. I understand. My con
cern is I can envision, as I think the 
Senator from Illinois can, enormous 
pressures being generated on those 
Senators from States that are experi
encing a base closing. We work in this 
body on the basis of friendship and 
close relationships and I think it could 
place others in a very difficult posi
tion. 

I see some dangers in the road ahead 
by doing this. But I am not standing to 
oppose it. I am voicing my deep con
cern about it. 

The second issue I would like to 
mention to my distinguished friend 
from Illinois, is this whole issue of 
overseas bases. To some degree, I view 
it as a straw man in that the problems 
that lie ahead, as far as I view the situ
ation throughout the world, if the loss 
of overseas bases for foreign political 
reasons rather than close them for do
mestic political reasons. 

We see what is happening in the ne
gotiations over the bases in Greece. 
We see the forced removal of an F-16 
wing from Spain. In the opinion of 
most experts, if there was a ref eren
dum in the Philippines today, of the 
kind presently being planned by the 
Philippine Government, that would 
call for a removal of our bases in the 
Philippines. 

I think we are mixing apples and or
anges here because the reasons we 
have not been able to close domestic 
bases in the United States are largely 
domestic, political reasons. In con
trast, our problems overseas are the 
lack of, or insufficiency of, bases. This 
shortfall is generated by an entirely 
different set of factors. I think that, 
including the overseas base issue in 
this compromise, will confuse the issue 
and divert the Commission to some 
extent from its basic purpose which is 
to examine bases within the United 
States. 

I think the issue of overseas bases 
needs to be addressed. But I would 
suggest it should be best addressed in 
a separate context. 

I, again, would like to congratulate 
my friend from Illinois on shaping 
what I would accept as a reasonable 
compromise. I know he has worked 
long and hard on this issue. 

Mr. DIXON. May I first say to the 
Senator from Arizona, who I hold in 
the highest personal regard, for whom 
I have a very true, warm affection, 
that I would have been delighted to 
have had him as one of the partici-
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pants in these discussions that took 
place. 

Nobody was excluded, may I observe. 
Anybody that came along was wel
come to join. I made a particular 
effort to call--

Mr. McCAIN. I say to my friend I 
did not mean to intimate that that was 
in any way the case. 

Mr. DIXON. I received it in that 
fashion and I thank the Senator. 

You just demonstrate once again 
what generated my response to my 
dear friend from South Dakota who 
very strongly feels we ought to address 
overseas bases here. I agree with him. 
You disagree with me. 

Your position was expressed very 
strongly by the ranking member, the 
distinguished Senator from Virginia 
and the chairman, the distinguished 
Senator from Georgia. 

Everybody was in the mix; every
body was presenting their point of 
view in the cloakroom. We achieved an 
accommodation of honor that I feel 
compelled to stand by, now, because I 
participated in the whole game. But 
that is not to say that others would 
not disagree with this and I guess, you 
know, we could be here a pretty long 
time. 

That is already pretty clear, talking 
about base closure, because we are still 
on my first amendment, and I have 
got about 10 or 12 of them here, all of 
which I think have some value. But we 
probably will lay this to rest shortly 
when this compromise amendment is 
adopted. But the Senator from South 
Dakota has a right to off er his amend
ment. 

There are some of us who will vote 
for it. I will not say anything, but I 
have an idea that this agreement will 
probably prevail. And then we will go 
to the conference and see what the 
White House thinks and there will be 
more refinements and modifications 
and ultimately I think we will get a 
result that most people will think is a 
result that has been honed by the leg
islative process. 

What more could you ask for than 
that. We live in a great system where 
everything is discussed publicly, noth
ing behind closed doors, and every
body knows that is happening. I have 
the amendment here. There is one 
part of it, due to what you have said 
and the distinguished chairman of the 
committee has said, that may need re
finement. I would be inclined then, 
Mr. President, at this time, to send an 
amendment to the desk which says 
"Strike all after paragraph 2 on line 3 
and add the following." 

I off er that as an amendment in the 
second degree, subject to my friend 
from Michigan having a look at it. 
AMENDMENT NO. 2012 TO AMENDMENT NO. 2005, 

AS MODIFIED 

Mr. DIXON. Mr. President, I send 
an amendment to the desk and ask for 
its immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment will be stated. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

The Senator from Illinois CMr. DrxoNl 
proposes an amendment numbered 2012 to 
Amendment 2005 as modified. 

Mr. DIXON. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
Strike all after parenthesis (2) on line 3 

and add the following: 
SEC. 923. CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT OF MILI

TARY INSTALLATIONS. 
<a> IN GENERAL.-The Secretary of De

fense shall-
(1) close all military installations recom

mended by the Commission on Base Re
alignment and Closure in the report trans
mitted to the Secretary pursuant to the 
charter establishing such Commission; 

<2> realign all military installations recom
mended for realignment by such Commis
sion in such report; and 

(3) initiate all such closures and realign
ments no later than September 30, 1991, 
and complete all such closures and realign
ments no later than September 30, 1995. 

Cb) CoNDITIONs.-(1) The Secretary may 
not carry out the closure or realignment of 
any military installation under this section 
unless-

< A> within 15 calendar days after the date 
on which the Commission transmits the 
report described in subsection (a)(l) to the 
Secretary, the Secretary transmits to the 
appropriate committees of Congress a 
report containing a statement that the Sec
retary has approved and proposes to imple
ment all of the military installation closures 
and realignments recommended by the 
Commission in the report described in sub
section <a>O>: 

<B> the Commission has recommended, in 
the report described in subsection (a)(l), the 
closure or realignment, as the case may be, 
of the installation; and 

<C> The Secretary of Defense completes 
the study required by subsection (f}(2) and 
submits the certification required by subsec
tion (c)(3)(B). 

<2> The authority of the Secretary to 
carry out any closure or realignment under 
this section shall terminate on October 1, 
1995. 

(c) THE CoMMISSION.-(1) The Commission 
shall consist of 15 members appointed by 
the Secretary of Defense. In addition to the 
members appointed by the Secretary of De
fense on May 3, 1988, the Secretary shall 
appoint 6 additional members <and fill any 
subsequent vacancies on the Commission> 
after consultation with <A> the Chairmen 
and ranking minority members of the ap
propriate committees of Congress and the 
military construction subcommittees there
of and <B> national associations of state and 
local officials. The members shall be chosen 
on the basis of knowledge and experience in 
matters related to federal property or na
tional security affairs, or economic plan
ning, and shall reflect a reasonable geo
graphic balance. 

(2) The Secretary of Defense shall provide 
the Commission with an objective, inde
pendent staff. The senior staff shall consist 
of government employees and consultants 
who have not been employed by the Depart
ment of Defense during calendar year 1988. 

(3) The Commission shall-
<A> transmit the report described in sub

section <a>< 1) to the Secretary no later than 
December 31, 1988; and 

<B> on the same date on which the Com
mission transmits such report to the Secre
tary, transmit to the appropriate commit
tees of Congress-

(i) a copy of such report; and 
(ii) a statement certifying that the Com

mission has identified the military installa
tions to be closed or realigned after review
ing all military installations inside the 
United States, including all military instal
lations under construction and all military 
installations planned for construction, 
and that no installation identified to be 
closed or realigned is of a higher priority to 
the national defense than any installation 
(domestic or foreign) that has not been 
identified by the Commission or the Secre
tary of Defense for closure or realignment. 

(d) IMPLEMENTATION.-0) In closing or re
aligning a military installation under this 
section, the Secretary-

<A> subject to the availability of funds au
thorized and appropriated to the Depart
ment of Defense for planning and design, 
minor construction, and operation and 
maintenance, and the availability of funds 
in the Account established under subsection 
(g)(l), may take all actions necessary to im
plement such closure or realignment, in
cluding acquiring land, constructing replace
ment facilities, relocating activities, and 
conducting advance planning and design; 

<B> subject to the availability of funds au
thorized and appropriated to the Depart
ment of Defense for economic adjustment 
assistance and community planning assist
ance and the availability of funds in the Ac
count, shall provide-

(i) economic adjustment assistance to any 
community located near a military installa
tion being closed or realigned; and 

(ii} community planning assistance to any 
community located near a military installa
tion to which functions are to be trans
ferred as a result of such closure or realign
ment; 
if the Secretary determines that the finan
cial resources available to the community 
(by grant or otherwise> are inadequate; 

<C> subject to the availability of funds au
thorized and appropriated to the Depart
ment of Defense for environmental restora
tion and the availability of funds in the Ac
count, may carry out activities for the pur
pose of environmental restoration, including 
reducing, removing, and recycling hazardous 
wastes and removing unsafe buildings and 
debris; 

<D> except as provided in paragraph <2>. 
may sell or exchange, at not less than fair 
market value, any real property or facility 
under the jurisdiction of the Department of 
Defense and located at such an installation; 
and 

<E> shall deposit any amount received 
from such sale or exchange, and from any 
transfer or exchange made under paragraph 
(2), into the Account. 

(2)(A) Before any sale or exchange or 
other conveyance of any real property or fa
cility is made under this section, the Secre
tary shall inform other instrumentalities of 
the Federal Government of the availability 
of such property or facility and, in response 
to an offer submitted by such an instrumen
tality within a reasonable period specified 
by the Secretary, shall transfer such proper
ty or facility for fair market value to such 
instrumentality if such instrumentality 
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agrees to reimburse the Secretary for such 
transfer in an amount equal to the fair 
market value of the property or facility and 
such instrumentality has the necessary 
funds available <within a reasonable period 
specified by the Secretary) for such pur
pose. 

<B> After carrying out subparagraph <A> 
with respect to any real property or facility 
under the jurisdiction of the Department of 
Defense and located at an installation 
scheduled for closure or realignment under 
this section, the Secretary-

(i) may transfer such property or facility 
to any other instrumentality of the Federal 
Government at less than fair market value 
or without reimbursement; or 

(ii) subject to subparagraph CC) and in 
any case in which savings will be realized by 
the Department of Defense from a convey
ance of a property or facility, may-

(!) sell or exchange such real property or 
facility at less than fair market value if it is 
to be used for a commercial or industrial 
purpose in accordance with a reuse plan for
mulated by the community involved; or 

(!!) convey such property or facility with
out reimbursement to a State or local gov
ernment if such property or facility is to be 
used by such government for airport, educa
tion, or health purposes in accordance with 
such a reuse plan. 

(C)(i) Any property or facility conveyed 
under subparagraph (B)(ii) may be con
veyed only as part of economic adjustment 
assistance made available to a community 
located near an installation scheduled for 
closure or realignment. 

(ii) The Secretary shall provide that all 
right, title, and interest in and to any real 
property or facility conveyed under sub
paragraph CB><ii> shall revert to the United 
States, which shall have right of immediate 
entry thereon, if such property or facility is 
used for any purpose other than the one for 
which it was conveyed under such clause. 

<e> WAIVER.-The Secretary may carry out 
the authority provided in subsection Cd> 
without regard to-

< 1 > any provision of the Federal Property 
and Administrative Services Act of 1949 <40 
U.S.C. 471 et seq.) restricting the Secretary 
of Defense from disposing of real property 
and facilities; 

<2> any provision of law restricting the use 
of funds for closing or realigning military 
installations included in appropriation or 
authorization Acts, other than this Act; 

(3) the procedures set forth in sections 
2662 and 2687 of title, 10, United States 
Code; and 

(4) the National Environmental Policy Act 
of 1969 (42 U.S.C. et seq.). 

Cf) REPORTS.-Cl) As part of each annual 
request for authorization of appropriations, 
the Secretary shall transmit to the appro
priate committees of Congress-

<A> a schedule of the closure and realign
ment actions proposed to be carried out 
under this section in the final year for 
which the request is made and an estimate 
of the total expenditures required and cost 
savings to be achieved by each such closure 
and realignment and of the time period in 
which the savings are to be achieved in each 
case, together with the Secretary's assess
ment of the environmental consequences of 
such actions; and 

CB> a description of the military installa
tions, including military installations under 
construction and those planned for con
struction, to which functions are to be 
transferred as a result of such closures and 
realignments, together with the Secretary's 

assessment of the environmental conse
quences of such transfers. 

<2><A> The Secretary shall conduct a study 
of the military installations of the United 
States outside the United States to deter
mine if efficiencies can be realized through 
closure or realignment of the overseas base 
structure of the United States. Not later 
than September 15, 1988, the Secretary 
shall transmit a report of the findings and 
conclusions of such study to the Commis
sion and to the appropriate committees of 
Congress. The Commission shall consider 
the impact of the Secretary's study in devel
oping its recommendations. 

<B> Upon request of the Commission, the 
Secretary shall provide the Commission 
with such information about overseas bases 
as may be helpful to the Commission in its 
deliberations. 

<C> The Commission, based on its analysis 
of military installations in the United States 
and its review of the Secretary's study of 
the overseas base structure, may provide the 
Secretary with such comments and sugges
tions as it deems appropriate regarding the 
Secretary's study of the overseas base struc
ture. 

<3> When a decision is made to carry out a 
construction project under subsection Cd><l> 
and the cost of the project will be greater 
than the maximum amount for a minor con
struction project, the Secretary shall notify 
in writing the appropriate committees of 
Congress of the nature of and justification 
for the project and the amount proposed to 
be expended for such project. 

(g) AccouNT.-Cl) There is hereby estab
lished on the books of the Department of 
the Treasury the Department of Defense 
Base Closure Account which shall be admin
istered by the Secretary as a single account. 

(2) There shall be deposited into the Ac
count-

<A> funds appropriated to the Account; 
CB) any funds that the Secretary may, 

subject to approval in an appropriation Act, 
transfer to the Account from funds appro
priated to the Department of Defense for 
any purpose, except that such funds may be 
transferred only after the date on which the 
Secretary transmits written notice of, and 
justification for, such transfer to the appro
priate committees of Congress; and 

<C> any amount described in subsection 
(d)(l)(E) and any other funds received by 
the Secretary in connection with any clo
sure or realignment of a military installa
tion under this section. 

(3) There is authorized to be appropriated 
to the Account for any fiscal year after 
fiscal year 1989 the sum of $300,000,000. 

<4> The Secretary may use the funds in 
the Account only for the purposes described 
in subsection Cd>. 

(5) No later than 60 days after the end of 
each fiscal year in which the Secretary car
ries out activities under this section, the 
Secretary shall transmit a report to the ap
propriate committees of Congress of the 
amount and nature of the deposits into, and 
the expenditures from, the Account during 
such fiscal year and of the amount of ex
penditures made pursuant to subparagraphs 
<A> though <C> of subsection <d>Cl>. 

<6> Unobligated funds which remain in the 
Account after the termination of the au
thority of the Secretary under this section 
shall be held in the Account until trans
ferred by an appropriate Act enacted after 
the appropriate committees of Congress re
ceive the report transmitted under para
graph <7>. 

(7) No later than 60 days after the termi
nation of the authority of the Secretary to 

carry out an alignment or closure under this 
section, the Secretary shall transmit to the 
appropriate committees of Congress a 
report containing an accounting of-

<A> all the funds deposited into and ex
pended from the Account or expended 
under subparagraphs <A>. CB), and <C> of 
subsection (d)(l); and 

<B> any amount remaining in the account. 
(h) CONGRESSIONAL DISAPPROVAL PROCE

DURES.-(!) Notwithstanding any other pro
vision of this section, the Secretary of De
fense may not take any action with regard 
to the report of the Commission on Base 
Realignment and Closure if, within 45 ses
sion days after the date on which Congress 
receives the report of the Secretary de
scribed in subsection <b><l><A>, Congress 
enacts a joint resolution disapproving the 
plan of the Commission. 

(2) For the purpose of paragraph (1), 
"joint resolution" means only a joint resolu
tion introduced after the date on which the 
report of the Secretary referred to in sec
tion (b)(l)(A) is received by Congress the 
matter after the resolving clause of which is 
as follows: "That Congress disapproves the 
recommendations of the Commission on 
Base Realignment and Closure established 
by the Secretary of Defense as submitted to 
the Secretary of Defense on - <the blank 
space being appropriately filled in).". 

<3> A resolution described in paragraph (2) 
introduced in the House of Representatives 
shall be referred to the Committee on 
Armed Services of the House of Representa
tives. A resolution described in paragraph 
(2) introduced in the Senate shall be re
ferred to the Committee on Armed Services 
of the Senate. Such a resolution may not be 
reported before the 8th day after its intro
duction. 

<4> If the committee to which is referred a 
resolution described in paragraph (2) has 
not reported such resolution (or an identical 
resolution> at the end of 15 calendar days 
after its introduction, such committee shall 
be deemed to be discharged from further 
consideration of such resolution and such 
resolution shall be placed on the appropri
ate calendar of the House involved. 

(5)(A) When the committee to which a 
resolution is referred has reported, or has 
been deemed to be discharged <under para
graph <4)) from further consideration of, a 
resolution described in paragraph (2), it is at 
any time thereafter in order <even though a 
previous motion to the same effect has been 
disagreed to) for any Member of the respec
tive House to move to proceed to the consid
eration of the resolution, and all points of 
order against the resolution) are waived. 
The motion is highly privileged in the 
House of Representatives and is privileged 
in the Senate and is not debatable. The 
motion is not subject to fiscal year, or to a 
motion to postpone, or to a motion to pro
ceed to the consideration of other business. 
A motion to rconsider the vote by which the 
motion is agreed to or disagreed to shall not 
be in order. If a motion to proceed to the 
consideration of the resolution is agreed to, 
the resolution shall remain the unfinished 
business of the respective House until dis
posed of. 

<B> Debate on the resolution, and on all 
debatable motions and appeals in connec
tion therewith, shall be limited to not more 
than 10 hours, which shall be divided equal
ly between those favoring and those oppos
ing the resolution. A motion further to limit 
debate is in order and not debatable. An 
amendment to, or a motion to postpone, or a 
motion to proceed to the consideration of 
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other business, or a motion to recommit the 
resolution is not in order. A motion to re
consider the vote by which the resolution is 
agreed to or disagreed to is not in order. 

<C> Immediately following the conclusion 
of the debate on a resolution described in 
paragraph <2>, and a single quorum call at 
the conclusion of the debate if requested in 
accordance with the rules of the appropri
ate House, the vote on final passage of the 
resolution shall occur. 

CD> Appeals from the decisions of the 
Chair relating to the application of the 
rules of the Senate or the House of Repre
sentatives, as the case may be, to the proce
dure relating to a resolution described in 
paragraph (2) shall be decided without 
debate. 

(6) If, before the passage by one House of 
a resolution of that House described in 
paragraph (2), that House receives from the 
other House a resolution described in para
graph <2>. then the following procedures 
shall apply: 

(A) The resolution of the other House 
shall not be referred to a committee. 

<B> With respect to a resolution described 
in paragraph (2) of the House receiving the 
resolution-

(i) the procedure in that House shall be 
the same as if no resolution had been re
ceived from the other House; but 

(ii) the vote on final passage shall be on 
the resolution of the other House. 

(7) This subsection is enacted by Con
gress-

<A> as an exercise of the rulemaking 
power of the Senate and House of Repre
sentatives, respectively, and as such it is 
deemed a part of the rules of each House, 
respectively, but applicable only with re
spect to the procedure to be followed in that 
House in the case of a resolution described 
in paragraph (2), and it supersedes other 
rules only to the extent that it is inconsist
ent with such rules; and 

Cb) with full recognition of the constitu
tional right of either House to change the 
rules (so far as relating to the procedure of 
that House) at any time, in the same 
manner, and to the same extent as in the 
case of any other rule of that House. 

(i) DEFINITIONS.-In this section: 
(1) The term "Account" means the De

partment of Defense Base Closure Account 
established by subsection (g)(l). 

<2> The term "appropriate committees of 
Congress" means the Committees on Armed 
Services and the Committees on Appropria
tions of the Senate and the House of Repre
sentatives. 

(3) The terms "Commission on Base Re
alignment and Closure" and "Commission" 
mean the commission established by the 
Secretary of Defense in the charter signed 
by the Secretary on May 3, 1988. 

(4) The term "charter establishing such 
Commission" means the charter referred to 
in paragraph (3). 

(5) The term "military installation" 
means a base, camp, post, station, yard, 
center, homeport facility for any ship, or 
other activity under the jurisdiction of the 
Secretary of a military department. 

(6) The term "realignment" includes any 
action which both reduces and relocates 
functions and civilian personnel positions. 

(7) The term "Secretary" means the Sec
retary of Defense. 

<8> The term "United States" means the 
50 States, the District of Columbia, the 
Commonwealth of Puerto Rico, Guam, the 
Virgin Islands, American Samoa, and any 
other commonwealth, territory, or posses
sion of the United States. 

Mr. DIXON. Mr. President, we have 
discussed this amendment now at 
some length. This amendment repre
sents a compromise that has been 
achieved over a full day's discussion. 
There is a little discussion going on 
about the language concerning mem
bers of the staff. Senators are advised 
that what we want to do here is have 
staff members who are independent 
from influence by the Department of 
Defense but not necessarily that all 
junior staff never have been employed 
or have been employed in the last year 
by the Department. We are going to 
clean up that language in a little bit 
with another modification. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that this amendment be in order. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is 
there objection? Without objection, it 
is so ordered. 

Mr. DIXON. Mr. President, I suggest 
the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. DIXON. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. DIXON. Mr. President, I ask for 
the yeas and nays on this amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is 
there a sufficient second? 

There is a sufficient second. 
The yeas and nays were ordered. 
Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I wonder 

if the acting manager will yield for a 
question? 

Mr. DIXON. I will yield, Mr. Presi
dent. 

Mr. LEVIN. We have drafted this 
language as carefully as we could 
under the circumstances, and my ques
tion is relative to that subsection <2> 
where it says: 

The Secretary of Defense shall provide 
the commission with an objective, independ
ent staff. 

I believe it is our intention as spon
sors of this amendment that the Com
mission shall make the selection of 
their staff, and when we use the word 
"provide,'' we are talking about the 
process of getting them employed and 
paid for but not the selection process 
because the selection process would be 
the Commission itself. Is that your un
derstanding? 

Mr. DIXON. We had a discussion 
here about the word "nonpartisan." 
Everybody agreed there were not too 
many of those people around in Gov
ernment, and we changed that to "ob
jective." 

Then I think the other sense of the 
discussion, and the distinguished man
ager, the chairman of the committee, 
is temporarily off the floor, but I 
think the Senator from Arizona was 
here. The intention was clearly that 
we would have an objective staff that 

is not in any way obligated to the Sec
retary of Defense or the Department 
of Defense. That he would provide 
available personnel to the extent 
needed, but that the senior staff, and 
so forth, will certainly not be a part of 
the Department of Defense and that 
the Commission itself would make the 
determination about the staff people 
it wanted. 

May I say to my friend from Arizo
na, that was our understanding even
tually, that the Commission of 15 
people, the Commission having been 
expanded from 9 to 15, would be able 
to select their staff, much of which 
would probably be provided at the 
lower levels in particular from De
fense. 

Mr. LEVIN. As one of the authors of 
this amendment, in order to create 
some legislative history, it is my inten
tion, so we all know that the Commis
sion has that authority to select their 
staff and that the word "provide" re
lates to other parts of the employment 
process, such as getting people onto a 
Government payroll and paying for 
them, but does not apply to the word 
"select" since the selection is intended 
under this language to be left to the 
Commission. 

That is my intention as one of the 
sponsors of this amendment. 

Mr. DIXON. And may I say, Mr. 
President, I share the observations, 
and let the RECORD show from the 
standpoint of congressional intent, 
that it is clearly our intent that objec
tive personnel selected by the Commis
sion, but can be provided by the Secre
tary of Defense, can constitute staff 
for this Commission. 

May I do a little cleanup work by 
asking unanimous consent that the 
distinguished Senator from Michigan, 
who has been one of the able Senators 
who has been principally involved in 
striking this accommodation, be joined 
as a sponsor; the distinguished Sena
tor from Arizona, Senator McCAIN, as 
a sponsor; the distinguished Senator 
from Delaware, Senator ROTH, as a 
sponsor; the distinguished Senator 
from Alaska, Senator STEVENS, as a 
sponsor? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. McCAIN addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Senator from Arizona. 
Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, I would 

like to state that it is also the under
standing on this side of the aisle that 
the staff will be selected by the Com
mission. The Commission will be the 
sole arbiters as to who and with what 
qualifications they may acquire. This 
language is simply to clear up that the 
senior staff member will not be em
ployees of the Department of Defense 
during the fiscal year 1988. I yield the 
floor. 

Mr. COHEN addressed the Chair. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Senator from Maine. 
Mr. COHEN. Mr. President, I regret 

I have not been able to be on the floor 
during the day. Senator Bo REN, and I, 
and others have been tied up in the 
Intelligence Committee on matters 
pertaining to the INF Treaty. 

I did want to come to the floor to 
make a few comments, and to com
mend the efforts of my colleague from 
Illinois. It seems that he has been 
waging almost a one-man battle on the 
floor to try and inject a congressional 
role into a process that I think is pro
ceeding along in a very shortsighted 
fashion. 

I would like to take a few moments 
to discuss the history behind the adop
tion of an amendment I helped pass 
when I was a Member of the House of 
Representatives back in 1976. It is no 
secret that I had a base, Loring Air 
Force Base, a SAC base in Maine. Sen
ator Muskie was then a Member of 
this Chamber. We received a notice 
one day. The Air Force requested a 
meeting with us. We sat down with 
them. An Air Force official said: 

I am telling you in advance that Loring 
Air Force Base may be on a preliminary hit 
list, as such, for closure. 

We said: 
Thank you for the advance notice, but can 

you tell us what the criteria are for the rec
ommendations that this base be shut down? 

The answer was: 
We can't tell you what the criteria are at 

this point, we can only advise you that your 
base may be subjected to closure. 

Loring Air Force Base happened to 
be a major base in my State. We 
needed more information and were 
unable to get it until such time as the 
Air Force actually decided to designate 
Loring for reduction, about an 80 per
cent reduction-a significant reduc
tion. 

We decided at that point that Con
gress had at least an obligation to find 
out what the Department of Defense 
rationale really was. When we finally 
determined what the criteria were, 
one, of course, was national security 
interest, and no one can question that. 
But we asked what the rationale was: 
"Well, this particular base was close 
enough to the coastline that a Soviet 
submarine with a flat trajectory on an 
SLBM could take out Loring in very 
short notice." 

"That is a fair comment, a fair ob
servation. We certainly don't want to 
jeopardize the national security inter
est, but where are you going to move 
the bombers to?" 

Well, the Air Force was going to 
move them to a base, we found, out 
later, that was even closer to a poten
tial Soviet submarine attack. That ra
tionale did not hold up. 

We asked them for an environmen
tal statement of what the impact was 
upon the community. The Air Force 
had the base located in the wrong part 

of the State. They had no idea where 
the base was. 

Each criteria that was listed was 
found, upon analysis, to be faulty. We 
said: "Something is wrong here." Our 
people in Maine were fully prepared to 
accept the closure of that base or a 
substantial reduction of that base if 
they could satisfy us that a reason was 
offered that would hold up under 
analysis. The people of Maine were 
prepared to accept that. We had al
ready begun to make alternative plans 
for the base. 

But we said: "Wait, we are going to 
find out what the reason is." 

It turned out the reason was more 
political than anything else. So we re
sisted that particular recommenda
tion. 

We did pass legislation, which I do 
not apologize for. 

Mr. DIXON. May I say I do not 
apologize for it either. I think it is 
good legislation. 

Mr. COHEN. The Department of 
Defense comes to the Congress to re
quest the funds to open bases. Why do 
we not just create a commission? Why 
bother to come before the Congress to 
request the funds to open up a new 
base, to build the infrastructure, to 
make the substantial improvements 
that are necessary in runways and 
base facilities and schools and every
thing that goes with it? You build up a 
small town into a major operation by 
virtue of that base and then overnight 
you shut it down without any consul
tation, without really a justification 
that will withstand analysis, and say 
that is just too bad, that is the mili
tary's decision. 

If that is the case, they do not need 
Congress to open the base. Yet the 
proposal in this bill takes us out of the 
process altogether, saying just give it 
to a commission. 

Once again, when it comes to a 
tough decision, we abdicate our re
sponsibility. If we do not like the legis
lation that is currently in effect, 
change it. If we do not like the criteria 
because DOD says it is too onerous, it 
is too burdensome, change the criteria. 

But the answer, it seems to me, is 
not just to cut Congress out, is not to 
eliminate us altogether so that we 
have no voice, no veto, no participa
tory role in deciding whether or not a 
base that we helped to fund, is now 
being shut down with fairly serious 
consequences, not only to the national 
security interest, but to the local eco
nomic interest as well. 

It seems to me we have a voice and 
we have to play a role. What we are 
doing here is typical of what we do 
everytime we have a tough decision to 
make, be it on Social Security or any 
other issue. We say, "Let's create a 
commission, let's just abdicate our re
sponsibility and go to a commission." 
Far better that we come to the floor 
and say that each base that we recom-

mend, we can justify its closure. It is 
not political; it is in the national secu
rity interest; yes, there are costs in
volved and here they are and we are 
asking for your support. 

That is the way it ought to be done, 
but Congress is taking the cowardly 
way out in my judgment by simply 
shifting this off to a commission, and 
my friend from Illinois is trying his 
best to involve Congress back in the 
process. But we have all of these per
mutations we are trying to achieve in 
order to really duck the issue, and the 
fact is we are the ones who create 
these bases, and we are the ones who 
ought to have a voice at least, some 
role in deciding whether we shut them 
down, under what circumstances, and 
with how much notice. The original 
legislation requires 60-day notice. 
Why? To give Members of Congress an 
opportunity to make their case as to 
why the base ought to stay open, if 
they can. We just passed major legisla
tion giving 60 days notice for plant 
closings with the private sector shut
ting down operations. Congress went 
on record overwhelmingly in favor of 
that. And yet here we are, when it 
comes to shutting down a base, for 
which Congress bears the responsibil
ity of funding, we are saying, "Don't 
come to us; we can't afford to bear 
that kind of responsibility." 

So I think what has taken place in 
the bill itself is a mistake. I commend 
my colleague from Illinois for trying 
at least to make the kinds of modifica
tions which would give Congress some 
role as far as oversight, some partici
patory role, some check to make sure 
that it is not based upon political fac
tors in the sense one base is favored 
over another depending on who is on a 
particular committee, or one region 
over another. Base it upon national se
curity interests. Also take into account 
at least some of the economic factors: 
The Air Force said we will save mil
lions of dollars in shutting a base 
down. The facts are quite the other 
way. 

So I think that the Senator from Il
linois has done a commendable job, 
but we are trying to patch up what es
sentially is a cowardly way out for the 
congress and that is that we will not 
measure up to the responsibility of 
whether we keep a base open or shut 
it down. We are taking ourselves out 
of the process. I think it is a mistake. 
We have done it on other tough issues. 
I think we are paid to make those 
tough decisions and we ought not be 
delegating them to commissions that 
are not elected and unaccountable to 
us. 

Again I commend the Senator. I join 
in the effort. I commend Senator 
LEvIN. But I think it is a mistake to 
have done what we have done, and I 
hope the House will look very careful-
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ly before they agree to accept the 
Senate version. 

Mr. DIXON addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. 

SIMON). The Senator from Illinois. 
Mr. DIXON. Mr. President, may I 

simply say that I endorse every word 
of the distinguished Senator from 
Maine. Were it up to this Senator, 
pages 161 through 171 would not be in 
the Department of Defense authoriza
tion bill. We fought that fight in com
mittee and those 10 pages are in the 
bill. We fought this fight on the floor 
for a couple of days. We have achieved 
the best accommodation we could 
under the circumstances. Even the 
congressional input ultimately I would 
have the other way around, with ap
proval, not disapproval, not the prob
lems you are going to have with a veto 
and that sort of thi.Ilg. 

It is not all I wanted. At the same 
time, we have to resolve this thing, 
and I think it is clear that there is 
probably a majority here that wants a 
strong, useful provision in the bill. I 
think this is the best we can do. 

I say to my friend from Maine, his 
valuable suggestions yesterday have 
been very helpful to this Senator. 
Some of the suggestions he gave me 
just before we entered into this whole 
subject matter yesterday were most 
useful to me, and I thank the Senator 
from Maine. We have employed his 
advice at every juncture in our discus
sions with the advocates of the other 
position on this issue, and I thank him 
for his help and that of the Senator 
from Michigan and others. 

So far as I am concerned, Mr. Presi
dent, this constitutes the best we can 
do with the problem that I think ev
eryone recognizes is a national prob
lem. I think there ought to be more 
congressional input than there is. I 
think there ought to be more congres
sional influence on the Commission 
than there is. I think there ought to 
be more concern about the foreign 
bases than there is in this compromise, 
but in the end it is a compromise, the 
best we could do, and I recommend it 
as being adequate for this purpose in 
the Senate. May I say to my friend 
from Maine, I hope that in the confer
ence more modifications that make 
good sense can take place. I thank my 
friend from Maine. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Arizona. 

Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, I think 
my friend from Maine was entirely ac
curate in his remarks. The Congress 
has probably abdicated its responsibil
ities and the Congress is responsible 
for the funding of these bases. Howev
er, I would like to point out to my 
friend, for whom I have the utmost re
spect, that it is very clear that we are 
at a condition of gridlock as far as 
base closings are concerned. My inf or
mation is that the last major military 
facility in this country to be closed 

was in the early 1970's. A great deal 
has changed in the intervening years, 
and 'there have clearly been changes in 
mission, roles, requirements; technolo
gy. These have driven us to need dif
ferent installations and different 
basing requirements. All of the 
changes however, have not led to the 
closure of any major military installa
tion in this country. Whether we in 
this body happen to like it or not, 
there is a perception around the coun
try that the Congress cannot act to 
reduce the waste and inefficiency and 
the excess expenditure of taxpayers' 
dollars which results from having re
dundant or excess military installa
tions in this country. 

My colleague is right that in saying 
that by setting up a commission, and 
allowing that commission to do the 
work Congress should be doing, we are 
abdicating our responsibilities. At the 
same time, I think history indicates 
that we are incapable of acting in any 
other way because of the enormous 
political repercussions which result in 
each of our States as a result of a 
move to close a base or a military in
stallation. 

I would also like to point out to my 
friend that we have set up other com
missions and they have provided us 
with useful information. For example, 
the Comniission on Social Security. 
This Commission was set up recently 
and is going to report on the overall 
economy sometime this fall. 

Mr. COHEN. Will the Senator yield? 
Mr. McCAIN. Yes. 
Mr. COHEN. We also set up the 

Packard Commission a year or so ago, 
but there was no suggestion made that 
the Packard Commission recommenda
tions would be implemented without 
review of the Congress. There is some
thing where we said, "No, no, wait a 
moment. Procurement, that is some
thing we take a special interest in." 
We were not about to delegate that re
sponsibility to the Packard Commis
sion, notwithstanding the integrity of 
the members, the high respect that 
they enjoyed, and the expertise they 
brought to the job. It seems to me 
that we did precisely the right thing. 
We took the benefit of their recom
mendations. We acted upon some and 
we rejected others. 

It seems to me that is the role of a 
commission, not to delegate to an une
lected body the decisionmaking au
thority without review and without re
course by Members of this institution. 

Mr. McCAIN. I think the Senator is 
correct in that statement, but I would 
like to point out that the results of the 
Packard Commission, at least in the 
minds of many of us, have been limit
ed in the benefits we have received. 
The so-called Kissinger Commission 
on the CBI was perhaps the most 
talked-about and least followed Com
mission. Unfortunately, we seem to 
have a history of appointing commis-

sions, expending the valuable time of 
some of our most distinguished Ameri
cans, receiving their recommendations, 
and doing very little about them. 

Mr. COHEN. If the Senator will 
yield further, I would be prepared to 
accept the Senate Armed Services 
Committee language if the Senator 
from Arizona would agree that we 
make the Scowcroft Commission rec
ommendations to Congress binding 
upon the Congress so that we could go 
forward, for example, with the Midg
etman missile as well as the recom
mendations on the MX. 

There is a case where we have distin
guished gentlemen appointed by the 
President making recommendations to 
the Congress and I would be happy to 
delegate to them that decision, if the 
Senator from Arizona would join me 
in saying he would be fully in support 
of those recommendations. 

Mr. McCAIN. I certainly would not 
be adverse to giving serious consider
ation to such a move although, as my 
colleague fully appreciates, it would be 
largely academic. There would be 2 of 
us as opposed to 98, and we would 
have some difficulty in convincing the 
other 98. 

Mr. COHEN. The only point I am 
making is here you had a commission 
make a recommendation, and Con
gress justifiably reserved the judg
ment as to whether we go forward 
with MX, Midgetman, or a combina
tion of the two. I think we create com
missions for the purposes of advice. 
They serve an advisory function. That 
should be the desire here, but we 
should not abdicate our responsibility 
just as we have not done so with other 
commissions. I do not believe we 
should do so here. 

That is the only point I wish to 
mr.ke as a rhetorical suggestion. I 
kr. ow the Senator is not in the posi
tion to commit other Members to that 
position. But nonetheless, I think we 
have a role. 

The Senator from Illinois has done 
his best to inject the Congress back 
into that deliberative process. I salute 
him for that. 

Mr. McCAIN. I again appreciate the 
comments of my friend from Maine. 
He makes an extremely valid point in 
that we have abdicated our responsi
bility. Perhaps we should evaluate the 
way that this entire body does busi
ness. 

I would like to repeat and emphasize 
that it is thanks to the efforts of the 
Senator from Illinois that at least we 
have Congress playing a constructive 
role. Admittedly, it is somewhat in the 
form of a two-House legislative veto, 
as opposed to an affirmative action, in 
the case decisions and recommenda
tions made by the commission. 

I would also like to remind my friend 
from Maine that there is that percep
tion, and I think there is an accurate 
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one in the country, that the Congress 
cannot act to close a single military in
stallation because of the political 
impact on the elected representatives 
in both bodies. 

History indicates there is some accu
racy in that perception. If my infor
mation is correct, the last time a 
major installation was closed was some 
15 years ago, or more. If we accept the 
fact that there are installations which 
should be streamlined or made more 
efficient, and that some should even 
be closed, this bill is a way of attack
ing an issue that is for more important 
than just the fact that there are bases 
which are not necessary to maintain 
this Nation's national security require
ments. If we cannot act, I greatly fear 
that the support for whatever level of 
defense spending the Congress decides 
on will be eroded. The American 
people need to perceive that their tax 
dollars are not being inefficiently and 
wastefully expended on military in
stallations that are not necessary for 
national defense. 

I share the disapproval of my friend 
from Illinois, and to some degree his 
disgust, that we are in a situation that 
we cannot act in an affirmative fash
ion, and that we abdicate our responsi
bilities. 

At the same time I would suggest 
that we have another pressing prob
lem, and that is to convince most of 
the taxpayers of this country their tax 
dollars are being most wisely and effi
ciently spent. 

Mr. COHEN. Would the Senator 
yield for one final point? The times, of 
course, change. There may be require
ments to either realign or indeed close 
certain bases. But I would call my col
league's attention to the fact that he, 
as did I, once served in the House of 
Representatives. A report was filed by 
the House Armed Services Committee 
some years ago in the mid-1970's indi
cating as a policy matter that we 
needed to maintain, perhaps even 
expand, our military presence in the 
country, and a greater dispersal was 
taking place as more bases were being 
concentrated in fewer areas to the 
point where many regions of the coun
try were being totally excluded from 
any presence of our military person
nel, men and women. And that the 
presence of those men and women in 
our armed services was serving a very 
positive impact, not only for our na
tional security but for the commit
ment of this country to a strong na
tional defense. 

There was a policy decision to main
tain a greater dispersal of those facili
ties. I think frankly there was great 
merit to it, that they are sometimes 
shortsighted for very marginal savings 
to start shutting bases down, and 
thereby depriving an opportunity for 
people to see exactly the kind of serv
ices that are being rendered. 

So there was a policy recommenda
tion coming from our colleague. I be
lieve JACK KEMP was very instrumental 
in helping write that report. So it is 
not a situation where Congress has 
been resisting base closures. There 
were also policy factors involved and 
perhaps reasons for keeping them 
open as part of the national security 
debate itself. 

I do not want to disagree with my 
friend from Arizona, but I would say 
there are times when cases can be 
made for the closure of a base. Cer
tainly when you are talking about a 
major installation, the way the law 
was originally written there had to be 
at least 1,000 civilian personnel who 
were proposed to be eliminated or a 
50-percent reduction. You are talking 
about a major installation. 

There ought to be some notice given, 
some rationale given, some opportuni
ty for Congress men and women and 
Senators to make their case for its 
continuation. If they cannot, it should 
be closed. But it seems to me that is 
the process we ought to follow, not 
what we are doing here by creating 
unelected commissions to make those 
decisions for us. I think this is the best 
we can do under the circumstances. 

So I will support certainly my col
leagues from Illinois and Michigan. 

Mr. McCAIN. I agree with my friend 
from Maine in that there is a compel
ling case for dispersal throughout the 
country of our military installations. 
It is a terrible mistake, from a strate
gic as well as a moral standpoint, to 
concentrate our military bases in one 
section of the country. Indeed, that 
happens to be to a large degree the 
case today. I think that it could place 
us in some strategic peril over time. 

I would also like to point out that 
there has been no more fierce or dedi
cated protector of the military instal
lations in his State in my view than 
my colleague from the State of Maine. 

Those of us who come from the Sun 
Belt have many other ways of improv
ing our economies. Unfortunately, 
that does not happen to be true in the 
State of Maine, and my colleague from 
Maine is clearly aware and apprecia
tive of the enormous economic disloca
tion and difficulties that would prevail 
in his State in the event of a closure of 
a very large and important military in
stallation. 

I happen to know that since 1979, 
when Senator COHEN came to this 
body, he has made it one of his high
est priorities to keep that base open. I 
am sure the people of Maine are very 
grateful and appreciative. He has 
made a compelling case not only of the 
economic difficulties that would result 
from base closures, but of the strategic 
importance of the major military in
stallation, in Maine, Loring Air Force 
Base. 

Mr. COHEN. If I may offer one com
ment, let me thank the Senator for his 

comments, but point out that were it 
only the economic factors involved I 
would not be before this Chamber 
speaking on behalf of that particular 
facility. It was the strategic location, 
the implications for reinforcement and 
NATO, that the whole rationale was 
offered for the base in the first place. 
The primary factor has to be the con
sideration of national security inter
ests. The economic factors were sec
ondary, in my opinion, and no less im
portant in terms of the impact. But I 
could not stand before this Chamber 
and urge my colleagues to keep it open 
solely as a job creation facility. 

So it was really the strategic loca
tion, coupled with the economic fac
tors, that would be involved in shut
ting it down for very marginal, if any, 
economic savings, and I think to the 
detriment of our ability to reinforce 
our European allies at a time of crisis 
that really has been the persuasive 
factor that has maintained Loring 
where it is today. 

Mr. McCAIN. As I was saying, I be
lieve my friend from Maine has made 
the case for the strategic importance 
of Loring Air Force Base. It is indeed 
crucial to our ability to resupply our 
NATO allies in the event of war in 
Western Europe. He has based his pri
mary concerns on that issue. 

I was trying to point out that he also 
has concern for the working men and 
women of his State, who would find it 
very difficult to find employment in 
other areas. I was also trying to point 
out that those of us from States that 
have more healthy and growing econo
mies find life somewhat easier for 
those who are dislocated by a base clo
sure. I think the human element of 
the base closure is something that 
must be considered whenever there is 
a base closure. That is why I hope if 
this Commission's recommendations 
are accepted, we will act together to 
minimize the economic impact no 
matter where that base closure takes 
place. I hope we will provide for the 
provision of such programs as employ
ment and training assistance, and for 
assistance in other areas so that we 
could make sure that there is no sig
nificant economic impact in the area. 

Let me just finally say to my friend 
from Maine that I have great confi
dence in this Commission. 

I have seen the proposed member
ship of this Commission. I have every 
reason to believe, as I believe the Sen
ator from Illinois does, that these 
people will attack this issue in a dedi
cated and nonpartisan fashion. I be
lieve they have the confidence of the 
members of the Armed Services Com
mittee on both sides of the aisle, and I 
have every confidence that they will 
do the job in an objective and patriotic 
fashion, as they are tasked to do by 
the legislation contained in this bill. 
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AMENDMENT NO. 2012, AS MODIFIED, TO 

AMENDMENT 2005, AS MODIFIED 

Mr. DIXON. Mr. President, I am 
prepared to do a little bit of cleanup 
work. I am thankful for all the impor
tant discussions that have just tran
spired. 

I ask unanimous consent to amend 
my amendment as follows: 

In subsection <C)(2), strike out the period 
after the word "staff," at the end of the 
first sentence, and insert ", which shall be 
selected by the Commission.". 

That reflects the colloquy that took 
place between the Senator from 
Michigan and others on the floor and 
definitely takes care of the question of 
clarification of that language. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, the amendment is so 
modified. 

Mr. DIXON. I further ask unani
mous consent that pages 3 and 4 of 
the amendment, which are duplicate 
pages, be deleted. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, the amendment is so 
modified. 

Mr. DIXON. I ask unanimous con
sent that on page 5, line 16, the word 
"the" be stricken and the word "any" 
be inserted in lieu thereof. That was 
the intention, and the colloquy took 
place between the Senator from 
Michigan and myself. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, the amendment is so 
modified. 

The modification is as follows: 
In subsection (C)(2), strike out the period 

after the word "staff" at the end of the first 
sentence and insert ", which shall be select
ed by the Commission.". 

Pages 3 and 4 of the amendment, dupli
cate pages, be deleted; 

On page 5, line 16, that the word "the" be 
stricken and the word "any" be inserted in 
lieu thereof. 

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. DIXON. I yield. 
Mr. LEVIN. The purpose of that leg

islatively is to make it clear that we do 
not suggest or imply or direct that any 
bases be closed. This is supposed to be 
neutral. This Commission is supposed 
to determine if there are any bases 
that it recommends be closed, and that 
is the reason for the last change. 

Mr. DIXON. The Senator from 
Michigan is absolutely correct. 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I com
mend the distinguished Senator from 
Illinois and the Senators from Michi
gan, Arizona, Virginia, and other Sena
tors who have been working on this 
for a number of hours. I think it is a 
very important step in the right direc
tion. As the Senator from Maine point 
out, national security has to be pri
mary. 

I can recall in 1965, when I was a 
young House Member, they closed 
Schilling Air Force Base in Salina, KS. 
I called each of my Senators to see 
who was going to make the announce-

ment. I could not find one Senator, 
and the other Senator said, "I only an
nounce openings." [Laughter.] 

So I was a junior House Member, 
and I got to announce the closing of 
Schilling Air Force Base in Kansas. As 
it turned out, we had economic devel
opment, and it turned out well from 
the standpoint of the community. 

I understand the importance of 
making the right decision, and that 
has been the purpose of this amend
ment. I certainly commend those who 
have been involved. 

I hope we can close some bases. Ob
viously, there are some that should 
have been closed 10, 15, or 20 years 
ago, in addition to Schilling Air Force 
Base, and later the Air Force base in 
Topeka, KS. We do not have many 
left. 

I support the amendment, and I con
gratulate the sponsor of the amend
ment. 

Mr. DIXON. Mr. President, I suggest 
the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. DIXON. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. DIXON. Mr. President, I think 
the Senator from Colorado has a 
statement he wants to make at this 
point. Thereafter, in a matter of min
utes, we will go through a rollcall vote. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Colorado. 

Mr. WIRTH. Mr. President, this 
year under the very able leadership of 
our chairman, Senator NUNN, the 
Armed Services Committee worked in 
a bipartisan spirit of cooperation to 
develop a defense authorization bill 
that: 

Begins to get control of runaway de
fense spending; 

Seriously addresses the imbalance 
between strategic and conventional 
priorities; 

Makes a start at correcting deficien
cies in our conventional deterrent; and 

Provides a number of initiatives to 
strengthen the defense industrial base, 
improve acquisition practices and ad
dress defense trade policies that result 
in the inefficient use of common de
fense resources. 

During the course of our hearings 
and deliberations on this bill the com
mittee, and particularly Senator 
LEVIN'S Subcommittee on Convention
al Forces and Alliance Defense, fo
cused considerable attention on the 
subject of the conventional balance 
between NATO and the Warsaw Pact 
forces arrayed against each other in 
Europe. 

The committee recommends that ad
ditional funds be authorized over and 
above the President's request for a 

number of armor and antiarmor pro
grams that will begin to restore the 
ability of our forces to better deter 
and def end against a conventional 
attack on Europe. 

We have made a good beginning at 
addressing the conventional balance in 
Europe and correcting imbalances that 
detract from our ability to deter war 
and def end against attack in that most 
vital region of the world, and I con
gratulate my colleagues on the com
mittee, the members of the committee 
staff, and the personal staff members 
who have worked with us to prepare 
this bill for the Senate's consideration. 

But I would be remiss if I did not 
remind the Senate that providing for 
the common defense involves more 
than raising and supporting armies or 
providing and maintaining a Navy. 
The pursuit of negotiated and verifia
ble arms control agreements, though a 
function of the executive branch, is 
also a concern of the Congress, espe
cially of the Senate which must give 
its advice in and consent to that proc
ess. 

While the committee's actions to im
prove conventional defense capabili
ties are important-and necessary at 
this time-I think the committee has 
given insufficient attention to a 
number of possible actions that could 
enhance conventional stability and in
crease the warning time for any 
Warsaw Pact attack that would be so 
necessary to enable NATO's member 
governments to make the political de
cisions to mobilize reserves and rein
force the forward deployed forces of 
NATO. 

The actions to which I ref er can be 
categorized as conventional arms con
trol and stabilizing measures-with 
the latter term encompassing both 
confidence-building measures 
CCBM'sl, of the sort agreed to at the 
Stockholm Conference in 1986 which 
was part of the Conference on Confi
dence- and Security-Building Measures 
and Disarmament in Europe CCDEl, 
and force constraints. 

The committee's formal report to 
the Foreign Relations Committee on 
the INF Treaty recognized the prom
ise of such measures, identifying them 
collectively as components of the 
second track of the roadmap to NATO 
strength in the report's section on 
"NATO in the Post-INF Environ
ment." The committee gave further in
dication of its appreciation for the po
tential of conventional arms control 
and stabilizing measures when it 
adopted my amendment to this bill, 
cosponsored by Senators NUNN and 
LEVIN, expressing the sense of the 
Congress that an expansion of confi
dence-building measures should enjoy 
a high priority in the administration's 
plans to proceed with conventional 
arms control initiatives in Europe. 
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Nevertheless, much more can be done 
in this area. 

To date, what attention the United 
States and NATO arms control nego
tiators have devoted to stabilizing 
measures has focused on confidence
building measures of the Stockholm 
Agreement genre. 

That agreement permits each side to 
observe and inspect military oper
ations of the other side. These inspec
tions and observations are viewed with 
great promise in Europe. 

Two new rounds of Western bloc
Eastern bloc talks are anticipated to 
begin later this year: a follow-on to 
the CDE talks and the resulting Stock
holm Agreement; and a new series of 
talks, the Conventional Stability Talks 
[CST]. 

Enhanced CMB's will be discussed at 
the follow-on to the Stockholm meet
ing. Force constraints as well as force 
reductions can be considered in the 
framework of the CST. 

Since becoming a member of the 
Armed Services Committee last year, I 
have devoted a great deal of attention 
to this subject and have concluded 
that expanding the current regimen of 
CBM's to include force constraints and 
limitations will enhance our conven
tional defense system in Europe, pro
vide some early success in the new dis
cussions, and build the infrastructure 
for a verification regime for future 
conventional disarmament. 

Taking such steps-which some have 
labled "operational arms control"
will be stabilizing, beneficial to the se
curity of the Western alliance and its 
members, and more easily achievable 
than actual reductions in weapons sys
tems or forces-traditional arms con
trol-or "structural" arms control. 

IN the area of Stockholm-type 
CBM's, we should consider a number 
of new initiatives at both the CDE and 
CST negotiations. For example: 

We should seek an increase in the 
number of demand inspections permit
ted annually; 

We should attempt to expand the 
scope of activities subject to inspection 
and observation. All military oper
ations, including movements of avia
tion units and naval maneuvers, 
should be brought under the provi
sions of the Stockholm Agreement in 
ways that enhance mutual security; 

Building on the intrusive inspection 
regime of the INF Treaty, we should 
attempt to establish on-site monitor
ing facilities at the entrances to major 
rail yards, ammunition and fuel stor
age depots, and international trans
shipment points. 

A different kind of CBM we should 
pursue immediately is the exchange of 
NATO and Warsaw Pact officers for 
the purposes of discussing strategy 
and doctrine and breaking down bar
riers to better understanding between 
the competing alliances. Both sides 

contribute to the continuing suspicion 
and distrust: 

Throughout the post-war period the 
Soviet Union has maintained forces in 
Eastern Europe, and in the Western 
portions of the Soviet Union, de
ployed, equipped, and trained in a 
manner to facilitate offensive oper
ations. 

Despite recent encouraging rhetoric 
from Soviet officials, the Soviet 
Union's forces remain guided by an of
fensive doctrine and appear to be im
plementing that doctrine. 

United States and other NATO 
forces are also forward deployed and 
offensive-capable, and the Warsaw 
Pact claims it believes NATO has of
fensive intentions and objectives. 

Recent changes in U.S. doctrine
such as shifting from active defense to 
AirLand Battle-and the adoption of 
the follow-on forces attack CFOFAJ 
doctrine by NATO apparently are a 
matter of considerable concern to the 
Soviets and their allies. 

NATO and Warsaw Pact officers I 
met in Europe, including General 
Galvin, the SACEUR; General Otis, 
USAREUR Commander; and General 
Dachowski, First Deputy Chief of 
Staff of the Polish Army, told me that 
they would welcome exchanges and 
the opportunity to discuss concerns 
about each other's doctrine. 

As we become more familiar with 
the other side's doctrine, we can use 
these exchanges to help us discrimi
nate between routine and premobiliza
tion or mobilization activities. Ulti
mately, we can use the exchange of in
formation on strategy and doctrine to 
reduce border tension. 

The first steps toward instituting 
such exchanges between senior NATO 
and Warsaw Pact officers already has 
occured. Secretary of Defense Carlucci 
and Soviet Defense Minister Yazov's 
recent meeting will be followed by an 
exchange of visits between Admiral 
Crowe and his Soviet counterpart Mar
shal Akhromeyev. We should seek to 
expand on these meetings and make 
them routine. 

All of these measures could reduce 
tension and the possibility for misun
derstanding and misinterpretation of 
the other side's activities while simul
taneously increasing warning time and 
certainty in case of Pact mobilization. 
Exchanges between NATO and 
Warsaw Pact officers and an expanded 
regimen of CBM's need not wait for 
tangible reductions or redeployment 
of conventional forces. 

Finally, given the prospect that the 
new conventional stability talks will 
take several years to produce any 
actual force reductions, we should at
tempt to negotiate force constraints 
and limitations which, along with en
hanced CBM's, could serve as stepping 
stones toward actual reductions in 
Warsaw Pact and NATO conventional 
forces. 

Such measures would be aimed at 
complicating preparations for short
warning attacks, making unreinforced 
offensive operations less feasible, and 
installing a variety of cooperative in
spection procedures that could help 
monitor compliance with any eventual 
arms reduction accord. 

Such measures would give both sides 
the opportunity to demonstrate in tan
gible ways that their intentions and 
objectives are truly defensive. 

Such force constraints are still in 
the early stages of conceptual develop
ment in the West. In the past, we have 
seen constraints largely as measures to 
accompany and augment arms reduc
tion accords. We do not yet know 
which ones most effectively would 
reduce the options for attack while 
preserving the legitimate capabilities 
for defense. 

A number of ideas appear worth ex
ploring. For example: 

We could consider setting limitations 
on the size of maneuver units, making 
it more difficult in exercises to pre
pare the sorts of formations necessary 
for attack; 

We could also seek constraints on 
the time that maneuver units spend 
out of garrison, a measure that would 
build confidence in stated intentions 
as well as inhibit attack potential; 

Another useful measure to consider 
would be establishing limits on the 
number and size of maneuver units 
that could be moved into specified geo
graphic areas from other regions; 

We should look into the possibility 
of negotiating restrictions on the loca
tion of fuel and ammunition depots, 
ensuring that such facilities are not lo
cated near the East-West dividing line. 

These and other measures, might re
quire asymmetrical limitations to take 
into account the much greater geo
graphic depth of the Eastern side. 

Moving closer to actual arms reduc
tions, we should explore schemes for 
taking certain equipment out of units 
and storing it in depots monitored by 
the other side. 

Logical candidates for storage in
clude tanks, self-propelled artillery, 
and bridging equipment. The engines 
could be removed from the tanks and 
stored separately, requiring additional 
time to bring the units back into serv
ice and increasing the visibility of any 
aggressive intentions. 

Storing equipment, taking into ac
count the need to equalize imbalances 
in current deployments of such sys
tems, would not require destruction of 
those systems. But storage arrange
ments could complicate any prepara
tions to attack the other side with 
short warning. 

Such measures, if negotiated, could 
help establish patterns of East-West 
security cooperation that would im
prove the prospects for actual reduc
tions. Perhaps more importantly, by 
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limiting the potential of the Warsaw 
Pact to mount an attack on short
warning, such measures would permit 
the NATO countries to concentrate re
sources on def ending against other 
scenarios. 

The early negotiation, implementa
tion, and use of confidence building 
measures and of force constraints and 
limitations could help stabilize the 
military situation in Europe, reduce 
the risk of war-conventional or nucle
ar-between NATO and the Warsaw 
Pact, facilitate progress toward arms 
reduction agreements, and build the 
foundation for the verification regi
men such accords would require. 

Confidence building measures can 
play a crucial role in furthering 
progress in United States-Soviet rela
tions in the arena of strategic arms, as 
well as in the European/conventional 
arena. 

Already there have been discussions 
between President Reagan and Soviet 
General Secretary Gorbachev concern
ing inspections of each other's laser 
technology developments-in the hope 
that such confidence building steps 
can ease the concerns of both sides 
sufficiently to permit us to achieve a 
substantial reduction in strategic nu
clear weapons. I understand that the 
summit-level discussions have been 
followed up with staff-level discus
sions. 

This appears to off er considerable 
promise for sidestepping some of the 
problems that the President's strategic 
defense initiative-SDI-have posed 
for the progress in the start talks that 
so many hope will be successful in the 
very near future. It is yet another ex
ample of how confidence-building 
measures and force constraints can 
play central roles not only in reducing 
tensions and facilitating more relaxed 
relations between the United States 
and the Soviet Union in and of them
selves, while assuring that our nation
al security is fully protected-but also 
in smoothing the way toward true 
arms reductions which is the ultimate 
objective of our arms control efforts. 

As we consider the committee's rec
ommendations on authorizations for 
the Department of Defense for fiscal 
year 1989 we should be mindful that 
national security involves more than 
forces and weapons. The INF Treaty, 
which we will consider shortly, is the 
first step in a new directioon to en
hance national security. The active 
pursuit of responsible arms control 
combined with a balanced national de
fense establishment in support of a 
clear set of national security priorities 
is the surest guarantor of our contin
ued peace and prosperity. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
Mr. DIXON. Mr. President, everyone 

has indicated they are prepared to 
vote and I think there is no other 
debate on the issue. 

I thank my colleagues for their at
tention to the details of this amend
ment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. If 
there is no further debate the ques
tion occurs on the amendment of the 
Senator from Illinois. 

Mr. NUNN. Are the yeas and nays 
ordered? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
yeas and nays have been ordered. 

The clerk will call the roll. 
The legislative clerk called the roll. 
Mr. CRANSTON. I announce that 

the Senator from North Carolina [Mr. 
SANFORD] is necessarily absent. 

I also announce that the Senator 
from Delaware [Mr. BIDEN], is absent 
because of illness. 

Mr. SIMPSON. I announce that the 
Senator from Nebraska [Mr. KARNES] 
and the Senator from Kansas [Mrs. 
KASSEBAUM] are necessarily absent. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are 
there any other Senators in the Cham
ber who desire to vote? 

The result was announced-yeas 83, 
nays 13, as follows: 

CRollcall Vote No. 122 Leg.] 
YEAS-83 

Adams Glenn Nickles 
Baucus Gore Nunn 
Bentsen Graham Packwood 
Bingaman Grassley Pell 
Bond Harkin Pressler 
Boren Hatfield Pryor 
Bradley Hecht Quayle 
Breaux Heflin Reid 
Bumpers Heinz Riegle 
Burdick Helms Rockefeller 
Byrd Hollings Roth 
Chiles Inouye Rudman 
Cochran Johnston Sar banes 
Cohen Kasten Sasser 
Conrad Kennedy Shelby 
Cranston Kerry Simon 
D'Amato Lau ten berg Simpson 
Daschle Levin Specter 
DeConcini Matsunaga Stennis 
Dixon McCain Stevens 
Dodd McClure Symms 
Dole McConnell Thurmond 
Domenici Melcher Trible 
Evans Metzenbaum Warner 
Exon Mikulski Weicker 
Ford Mitchell Wilson 
Fowler Moynihan Wirth 
Garn Murkowski 

NAYS-13 
Armstrong Gramm Proxmire 
Boschwitz Hatch Stafford 
Chafee Humphrey Wallop 
Danforth Leahy 
Duren berger Lugar 

NOT VOTING-4 
Biden Kassebaum 
Karnes Sanford 

So the amendment <No. 2012), as 
modified, was agreed to. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I 
move to reconsider the vote by which 
the amendment as modified, was 
agreed to. 

Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, I move to 
lay that motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
majority leader is recognized. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, may we 
have order in the Senate? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
point is well taken. The Senate will be 
in order. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I have 
sought recognition at this time to in
quire of the managers of the bill as to 
what the outlook is for the rest of the 
day. 

Mr. NUNN. Mr. Leader, if I could 
have the attention of our colleagues, it 
is my understanding that the Senator 
from Connecticut, Senator WEICKER, 
has an amendment that has been dis
cussed with both sides. I do not think 
that will take long. I do not think it 
will require a rollcall vote. 

I also understand the Senator from 
South Dakota [Mr. PRESSLER] has an 
amendment that the committee will 
oppose relating to the same subject we 
just voted on. I do not know how long 
that debate will take, but it would be 
my view that we should complete that 
tonight, hopefully within the next 
hour, and that will be the last amend
ment tonight. 

Mr. BYRD. May we have order. Mr. 
President? I cannot hear the chair
man. I am sure some others cannot. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator will suspend until we have 
order. Will Members please be seated? 

I will also advise the majority leader 
that we have not fully disposed of the 
Dixon amendment yet. We have 
amended the amendment but not dis
posed of the final amendment. 

Mr. NUNN. I would say to the ma
jority leader as soon as we finish the 
amendment, the Dixon amendment 
which has not yet been finally 
passed-I believe it was in the nature 
of a second-degree amendment-as 
soon as we dispose of that, I believe 
the Senator from Connecticut is pre
pared to go forward with an amend
ment. The Senator from South 
Dakota, Senator PREssLER, I believe 
would like to have an amendment on 
the same subject relating to base clos
ing. I believe that will require a roll
call vote. We have been trying to line 
up business all day and we have been 
spinning our wheels to some extent, 
except this will be one of the most im
portant areas we will be discussing. I 
hope with the Pressler amendment we 
will be completed with this one. 

Tomorrow morning I would like to 
have what I will call the bigger amend
ments up so we can make progress on 
this bill. The Senator from Louisiana, 
Senator JOHNSTON, has agreed to bring 
up his SDI amendment at approxi
mately 10:30 in the morning. That 
could be our first order of business. 
Then we have Mr. BUMPERS who is 
willing to bring up the amendment on 
SALT which we are all familiar with, I 
think, and then we follow that, the 
Johnston amendment, with the Bump
ers amendment. 

It is my understanding that Senator 
KENNEDY will be prepared to bring up 
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two amendments, including an amend
ment on the test ban, which is another 
one of the big ones, and that those two 
can come up tomorrow also. 

So that is four amendments that are 
in the big 10, as I would say. 

Mr. HEINZ. Will the Senator yield? 
Mr. NUNN. Yes. 
Mr. HEINZ. Sometime tomorrow 

afternoon, I will be prepared to bring 
up an amendment having to do with 
the elimination of the domestic pref er
ence by DOD that was stricken in the 
committee. 

Mr. NUNN. Does the Senator want 
to go further in eliminating the pref
erence, or does the Senator want to go 
in the other direction? 

Mr. HEINZ. I think the Senator un
derstands many of us--

Mr. NUNN. I understand. I have 
been heard on that subject myself. I 
believe the Senator from California 
has an amendment that relates to base 
housing. 

Mr. WILSON. That is correct. Since 
the Senator is talking about tomorrow, 
Senator D' AMATO and I and others will 
be offering an amendment, and we 
have no idea how much time it will 
take, that relates to the military 
powers for the interdiction of drugs on 
the southern border of the United 
States. 

Mr. NUNN. That is also, I would say, 
one of the big amendments, I would 
like to take that one up. I would like 
to proceed in this order, but if you 
could be ready on that one perhaps to
morrow afternoon. 

Mr. WILSON. That will be fine. 
Mr. NUNN. We can certainly take 

that up tomorrow, I hope. I say to the 
majority leader, we have a very full 
day tomorrow. We have a number of 
important amendments. That makes 5 
of the big 10 amendments. That is one 
of them here. That is six of them, if 
we can have that agenda, we can dis
pose of by tomorrow, and perhaps 
many others. 

I would like to have the SDI amend
ment laid down tonight as the first 
order tomorrow morning. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, as I un
derstand the distinguished chairman, 
Mr. WEICKER will shortly call up an 
amendment which will not require a 
rollcall, unless he, the off eror-

Mr. WEICKER. No rollcall. 
Mr. BYRD. It has been indicated 

there will be no rollcall vote on that. 
Then Mr. PR.ESSLER has an amendment 
which the chairman would hope to dis
pose of today and which would require 
a rollcall vote. Is Mr. PR.ESSLER pre
pared to call it up? 

Mr. DOLE. Will the majority leader 
yield? We are in the process of con
tacting Senator PR.ESSLER. I think he is 
attending a reception. We are sending 
a messenger to see if he will come and 
present his amendment. 

Mr. WARNER. I might advise the 
leadership, he has told me he does 
want a rollcall vote. 

Mr. BYRD. And he will call it up 
after Mr. WEICKER's amendment. 

Mr. DOLE. There is no time limit. It 
could take an hour or 2 hours. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, my es
timate is the Pressler amendment can 
take less than half an hour. 

Mr. BYRD. There will be one more 
roll call vote today. I wonder if we can 
get agreements that the following 
amendments will be locked in? May I 
ask the distinguished Republican 
leader and manager on that side, 
would it be possible to lock in the 
amendments which have been enumer
ated by Mr. NUNN in the following 
order: Mr. JOHNSTON, beginning at 10 
o'clock, to be followed by the amend
ment by Mr. BUMPERS, to be followed 
by two amendments by Mr. KENNEDY, 
to be followed by the amendments by 
Mr. HEINZ and Mr. WILSON. 

Mr. NUNN. Mr. HEINZ and then Mr. 
WILSON. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. HEINZ and then Mr. 
WILSON without any time limitations. 

Mr. DOLE. Without any other limi
tations, like second-degree amend
ments; just the order is all we are talk
ing about? 

Mr. BYRD. In other words, there 
could be amendments in the second 
degree offered to them but no time 
limitations. At least we would have a 
sequence in which amendments would 
be called up, and that sequence has 
been rather carefully worked out 
today by the manager and ranking 
manager. 

This would mean that on tomorrow, 
we could begin at 10 o'clock and have 
an orderly procedure whereby these 
amendments would be called up and 
the Senators who are offering the 
amendments would be put on notice 
they would be expected to be on the 
floor offering their amendments. 

Mr. STEVENS. Will the distin
guished leader yield on that point? 

Mr. BYRD. Yes. 
Mr. STEVENS. I do not have any ob

jection to the order. I would like to 
know if we can have an indication of 
what are the subject matters of these 
amendments because individual Sena
tors have several different amend
ments, and I would like to know what 
the order is, if we can have that. 
Maybe we can know more information 
about whether we should be here. 

Mr. BYRD. I will ask Mr. NUNN to 
respond. 

Mr. NUNN. I think the Senator from 
Alaska is certainly entitled to that in
formation. My understanding is Sena
tor JOHNSTON will have an amendment 
on SDI that will transfer certain funds 
from SDI to the NASA Program. I am 
not sure of the amount. I believe it is 
$700 million. 

Mr. BUMPERS will have the SALT II 
amendment compliance which we de-

bated in this body several times. I 
think that one is pretty much the 
same amendment we talked about last 
year. Senator KENNEDY will have an 
amendment on the test ban, which is 
also an amendment we have discussed 
in the past and voted on in the past. I 
believe Senator KENNEDY has also indi
cated he will have an amendment 
which has been discussed in the past 
and I believe voted on in the past re
lating to combat troops in Central 
America. I am not sure of the exact 
nature of that one. 

Does Senator KENNEDY want to de
scribe that amendment? 

Mr. KENNEDY. I have two amend
ments. One ·is an amendment which 
we have considered before about 
American combat troops in Central 
America requiring action by the Con
gress. We have visited that issue a 
number of times, so I think we can dis
pose of it in a relatively short period 
of time. 

The other deals with threshold 
limits on nuclear testing. We have de
bated this issue previously. It would be 
somewhat different from the testing 
amendment debated in the House of 
Representatives. It would basically 
follow the testing limitation bill that 
we introduced last year, incorporating 
some new material contained in a 
forthcoming OTA report. 

I will be glad to ensure that both 
amendments will be .filed tonight so 
the Members will be able to examine 
them. We have visited both those 
amendments on other occasions. But, I 
think those matters ought to be debat
ed here on the floor. At an appropri
ate time, I will be glad to enter into a 
time agreement on both of those 
measures. 

Then I indicated to the leader that 
on Thursday morning I will propose 
an amendment requiring that retire
ment of older aircraft carriers be 
phased so as to maintain our current 
level of 14 carriers, until 1997, rather 
than expanding the force to 15 carri
ers in 1990. 

Mr. NUNN. I thank the Senator 
from Massachusetts. If I can further 
add, it is my understanding the Heinz 
amendment relates to a "buy Ameri
can" provision which had been in the 
law formerly, which has been stricken 
and substituted in our bill. 

He is attempting to amend the bill, 
attempting to add back the "buy 
American" provision. It is my under
standing Senator WILSON'S amend
ment relates to drugs, and he will be 
joined by Mr. D' AMATO, relating to 
military involvement in fighting drugs. 

We are not asking for time limits on 
any of these amendments tonight. We 
are not asking for blocking of second
degree amendments tonight. We are 
trying to get some order. Once we see 
the amendments and people are famil
iar with them, tomorrow we might 
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shoot for some time agreement, but it 
would be helpful and will expedite the 
activity on this floor if we can get this 
sequence. 

Mr. DIXON. Will the manager yield 
for one question, please, Mr. Presi
dent? Would it be an accurate state
ment of this manager that anybody 
who has an amendment that can be 
agreed to we would continue to deal 
with from time to time through the 
day? 

Mr. NUNN. That is right. 
Mr. DIXON. To make that clear, the 

shop is open for business for those 
amendments we can take. 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, that 
was going to be my next question, 
whether this scheduling of amend
ments was to preclude amendments 
that could be agreed to. 

Mr. NUNN. We would try to work 
those amendments in during the day 
so when we have any lull in the other 
activity, we will keep Senators in
formed and Senators will let us know
Senator WARNER and myself-which 
amendments they have and make sure 
they are cleared with staff. 

We will get in touch with Senators 
and let them know there is an open
ing, and they can come over and 
present them. 

I hope we will be able to handle 
these amendments and 8 or 10 others, 
or more, tomorrow. 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, one 
more item if I may. I think that the 
Senate should know that the Defense 
Appropriations Subcommittee mem
bers have been discussing some 
amendments, and I know that Senator 
STENNIS has some concerns. I have ex
pressed some concerns. We would like 
to put Senators on notice that we may 
have some amendments that we will 
offer. We are not going to bring them 
up now and I see no reason to list 
them in order at this time. 

Mr. NUNN. I thank the Senator 
from Alaska. We will be glad to discuss 
them with the Senator from Alaska. 

Mr. QUAYLE. Will the Senator 
yield? 

Mr. WILSON. Will the Senator 
yield? 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I have 
the floor. Does the Senator wish me to 
yield? 

Mr. WILSON. Yes, I would appreci
ate that. 

Actually, I wanted the majority 
leader to yield to ask this question. As 
I understand the order that is being 
proposed for tomorrow, it is the wish 
of the chairman and the majority 
leader to deal with some of the larger 
amendments. The amendment that 
the chairman described, having to do 
with school construction, is one that I 
would therefore like to deal with to
night. Now, if that is not going to be 
accepted, then I will probably want a 
rollcall vote. 

Mr. NUNN. I say to the Senator 
from California that that one will re
quire some debate. I have not seen it, 
but I believe the committee will be op
posing that amendment. I had indicat
ed that the Pressler amendment, if it 
comes up, would probably be the last 
rollcall of the evening, but I am pre
pared to stay if Senators want to stay 
and if the majority leader would like 
to stay this evening. 

Mr. WILSON. While I have no desire 
to keep anybody, it does not sound like 
there is any room in tomorrow's sched
ule for that kind of roll call vote. 

Mr. NUNN. If we keep this agenda 
going tonight and tomorrow, we prob
ably will have a full agenda for tomor
row. I do not know whether the Sena
tor from South Dakota is going to 
present that amendment. If not, we 
could perhaps use the time to discuss 
this amendment. But we had been 
waiting here for a couple of hours 
during this deliberation, and I would 
feel that although there is no order on 
this, he would be entitled to be recog
nized on his amendment just as a 
matter of taking it in sequence based 
on the discussion we have already had 
on base closure, but I leave that up to 
the leadership. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, my re
quest has only to do with tomorrow. 
Could we have the request put? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
LEVIN). Is there objection? 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, reserving 
the right to object. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Republican leader. 

Mr. DOLE. As I understand, there 
will be at least four amendments se
quenced tomorrow? 

Mr. BYRD. Four or five or six, per
haps. 

Mr. NUNN. I did not understand the 
question. 

Mr. DOLE. If the Senator will list 
the names of the amendments, I think 
we understand what they are. 

Mr. NUNN. We have a Johnston 
amendment on SDI, a Bumpers 
amendment on SALT, a Kennedy 
amendment on Central America 
combat troops, a Kennedy amendment 
on test ban, a Heinz amendment on 
buy American, and a Wilson amend
ment on drugs. I believe that is six. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is 
there objection? 

Mr. QUAYLE. Reserving the right 
to object--

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Indiana. 

Mr. QUAYLE. What is the request? 
Mr. DOLE. Just to bring them up in 

that order, no limit on debate. So we 
can get something done. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is 
there an objection? 

Mr. NUNN. Just a schedule, no time 
agreement. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Hear
ing none, it is so ordered. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I thank 
all Senators. 

Mr. DOLE. I am advised the distin
guished Senator from South Dakota 
may not want to bring up his amend
ment. Maybe we could bring up the 
amendment of the Senator from Cali
fornia. 

Mr. NUNN. Let me suggest that we 
finish the Dixon amendment, which 
was amended in the second degree. We 
have to complete the amendment as 
the pending business. Then the 
Weicker amendment has been waiting 
and we can handle that one in about 5 
minutes, and then get the amendment 
of the Senator from California. 

Mr. BYRD. May I ask, if there will 
be a rollcall vote yet today, that would 
be on the Wilson amendment? 

Mr. NUNN. It would be my view of it 
there would be a rollcall vote on it, but 
I have not looked at the amendment 
and we would have to reserve that 
judgment. But my guess is there will 
be. 

Mr. STEVENS. Will the leader yield 
on this point before he gives up the 
floor? Do we have some idea how long 
the Wilson amendment is going to 
take? 

Mr. WILSON. From my standpoint, 
it will take a very brief period of time. 
I would say, if you wanted to, we could 
set a time limit of 30 minutes, and 
probably not use that. 

Mr. NUNN. The problem is the com
mittee has not seen the amendment so 
there is no way we can enter into a 
time agreement. 

Mr. WILSON. Copies have been fur
nished some time ago. 

Mr. NUNN. We have not gotten a 
copy. We need a copy, if we can get 
one. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question now occurs on the amend
ment of the Senator from Illinois, as 
modified, as amended. 

The amendment <No. 2005), as modi
fied and as amended, was agreed to. 

Mr. DIXON. Mr. President, I move 
to reconsider the vote by which the 
amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. SIMON. I move to lay that 
motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. WEICKER addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Senator from Connecticut. 
Mr. DIXON. Mr. President, before 

the Senator proceeds, if I may, I ask 
unanimous consent that the distin
guished Senator from New Mexico, 
Senator DoMENICI, be added as a co
sponsor to my amendment. That inf or
mation came to me a little late. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. DIXON. I thank the Senator. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Senator from Connecticut is recog
nized. 
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AMENDMENT NO. 2013 

<Purpose: To provide for the nomination of 
commercial air travel agreements relating 
to the cost of air travel of Department of 
Defense contractor personnel> 
Mr. WEICKER. Mr. President, I 

have an amendment. I send it to the 
desk and ask for its immediate consid
eration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

Mr. Senator from Connecticut [Mr. 
WEICKERl proposes an amendment num
bered 2013. 

Mr. WEICKER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that further read
ing of the amendment be dispensed 
with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
On page 171, after line 2, insert the fol

lowing: 
SEC. 924. AIR TRAVEL EXPENSES OF DEFENSE CON

TRACTOR PERSONNEL. 
IN GENERAL.-Chapter 141 of title 10, 

United States Code, is amended by adding 
at the end the following new section: 
"§ 4118. Air travel expenses of contractor person

nel 
"(a) NEGOTIATED AIR FARE DISCOUNTS.

The Administrator of General Services shall 
enter into negotiations with commercial air 
carriers with a view to achieving agreements 
that permit personnel of contractors travel
ing solely in the performance of contracts 
awarded by the Department of Defense to 
be transported by such carriers at the same 
discount air passenger transportation rates 
as such carriers charge for travel by Federal 
Government employees traveling at Govern
ment expenses. 

"(b) REQUIREMENT To UsE D1scouNT 
FARES.-Each contract awarded by the De
partment of Defense shall include a clause 
that requires contractor personnel, when 
traveling by commercial air carrier solely in 
the performance of one or more contracts 
awarded by the Deparmtment of Defense 
<including such contract), to travel under 
conditions that qualify such personnel for a 
discount rate available under an agreement 
entered into under subsection <a>. Travel 
under such conditions shall not be required 
under such clause if it is determined, under 
regulations prescribed by the Secretary of 
Defense, that travel under other conditions 
is necessary for performance of one or more 
of such contracts.". 

(b) The table of sections at the beginning 
of such chapter is amended by adding at the 
end the following new item: 
"4118. Air travel expenses of contractor per

sonnel.". 
(C) EFFECTIVE DATE.-Subsection (b) of sec

tion 4118 of title 10, United States Code <as 
added by subsection <a)), shall apply with 
respect to contract solicitations issued on or 
after the date on which the first agreement 
between the Administrator of General Serv
ices and a commercial air carrier is entered 
into under subsection (a) of such section 
4118. 

Mr. WEICKER. Mr. President, I rise 
to off er an amendment related to air 
travel expenses of defense contractor 
personnel. 

My amendment is very simple and 
straightforward. 

It consists of two provisions: 
First, it calls on the General Services 

Administration [GSAJ to enter into 
negotiations with the airlines for the 
purpose of achieving agreements that 
would make contractor personnel trav
eling in connection with defense con
tracts eligible for the same discount 
airfares available to Government per
sonnel traveling on official business. 

Second, once those agreements are 
negotiated, each Department of De
fense [DODJ contract would contain a 
clause that would require contractor 
air travel at prevailing Government 
discount rates. 

The amendment does not mandate 
the use of discount air fares by DOD 
contractors-unless the airlines agree 
to give them access to discount fares 
as a result of negotiations. The amend
ment will put pressure on DOD and 
GSA to seek negotiated agreements 
that cover DOD contractors. If the ne
gotiations fail, then the contractors 
would not be required to use discount 
air fares. But there is no reason why 
those negotiations should fail. 

As the Government's largest travel 
customer, DOD should have some le
verage with both the GSA and the air
line industry. 

The genesis for my amendment is a 
recommendation made by the inspec
tor general [JG J of the Department of 
Defense. It is contained in a DOD IG 
report entitled "Audit of Contractors' 
Use of Government Transportation 
Requests" issued on May 12, 1987. 

The inspector general's audit was 
made in response to an allegation by a 
travel agency that DOD was losing 
$500 million annually by not requiring 
contractors to use discount air fares 
available to Government personnel. 
To determine the validity of the alle
gation, the IG audited trips billed to 
the Government in 1985 by major de
fense contractors. 

The DOD IG report found that de
fense contractors were not taking ad
vantage of available discount air fares 
but determined that the alleged loss of 
$500 million per year was somewhat 
overstated. The IG estimated that air 
travel costs incurred by the major con
tractors could have been reduced by 
$135.1 million through the use of dis
count air fares. The IG further con
cluded that the administrative costs of 
implementing such a policy would be 
minimal. 

In late 1987, the airlines withdrew 
agreements that permitted DOD con
tractors working on Government cost
reimbursable contracts to use discount 
air fares available to Government per
sonnel. They did so for two reasons: 
First, concern over the volume of such 
travel, and second, concern about po
tential abuse by contractor personnel. 

The DOD IG believes that the air
lines' concerns are unfounded. 

The DOD IG contends that the 
volume of travel by contractor person
nel is minuscule in relation to total 
airline passenger revenues. For calen
dar year 1985, the 90 major defense 
contractors accounted for about 1.3 
million trips costing $362 million in air 
fares-or less than 1 percent of total 
airline revenues. Furthermore, exist
ing statutory law contains ample pen
alties for those who might attempt to 
abuse the system. 

The DOD IG believes that the air
lines' concerns can and should be laid 
to rest and in December 1987 urged 
the Secretary of Defense to work with 
GSA to restore Government discount 
air fares for contractors. 

I have complete confidence in the in
tegrity of the IG's office. If the DOD 
IG says the savings are there, the sav
ings exist. I am sure of that. Now, 
there could be some disagreement as 
to the exact savings involved. Even if 
it is $100 million instead of $135 mil
lion, we are still talking about a con
siderable chunk of money. We cannot 
in good conscience ignore the IG's rec
ommendations. We have a responsibil
ity to act on them, particularly in view 
of impending cuts in defense and Sec
retary Carlucci's plan to carve $300 
billion from the 5-year defense pro
gram. 

We must find ways to economize-to 
cut costs, and that is exactly what this 
amendment would do-so that the 
money saved could be used to buy 
something the military really needs. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the inspector general's 
report and related documents be print
ed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the mate
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

INSPECTOR GENERAL, 
DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE, 

Arlington, VA, March 2, 1988. 
Mr. CHARLES MURPHY, 
Senate Rayburn Office Building, Washing

ton, DC. 
DEAR MR. MURPHY: This is in reply to your 

January 28, 1988 note regarding potential 
cost savings from contractor's use. of Gov
ernment discount airfares. 

In July 1980, the General Services Admin
istration established the Federal Contract 
Airline Program to reduce the cost of Feder
al Government employee travel in the 
United States. The airlines signed contracts 
with the General Services Administration to 
provide discount airfares to Government 
employees between designated city pairs. 
Also, the airline contracts provided the dis
count airfares to contractors, at the airline's 
discretion, when their travel was charged as 
direct costs on Government cost-reimbursa
ble contracts. In October 1984, the General 
Services Administration signed agreements 
with six airlines that permitted contractors 
working on Government cost-reimbursable 
contracts unconditional use of Government 
discount airfares. By December 1985, 14 of 
the 25 airlines that had contracts to provide 
Federal employees discount airfares had 
also signed agreements to permit Govern-
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ment cost-reimbursable contractors to travel 
on the discount air fares. 

In October 1985, an audit was initiated in 
response to a travel agency allegation that 
DoD was losing $500 million annually by not 
requiring Government contractors to use 
the General Services Administration negoti
ated discount airfares. In May 1987, Audit 
Report No. 87-145, "Final Report on the 
Audit of Contractors' Use of Government 
Transportation Requests" was issued <En
closure 1 ). The report describes how DoD 
could save $135 million of the estimated 
$362 million in annual air travel costs that 
90 major Defense contractors incur in sup
port of DoD contracts. Also, the President's 
Council on Integrity and Efficiency <PCIE> 
initiated a Government-wide audit of con
tractor use of Government Travel Requests. 
As part of the PCIE audit, the Inspector 
General, Department of Energy, issued a 
report in April 1987, "Contractor Use of 
Government Contractor Carriers Western 
Region," stating that $3 million could be 
saved if the Department's contractors in the 
Western Region used the discount airfares. 

In late 1987, before the recommendations 
in the referenced audit reports were fully 
implemented, the major airlines withdrew 
their agreements that permitted contractors 
access to Government discount air fares. 
The airlines withdrew their agreements be
cause of concerns that Government contrac
tor's traveling on discount airfares would 
significantly reduce revenues, and the belief 
that contractors had abused the discount 
airfares. 

We believe the airline's concerns can be 
resolved. Accordingly, in December 1987, 
the Inspector General wrote to the Assist
ant Secretary of Defense <Production and 
Logistics) <Enclosure 2> providing sugges
tions for resolving the concerns and asking 
his office to work with the General Services 
Administration to restore Government dis
count airfares for contractors. 

Until the airlines agree to allow contrac
tors to use Government discount airfares, 
there is no possibility that saving can be 
achieved through that procedure. I would 
appreciate any efforts by your office to en
courage Mr. Terry Angelo <557-1261>, Direc
tor of Travel and Transportation Manage
ment, General Services Administration, to 
seek agreements with the airlines that 
would allow contractor use of Government 
discount airfares. 

If you have any questions or if my staff 
can assist you with these issues, please call 
Mr. Jackie Crawford (694-8508) or Mr. 
David Steensma (693-0186). 

Sincerely, 
DEREK J. VANDER SCHAAF, 

Deputy Inspector General. 

MEMORANDUM FOR ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF 
DEFENSE (PRODUCTION AND LoGISTICS) 

Subject: Contractors' Use of Government 
Discount Air Fares. 

On May 12, 1987, we issued audit report 
No. 87-145, "Contractors' Use of Govern
ment Transportation Request." The report 
described how DoD could save $135 million 
of the estimated $362 million in annual air 
travel costs that 90 major defense contrac
tors incur in support of DoD contracts. Spe
cifically, the report included recommenda
tions for (1) expanding the use of Govern
ment discount air fares under cost-reimburs
able contracts (savings potential of $26.1 
million>, <2> arranging for the use of Gov
ernment discount air fares for travel that 
would be a direct charge under fixed-price 
contracts along with all DoD related travel 

that will be charged as indirect cost regard
less of contract type <savings potential of 
$61.6 million), and (3) expanding the routes 
subject to discount fares by considering the 
travel of the 90 major defense contractors in 
support of Government business <savings 
potential of $47.4 million>. 

Your office agreed with the first recom
mendation, but expressed varying degrees of 
disagreement with the latter two recommen
dations. We had initiated the audit resolu
tion process to resolve these disagreements. 
However, before the process could be com
pleted, the major airlines withdrew the 
agreements that allowed contractors any 
use of Government discount air fares. Since 
the action precluded implementation of the 
recommendations, we closed the report. 

Discussions with the Director of Travel 
and Transportation Management at the 
General Services Administration disclosed 
that the air carriers withdrew their agree
ments because of two major concerns. One 
concern was the lack of information on the 
number of trips that would be covered by 
discount air fares. Another concern was the 
absence of controls to prevent contractors 
from misusing discount air fares. To our 
knowledge, the General Services Adminis
tration has not taken or planned any ac
tions to resolve these concerns and regain 
agreements for contractor use of discount 
air fares. 

We believe there is good potential for re
solving the airlines' concerns. Our report 
identified the amounts of contractor travel 
subject to the Government discount air 
fares. To illustrate, for calendar year 1985 
the 90 major defense contractors accounted 
for about 1.3 million trips involving $362 
million in air fares. These fares represent 
less than 1 percent of the airlines' total rev
enues. Updated contractor travel volume in 
the necessary detail can be developed. To 
avoid contractor abuses of the discount 
fares, several avenues are available. One ap
proach would be to apply Public Law 98-473 
(as amended), Section 641 of Title 18, 
United States Code which provides for up to 
a $10,000 fine or ten years of imprisonment, 
or both, for misuse of anything of value to 
the Government. 

Although we are not pursuing resolution 
of the audit report, we are still concerned 
that DoD may be missing a savings opportu
nity. As the Government's largest travel 
customer, DoD should have some leverage 
with both the General Services Administra
tion and the airline industry. Therefore, we 
suggest you work with the General Services 
Administration (possibly through the Mili
tary Traffic Management Command> to re
store Government discount fares for con
tractor travel. 
If you have any questions, or if my staff 

can assist you with these issues, please call 
Mr. Jackie Crawford <694-8508> or Mr. 
David Steensma (693-0186). 

Signed, 
JUNE GIBBS BROWN, 

Inspector General. 

[Department of Defense audit report] 
May 12, 1987. 

FINAL REPORT ON THE AUDIT OF CONTRAC· 
TORS' USE OF GOVERNMENT TRANSPORTA
TION REQUESTS 

INSPECTOR GENERAL, 
DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE, 

Arlington, VA. 
Memorandum for Assistant Secretary of De

fense for Production and Logistics; As
sistant Secretary of the Army <FM>; As
sistant Secretary of the Navy <FM>; 
Comptroller of the Air Force; Director, 
Defense Logistics Agency. 

Subject: Report on the Audit of Contrac
tors' Use of Government Transportation 
Requests <Report No. 87-145) 

The audit was made from October 1985 to 
June 1986 in response to an allegation made 
by a travel agency that DoD was losing $500 
million, annually, by not requiring contrac
tors to use the discount air fares when trav
eling on trips in support of Government 
cost-reimbursable contracts. The objective 
of the audit was to determine the validity of 
the allegation by determining the extent 
that General Services Administration nego
tiated contract air fares were available to 
DoD contractors for travel in support of 
their Government cost contractors and 
quantifying the potential savings. We also 
evaluated the potential for expanding con
tractors' use of the discount air fares to 
other types of Government contractors. To 
accomplish these objectives, we evaluated 
air travel incurred by 90 major Defense con
tractors with collocated Service and Defense 
Logistics Agency plant representative of
fices. In 1985, these contractors spent $466.5 
million for air travel on commercial airlines, 
including $362 million in support of Govern-
ment contracts. · 

We concluded that the allegation was 
valid in that Defense contractors were not 
using the discount air fares when traveling 
in support of Government cost-reimbursable 
contracts. However, the alleged losses of 
$500 million per year appeared to be over
stated. Overall, we concluded that, in 1985, 
DoD could have reduced the $362 million in
curred by the 90 Defense contractors for air 
travel in support of Government contracts 
by an estimated $135.1 million if <1> avail
able discount air fares were used on all 
travel charged as direct costs on cost-reim
bursable contracts <$26.1 million>; (2) dis
count fares were allowed and used for travel 
charged as direct costs on Government 
fixed-price contracts and as indirect costs on 
all types of Government contracts <$61.6 
million>; and <3> discount fares were estab
lished for all routes traveled by these con
tractors in support of Government business 
<$47 .4 million). These savings could be real
ized with only minimal offsetting costs for 
implementing the use of discount air fares. 
The results of the audit are summarized in 
the following paragraphs, and the details, 
together with audit recommendations and 
management comments, are contained in 
Part II of this report. 

Defense contractors did not use the Gen
eral Services Administration's discount air 
fares for travel charged as direct costs on 
Government cost-type contracts. By project
ing the results of the audit at 15 of 90 De
fense contractors, we estimated that during 
calendar year 1985, the 90 contractors could 
have used the discount fares on about $77.8 
million of trips, but did so only on $611,000 
of the trips. If the contractors had taken ad
vantage of available discount fares. DoD 
could have saved an estimated $26.1 million, 
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or 24 percent of the $107.4 million it reim
bursed the 90 contractors for air travel costs 
charged directly to Government cost-reim
bursable contracts (page 5). 

During calendar year 1985, discount air 
fares were not allowed for $163.3 million in 
air travel costs incurred by the 90 Defense 
contractors in sole support of Government 
contracts and charged as direct costs on 
fixed-price contracts and as indirect costs on 
all types of Government contracts. If Gov
ernment contractors had been eligible for 
and used discount fares on the $163.3 mil
lion of noncost-reimbursable contract travel, 
the air fares paid by the 90 contractors in 
1985 could have been reduced by $61.6 mil
lion (page 15>. 

Discount air fares did not exist for $120.9 
million of the $362 million in 1985 travel 
taken in support of Government work by 
the 90 contractors. If discount air fares had 
been established for all routes traveled by 
the contractors in 1985, DOD could have 
saved an estimated $14.7 million on trips 
charged as direct costs on cost contracts. An 
additional $32.7 million could have been re
duced from the air fares paid by the con
tractors if discount rates existed for all 
travel charged as direct costs on fixed-price 
contracts <$14 million) and as indirect costs 
on all types of Government contracts <$18.7 
million> and if the contractors were permit
ted to use discount air fares (page 25). 

On September 30, 1986, a draft of this 
report was provided to the Assistant Secre
tary of Defense for Production and Logistics 
<formerly the Assistant Secretary of De
fense [Acquisition and Logistics]), the As
sistant Secretary of the Army <Financial 
Management), the Assistant Secretary of 
the Navy <Financial Management), Comp
troller of the Air Force <formerly the Assist
ant Secretary of the Air Force [Financial 
Management]), and the Director, Defense 
Logistics Agency. Comments received from 
the Assistant Secretary of Defense for Pro
duction and LOgistics were dated January 8, 
1987; the Army Director for Transportation, 
Energy and Troop Support, Office of the 
Deputy Chief of Staff for Logistics, Decem
ber 4, 1986; the Assistant Secretary of the 
Navy <Shipbuilding and Logistics), January 
8, 1987; the Assistant December 2, 1986; and 
the Deputy Director <Acquisition Manage
ment), Defense Logistics Agency, November 
26, 1986. Complete texts of managements' 
comments are included as Appendixes I 
through M. 

The Assistant Secretary of Defense for 
Production and Logistics concurred in Rec
ommendations A.l., A.2., B.3., and B.4. in 
our report. However, management com
ments provided by the Assistant Secretary 
were not fully responsive to the recommen
dations. Specifically, management com
ments did not explain what and when ac
tions would be taken to incorporate sub
parts a. through f. of Recommendations A.1. 
in DoD-wide policies and procedures. The 
comments also did not specify when actions 
planned for Recommendations A.1., A.2., 
B.3., and B.4. would be completed. We ask 
that the Assistant Secretary provide the 
planned completion dates of actions 
planned or underway. 

The Assistant Secretary of Defense for 
Production and Logistics partially concurred 
in Recommendations B.1., suggested that 
the recommendation be reworded, and 
stated that action had been initiated to 
revise the Federal Acquisition Regulation so 
that contracting officers would be required 
to authorize contractors to use discount air 
fares on trips charged to cost and other 

types of contracts. We reworded Recommen
dation B.1. Also, we recognize that action 
has been initiated to revise the Federal Ac
quisition Regulation; however, the proposed 
revision does not specifically address con
tractors' use of discount air fares on trips 
which are in sole support of Government 
contracts and charged as indirect costs. As 
such, we ask the Assistant Secretary to ad
dress how contractors will use discount air 
fares on trips which are in sole support of 
Government contracts and charged as indi
rect costs. 

The Assistant Secretary of Defense for 
Production and Logistics concurred in Rec
ommendation B.2., which provided for the 
development of criteria explaining the 
extent that contractors could use discount 
air fares on trips charged to indirect cost ac
counts. The Assistant Secretary stated that 
it would be administratively burdensome 
and not economically feasible to establish 
such criteria. We disagree and have ex
plained our reasons in Part II of this report; 
therefore, we ask that the Assistant Secre
tary provide final comments on Recommen
dation B.2. 

The Director for Transportation, Energy 
and Troop Support in the Office of the 
Army Deputy Chief of Staff for Logistics 
concurred in Recommendations C.1. and 
C.2. but did not provide estimated dates for 
completing actions planned on the recom
mendations. As such, we ask the Director to 
provide those dates in his response to this 
final report. The Director also commented 
on other recommendations in the report, al
though they were not addressed to the 
Army. On Recommendations A.1. and A.2., 
the Director concurred. On Recommenda
tions B.1. and B.3., the Director concurred. 
On Recommendations B.1. and B.3., the Di
rector partially concurred that the Federal 
Acquisition Regulation and the General 
Services Administration's contracts with air
lines should be expanded to provide for con
tractors' use of discount air fares on all 
travel solely in support of Government con
tracts. He stated that expanded use would 
result in smaller discounts. The Director 
nonconcurred in Recommendation B.2., 
which provided for the development of cri
teria that specified the extent that contrac
tors would be permitted to use discount air 
fares on trips charged to indirect cost ac
counts. He thought that it would be diffi
cult to monitor such contractors' use of dis
count air fares. The Director also noncon
curred with Recommendation B.4., which 
provided for the use of cost-reimbursable 
line items for travel in fixed-price contracts 
as a means of increasing contractors' use of 
discount air fares. He stated that the use of 
cost-reimbursable line items would result in 
increased costs to DoD. In Part II of this 
report, we have provided responses to the 
Director's comments on Recommendations 
B.1. through B.4. 

The Assistant Secretary of the Navy 
<Shipbuilding and Logistics) concurred in 
Recommendation C.1., but did not provide 
an estimated date for completing actions 
planned on the recommendation. The As
sistant Secretary also provided comments 
on all other recommendations in the report, 
although they were not addressed to the 
Navy. His comments included concurrence 
in all the recommendations, but he suggest
ed that the wording of Recommendation 
B.1. be revised so that contractors would be 
required to use discount air fares when air 
carriers permit such use. Based on his sug
gestion, we revised the recommendation. 

The Assistant Secretary of the Air Force 
<Research, Development and Logistics) con-

curred in Recommendation C.1. and stated 
that action on the recommendation would 
be completed by March 31, 1987. According
ly, additional management comments on 
this final report are not required from the 
Air Force. 

The Deputy Director for Acquisition Man
agement, Defense Logistics Agency, con
curred in Recommendation C.1., but did not 
provide an estimated date for completing ac
tions on the recommendation. We ask that 
the Deputy Director provide an estimated 
completion date in response to this report. 

DoD Directive 7650.3 requires that all 
audit recommendations be resolved within 6 
months of the date of the final report. In 
order to satisfy that requirement, we ask 
that you provide your final position on each 
recommendation within 60 days of the date 
of this report. We also request comments on 
the potential monetary benefits that we 
have identified in the report. We are claim
ing potential monetary benefits of $40.8 mil
lion, consisting of $26.1 million to be derived 
by contractors' use of discount air fares on 
trips charged to cost-reimbursable contracts 
and $14. 7 million to be derived by establish
ing discount fares for additional routes trav
eled by contractors on cost contracts. While 
we believe that the potential exists for an
other $94.3 million in savings, we are not 
claiming these savings at this time since 
their realization is dependent upon approval 
by specific air carriers. Distribution of this 
report is shown in Appendix 0. 

The courtesies extended to the audit staff 
are appreciated. If you have any questions 
on this audit, you may call Mr. Robert 
Pennisi, the Program Director, at <202) 693-
0186 or Autovon 223-0186 or Mr. Rayburn 
H. Stricklin, the Project Manager, at <202) 
693-0392 or Autovon 223-0392. 

STEPHEN A. TRODDEN, 
Assistant Inspector General 

for Auditing. 

REPORT ON THE AUDIT OF CONTRACTORS' USE 
OF GOVERNMENT TRANSPORTATION REQUESTS 

PART I-INTRODUCTION 

Background 
In July 1980, the General Services Admin

istration established the Federal Contract 
Airline Program to reduce the cost of Feder
al Government employee air travel within 
the continental United States, Alaska, and 
Hawaii. The General Services Administra
tion, in coordination with Federal agencies, 
identified city pairs that were frequently 
traveled by Government employees and re
quested the commercial airlines to propose 
discount air fares for Government travel 
over those routes. The airlines' proposals 
were evaluated by the General Services Ad
ministration based on elapsed flight time, 
fares and frequency of service. The General 
Services Administration awarded contracts 
to airlines that offered the most economical 
fares and frequent service for the city pairs. 
Normally, one airline was awarded a specific 
city pair. However, if one airline's flight 
schedule did not sufficiently cover the Gov
ernment's estimated travel requirements for 
a particular city pair, contracts were estab
lished with more than one airline for the 
same route. By July 1981, the Federal Con
tract Airline Program included 18 commer
cial airlines that offered discount air fares 
to Government employees traveling be
tween 160 city pairs. 

The airline contracts provided discount air 
fares for Federal Government and other 
designated employees traveling on official 
business and also included provisions for 
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contractors to use the fares when their 
travel was charged as direct costs on Gov
ernment cost-reimbursable contracts. These 
contractors were authorized to obtain the 
discount fares for such official Government 
travel, and the airlines could, but were not 
required to, furnish the discount fares. In 
October 1982, the General Services Adminis
tration issued Bulletin A-22 that encour
aged contractor use of the fares and in
formed all Federal departments and agen
cies that contractors could use contract air 
fares at the airlines' discretion. 

In October 1984, a significant change oc
curred in the contract terms governing Gov
ernment contractors' use of discount air 
fares. In coordination with the Military 
Traffic Management Command, the Gener
al Services Administration negotiated defin
itive agreements with six airlines on con
tractors' use of discount air fares. The six 
airlines signed agreements that uncondi
tionally provided contractors the use of the 
discount air fares on trips charged directly 
to Government cost-reimbursable contracts. 
In April 1985, the General Services Adminis
tration issued Bulletin A-87 that again en
couraged contractor use of the fares and in
formed all Federal departments ad agencies 
that six airlines had signed agreements un
conditionally allowing contractors with cost
reimbursable Government contracts the 
right to use contract air fares on trips 
charged directly to the cost-type contracts. 

By December 1985, the Federal Contract 
Airline Program had grown to include 25 
airlines that provided Government employ
ees discount air fares for travel between 
1,083 city pairs. Additionally, 14 of the 25 
airlines had formally agreed to allow Gov
ernment contractors to use the discount air 
fares for travel between 685 of the 1,083 city 
pairs. The remaining 11 airlines retained 
the option to provide contractors with 
travel at discount air fares <Appendix A>. 

Objectives and scope 
The audit was made in response to a 

travel agency allegation that DoD was 
losing $500 million, annually, by not requir
ing Government contractors to use General 
Services Administration negotiated contract 
air fares. Our objective was to determine 
the validity of the allegation by determining 
the extent that DoD contractors used Gen
eral Services Administration negotiated con
tract air fares for travel charged directly to 
their cost contracts and by quantifying the 
potential savings. We also evaluated the po
tential for expanding contractors' use of ne
gotiated contract air fares to other types of 
Government contracts. 

To accomplish our objectives, we random
ly selected 15 of the 90 contractors with col
located Service or Defense Logistics Agency 
plant representative offices and determined 
whether they were participating in the Fed
eral Contract Airline Program. At the 15 
contractor sites, we randomly selected a 
total of 2,531 contractor employee trips 
billed in calendar year 1985. Our objective 
at each contractor location was to deter
mine (1) the extent that they used available 
Government discount air fares; (2) the 
amount that DoD lost when the contractors 
did not use the available Government fares; 
and (3) the potential for saving travel costs 
that were incurred on other types of Gov
ernment contracts. We determined to what 
account the contractors charged the cost of 
each trip (cost contract, fixed-price con
tract, indirect cost account, or commercial 
account); the extent that the trips were in 
support of Government and commercial 
contracts or progams; and the availability of 

discount air fares for routes traveled on 
trips in support of Government contracts. 
We also evaluated the regulations and guid
ance related to the use of the General Serv
ices Administration's discount air fares and 
any actions taken throughout DoD to initi
ate contractor participation in the Federal 
Contract Airline Program. 

This economy and efficiency audit was 
made from October 1985 through June 1986 
and was accomplished in accordance with 
generally accepted government auditing 
standards. Activities visited during the audit 
are listed on Appendix N. 

Prior audit coverage 
General Accounting Office Report No. 

FPCD-82-35, "Federal and Contractor Em
ployee Travel and Relocation Cost Reim
bursements Differ," July 20, 1981, compared 
actual travel reimbursements of selected 
Federal contractors with rates authorized 
for Federal employees to determine wheth
er there was fair reimbursement and wheth
er there might be opportunities to reduce 
travel costs incurred by contractor person
nel on Government cost-reimbursable con
tracts. In part, the General Accounting 
Office concluded that contractors with cost
reimbursable contracts were not using the 
General Services Administration's Federal 
Contract Airline Program because the Gen
eral Services Administration had not devel
oped procedures for contractors to use this 
service and Federal agencies had not in
formed contractors of its existence. The 
General Accounting Office recommended 
that the General Services Administration 
provide information on the Federal Con
tract Airline Program to all Federal agen
cies for dissemination to their contractors. 

PART II-FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

A. Use of discount air fares on cost
reimbursable contract travel 

Finding 
Defense contractors had not used the 

General Services Administration's discount 
air fares for travel charged as direct costs on 
Government cost-reimbursable contracts. 
The discount air fares were not used be
cause DoD had not established Defense
wide policies that required Service and De
fense agency contracting personnel to re
quire contractors to use the discount travel 
rates. Furthermore, there were no Defense
wide procedures explaining how contractors 
could request and pay for the fares. By 
taking advantage of available discount fares, 
DoD could have saved an estimated $26.1 
million, or 24 percent of the $107.4 million it 
reimbursed to the 90 contractors for air 
travel costs charged directly to cost-reim
bursable Government contracts during 1985. 

Discussion of Details 
Basis for Use of Discount Fares.-Since 

the inception of the Federal Contract Air
line Program in 1980, the General Services 
Administration has negotiated discount air 
fares with commercial airlines for Federal 
Government employee air travel within the 
United States, including Alaska and Hawaii. 
These discount air fares were substantially 
less than airlines' regular coach fares as 
shown in the following schedule of selected 
round-trip fares in effect in December 1985. 

Regular Dis- Amount 
of Routes coach count dis-fare air fare count 

Los Angeles, CA-Washint'· DC-Los Angeles, CA ... $980 $348 $632 
Seattle, WA-Chicago, IL- ttle, WA ......................... 820 392 428 

Routes 

Honolulu, HI-Los Angeles, CA-Honolulu, HI .............. . 
~ttle, "".A-Dayton1 OH-Seattle1 WA ... , ................... . 
Philadelphia, PA-Chicago, IL-Ph1ladelph1a, PA .......... . 
Denver, CO-Washington, DC-Denver, CO ................. .. 
San Jose, CA-Ontario, CA-San Jose, CA .................. .. 
Albuquerque, NM-Los Angeles, CA-Albuquerque, 

NM .......................... .. ........... .............................. .. 

Regular 
coach 
fare 

618 
860 
318 
360 
123 

98 

Dis
count 

air fare 

318 
608 
218 
262 
104 

94 

Amount 
of 

dis
count 

300 
252 
100 
98 
19 

In addition to Federal employees, contrac
tor employees were entitled to use the dis
count air fares provided by the General 
Services Administration's airline contracts 
for travel charged as direct costs on Govern
ment cost-reimbursable contracts. Contrac
tor use of the fares had been encouraged 
through the General Services Administra
tion issuance in October 1982, for Federal 
Property Management Regulation A-22, and 
again in an April 1985 publication of Feder
al Property Management Regulation A-87. 

The authorization to implement the dis
count fare program was contained in the 
Federal Acquisition Regulation. Part 51 of 
the Regulation vested authority in contract
ing officers to provide contractors and sub
contractors use of Government supply 
sources, which includes the General Serv
ices Administration's contracts for discount 
air transport service. Specifically, section 
51.lOl<a) of the Regulation stated: 

"If it is in the Government's interest, and 
if supplies or services required in the per
formance of a Government contract are 
available from Government supply sources, 
contracting officers may authorize contrac
tors to use these sources in performing (1) 
Government cost-reimbursable contracts; 
<2> other types of negotiated contracts when 
the agency determines that a substantial 
dollar portion of the contractor's contracts 
are of a Government cost-reimbursable 
nature." 

Notwithstanding the provisions of the 
Federal Acquisition Regulation, there were 
no Department-wide policies and procedures 
requiring Defense contractors to use the 
contract air fares available to their employ
ees for travel charged directly to cost-reim
bursable Government contracts. 

Use of Discount Air Fares.-Defense con
tractors were generally not usng the dis
count air fares available to them when their 
employees traveled on trips charged directly 
to cost-reimbursable Government contracts. 
Some actions were taken by contract admin
istration personnel to initiate contractor use 
on a test basis. However, these were isolat
ed, unilateral steps by Defense components 
and not Defense-wide initiatives. Nonethe
less, the contractors' use of the air fares in 
these instances resulted in significant sav
ings in reimbursable travel costs. For exam
ple, the following table shows the savings 
that were realized through the use of dis
count air fares at three contractor sites that 
we visited while preparing for the audit. 

[Dollar amounts in thousands] 

Contractors and period 

Aerospace Corp.-Nov. 1984-

Cost of 
regular 
air fare 

Sept. 1985 ................ .............. ..... $9,258.2 
Mitre f.orp.-May 1985-Sept. 

1985 ............................................ 1,189.1 
Ill-Gilfillan-Jan. 1985-Sept. 

1985 ........................................ ... . 1,140.3 

Total ............. .. ..................... 11,587.6 

Total air 
fares 
paid 

$5,694.1 

759.1 

852.1 

7,305.3 

Estimated savings 

Amount Percent 

$3,564.1 38.5 

430.0 36.2 

288.2 25.3 

4,282.3 37.0 
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Only minimal offsetting costs were neces

sary to realize the $4.3 million of savings. 
Offsetting costs at Aerospace Corporation 
amounted to about 3 percent of their esti
mated $3.6 million of savings. No offsetting 
costs were incurred by either Mitre Corpo
ration or ITT-Gilfillan during their test pe
riods. 

To determine the extent of the Defense 
contractors' actual use of the negotiated 
contract air fares, we analyzed the air travel 
incurred by 90 contractors with collocated 
DoD plant representative offices. During 
calendar year 1985, these 90 contractors 
spent about $466.5 million for air travel on 
commercial airlines <Appendix B>. Based on 
our analyses of 2,531 randomly selected 
trips ($806,674) by 15 of the 90 contractors, 
we found that 443 of the trips ($134,439) 
were charged as direct costs on cost-reim
bursable Government contracts, and that 
discount air fares (city pairs) existed for 269 
of these trips. However, only 1 of the 15 
contractors, on 7 of the 269 trips, used the 
discount air fares. 

We projected the results of the statistical 
sample to the universe of 90 contractors, 
and estimated that during 1985 contractors' 
employees took 389,700 trips, valued at 
$107.4 million, that were charged as direct 
costs on cost-reimbursable Government con
tracts (Appendix B>. Further, we projected 
that discount air fares existed for 250,400 of 
the 389,700 trips, valued at about $77.8 mil
lion <Appendix C>. The discount fares, how
ever, were used only on 4,700 trips, costing 
about $611,000. Based on the difference be
tween the fares that the contractors paid 
and the discount air fares that existed at 
the time of the trips, we projected that DoD 
could have saved an estimated $26.1 million, 
or about 24 percent of the $107.4 million it 
reimbursed to the 90 contractors for air 
travel costs charged as direct costs on cost
reimbursable Government contracts <Ap
pendix D>. 

Reasons for Not Using Discount Air 
Fares.-The primary reason Defense con
tractors were not using the discount air 
fares was because they were not required to 
use the fares. Although Part 51 of the Fed
eral Acquisition Regulation allowed con
tracting officers to authorize Government 
contractors to use the discount air fares, 
contracting officers were not required to 
provide such authorization. 

Based on discussions with 27 contracting 
officials in Army, Navy, and Air Force 
buying activities and contract administra
tion officials in each of the 15 plant repre
sentative offices visited during our audit, we 
concluded that there were two overriding 
reasons for them not authorizing contrac
tors to use the fares. First, there was no De
fense-wide policy requiring contractors' use 
and, secondly, there were no Defense-wide 
procedures explaining how contractors 
could request and pay for the fares. 

Defense components unilaterally had de
veloped procedures; however, implementa
tion of the procedures was either delayed or 
administratively restrictive. 

Army.-In a June 1985 message, the Army 
directed its transportation and contracting 
personnel to immediately implement con
tractor use of air fares <Appendix E>. How
ever, few actions were taken in response to 
that direction. Two of the 15 plant repre
sentative offices visited during our audit 
were Army activities but neither had imple
mented the fares. Additionally, in June 
1986, we contacted 12 contracting officials 
at 4 of 5 Army buying commands to discuss 
discount air fare implementation. Nine of 

the 12 contracting officials at 3 of the 4 
Army buying activities contacted were not 
aware of the Army's year old direction. On 
the other hand, one of the Tank Automo
tive Command's contracting officials famil
iar with the Army guidance, pointed out 
that the Army's implementing procedures 
limited contractors' use of the fares to 
travel arranged through Government activi
ties. As a result, this Command issued an 
implementing instruction that required con
tractor air travel arrangements be handled 
through Government transportation offi
cials and restricted fare usage to contractors 
within a 60-mile radius of the Command. In 
effect, this local policy severely restricted 
contractor use of the discount fares to those 
nearby contractors willing to use the Gov
ernment travel office. 

Navy.-In February 1986, the Office of 
the Assistant Secretary of the Navy <Ship
building and Logistics) issued a memoran
dum to all Navy systems commands that en
couraged the use of Government contract 
air fares by contractors <Appendix F). In 
part, the memorandum provided that:~ 

"In view of the potential significant sav
ings which would accrue to the Navy, Con
tracting Officers should advise all cost reim
bursable contractors (including contractors 
performing under fixed price incentive con
tracts> of the city-pair air fare program and 
encourage such contractors and their cost 
reimbursable subcontractors to take advan
tage of the lower air fares whenever possi
ble. Contracting Officers also should at
tempt to negotiate into future cost reim
bursable contracts which will involve com
mercial air travel, a provision by which the 
contractor argrees to use the city-pair air 
fares whenever feasible. A proposed clause 
for this purpose has been prepared by this 
office and will be forwarded by separate cor
respondence if, and when, the DAR Council 
grants the Navy a DAR deviation to use the 
clause on a repetitive basis." 

However, discussions with 10 contracting 
officials at 3 systems commands in June 
1986 disclosed that limited use had been 
made of the fares. Procurement officials 
had not received detailed implementing 
guidance and did not know which proce
dures to follow to initiate the fare program. 
Additionally, the officials stated that they 
were awaiting Defense Acquisition Regula
tory Council approval of a standard con
tract clause for fare usage, and to avert in
consistent practices, they had deferred 
drafting Navy instructions pending clause 
approval. 

Notwithstanding the Navy's guarded ap
proach to initiating contractor use of dis
count fares, the one example of contractor 
use from our sample was arranged by a 
Navy program office for all travel that one 
contractor charged directly to six Navy con
tracts. 

Air Force.-Of the Defense components, 
Air Force actions resulted in the most use of 
discount air fares by contractors. From No
vember 1984 to December 1985, Air Force 
Systems Command arranged for five con
tractors to use the fares. Currently. the Air 
Force plans to direct five of its plant repre
sentative offices to initiate their respective 
contractors' use of the discount fares. To ar
range for contractors' use of the fares, Air 
Force Systems Command directed its con
tract administration officials to work jointly 
with each contractor in developing proce
dures that specified the extent contractors 
were required to use the fares and actions 
required for contractors to obtain and pay 
for the fares. Also, the Air Force Systems 

Command required contractors to report 
the extent that discount air fares were used 
and the savings resulting from such use. 
The reports provided Air Force Systems 
Command with good indicators of the 
extent of contractors discount fare use. 

Defense Logistics Agency.-In May 1985, 
the Defense Logistics Agency forwarded the 
General Services Administration's Federal 
Property Management Regulation Bulletin 
A-87, "Use of Government Contract Air 
Fares By Cost-Reimbursable Contractors," 
to its Defense Contract Administration 
Services Regions for their use in administer
ing contracts with contractor travel require
ments <Appendix G ). During our audit, we 
found that one contractor under the cogni
zance of the Defense Contract Administra
tion Services Region, Los Angeles, Califor
nia, had participated in the discount fare 
program since February 1984. For the 9-
month period ended September 1985, sav
ings of $288,200 resulted from the contrac
tor's use of discount air fares. 

Based on results of this effort, officials at 
the Region recommended that the General 
Services Administration airline contracted 
travel rates be required, whenever possible, 
for all contractors traveling in support of 
their Defense contracts. On December 16, 
1985, the Defense Logistics Agency proposed 
to the Director, Defense Acquisition Regula
tory Council, that Paragraph 31.205-46Cd> 
of the Defense Federal Acquisition Regula
tion Supplement be amended by incorporat
ing the following rule: 

"The difference in cost between first-class 
air accommodations and less-than-first-class 
air accommodations is unallowable except 
when less-than-first-class accommodations 
are not reasonably available to meet neces
sary mission requirements <such as when 
less-than-first-class accommodations would 
require circuitous routing, require travel 
during unreasonable hours, excessively pro
long travel, result in increased cost that 
would offset transportation savings, or 
would offer accommodations not reasonably 
adequate for the physical or medical needs 
of the traveler). [Less-than-first-class air ac
commodation is allowable only if GSA 
travel rates are not available. All contrac
tors performing travel requirements under a 
DoD contract are required to use whenever 
available the GSA travel rates available to 
Federal employees traveling at Government 
expense whenever available.]" 

Department of Defense.-The latest effort 
to initiate use of reduced air fares by De
fense contractors was the issuance of an 
April 1, 1986, memorandum from the Assist
ant Secretary of Defense for Production and 
Logistics <formerly the Assistant Secretary 
of Defense [Acquisition and Logistics]) to 
the Services and Defense Logistics Agency 
(Appendix H>. The memorandum encour
aged the components to take advantage of 
the contract rates and provided suggested 
procedures for using the fares. Those proce
dures, however, did not answer all questions 
that contractor and plant representative 
office personnel had on the use of discount 
fares. As an indicator, we visited one con
tractor and plant representative office after 
the memorandum was issued and we were 
asked questions very similar to questions 
from other sources before the memorandum 
was issued. 

Actions Needed to Achieve Contractors' 
Use of Discount Air Fares.-The individual 
actions taken by Defense managers were 
positive steps in that they recognized the 
potential for savings through use of reduced 
air fares by Defense contractors. However, 
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these actions had not achieved the signifi
cant savings that are available because they 
did not provide adequate guidance to imple
ment the discount fare program. 

If DoD is to realize the optimum cost ben
efits available from contractors' use of dis
count air fares, certain DoD-wide actions 
are required. First, DoD needs to establish a 
policy that requires maximum use of dis
count air fares by contractors for travel 
charged as direct costs on Government cost 
contracts. Second, coordinated, Department
wide procedures must be developed to effect 
and maintain contractors' use of the fares. 
The procedures should provide specific in
structions on how to establish, operate, and 
maintain contractors' use of the fares and 
must be flexible enough to be incorporated 
into each contractor's existing travel 
system. For example, for those existing pro
grams reviewed during the audit, we noted 
at least four different methods of issuing 
Government Transportation Requests to 
contractors. The methods ranged from a 
plant representative office issuing a Govern
ment Transportation Request for each re
quested trip to a Defense transportation of
ficer providing a contractor with a monthly 
Government Transportation Request 
number for all travel of that period. There 
also were different methods used to pay for 
airline tickets. One contractor was billed 
and paid for discount air fares in the same 
manner as it did other airline billings. At 
another contractor site, the plant represent
ative office funded each Government Trans
portation Request and the airlines billed a 
nearby Government transportation office 
for payment. 

Technical assistance may also be required 
to implement the fare program. During our 
discussions with contracting officers and ad
ministrative contracting officers, we were 
asked many questions about how to arrange 
for the contractors to use and pay for the 
fares. Also, questions were presented about 
whether contractors' use actually would be 
cost beneficial to DoD. 

DoD has . gained enough experience 
through the limited use of discount air fares 
by contractors to develop a system to 
inform responsible officials in the Services 
and Defense agencies on methods to imple
ment and monitor the fare program. Those 
officials could then ensure that the infor
mation was presented in a proper and 
timely manner to officials in subordinate or
ganizations as well as to contractor person
nel. In summary, officials that will be di
rectly responsible for effecting contractors' 
use must be informed of the actions that 
have to be taken to use the fares and the 
cost benefits of doing so. 

Recommendations for Corrective Action 
We recommend that the Assistant Secre

tary of Defense for Production and Logis
tics: 

1. Establish DoD-wide policies and proce
dures that require DoD components to 
achieve effective use of the General Serv
ices Administration's discount air fares by 
Government contractors for travel charged 
as direct costs on cost-reimbursable con
tracts. To achieve this objective, the proce
dures should explain how: 

a. Contracting officers and administrative 
contracting officers can authorize contrac
tors to use discount air fares on travel 
charged as direct costs on existing cost-type 
contracts; 

b. Contractors can obtain Government 
Transportation Requests, which some air
lines require as authorizations for obtaining 
the discount air fares; 

c. Contractors can request discount air 
fares from the airlines; 

d. Contractors will pay for discount air 
fares obtained with Government Transpor
tation Requests; 

e. Contractors' use will be monitored and 
controlled to ensure full and proper use of 
the discount air fares; and 

f. Services and Defense agencies will moni
tor their organizations' efforts to arrange 
for contractors to use the fares. 

2. Require the Services and Defense agen
cies to provide guidance to their subordinate 
organizations to give them a complete un
derstanding of the policies and procedures 
pertaining to contractors' use of the dis
count air fares. 

Management Comments 
The Assistant Secretary of Defense for 

Production and Logistics <ASDCP&Ll) con
curred with both recommendations, stating 
that DoD had begun to expand the use of 
the General Services Administration's dis
count air fare program to include contrac
tors traveling under cost-reimbursable con
tracts, and that the Military Departments 
and the Defense agencies have disseminated 
guidance on contractor use of discount air 
fares to their contracting organizations. 
With respect to Recommendation 1., the 
ASD<P&L) stated that on April 1, 1986, he 
issued a memorandum to the Military De
partments and the Defense Logistics Agency 
that encouraged greater utilization of dis
count air fares by eligible contractors and 
provided suggested procedures to be used by 
contractors and contracting officers. The 
ASD<P&L> also stated that on August 8, 
1986, the Defense Acquisition Regulatory 
<DAR) Council approved DAR Case 85-280, 
which proposed a new subpart to Part 51 of 
the Federal Acquisition Regulation <FAR> 
entitled "Contractor Use of Government 
Discount Air Passenger Transportation 
Rates." The subpart prescribed policies and 
procedures for contractors' use of discount 
air passenger transportation rates on cost 
reimbursement contracts and cost reim
bursement line items in other contracts. Fi
nally, the ASD<P&L> stated that a proposed 
policy memorandum for signature of the 
Under Secretary of Defense <Acquisition) 
CUSDCA]) is currently being developed that 
reiterates the aforementioned April 1, 1986, 
policy memorandum. 

With respect to Recommendation 2., the 
ASD<P&L) stated that field personnel have 
been and will be provided both general and 
specific guidance pertaining to contractors' 
use of the discount air fares. Specifically, 
the Military Departments and the Defense 
agencies have disseminated the guidance 
prescribed in the proposed new FAR sub
part and the April 1, 1986, policy memoran
dum to their subordinate organizations. 
Moreover, contractor use of discount air 
fares will be a major item of discussion at 
Defense Contract Administration Services 
travel and transportation workshops. Final
ly, the ASD<P&L> provided that the forth
coming USD<A> policy memorandum will re
quest the Military Departments and De
fense agencies to provide appropriate guid
ance to their subordinate commands to 
ensure contractors' use of discount air fares. 

We did not address Recommendations 1. 
and 2. in the draft report to the Military 
Departments. However, the Director for 
Transportation, Energy and Troop Support 
in the Office of the Army Deputy Chief of 
Staff for Logistics, the Assistant Secretary 
of the Navy <Shipbuilding and Logistics), 
and the Assistant Secretary of the Air Force 
<Research, Development and Logistics) did 

respond to the draft report and concurred 
with the finding and recommendations. 
Complete texts of their comments are at 
Appendixes J through L, respectively. 

Audit Response to Management Comments 
The Assistant Secretary of Defense for 

Production and Logistics reply did not fully 
respond to the recommendations. Specifical
ly, the response to Recommendation 1. did 
not address how the recommendation's sub
parts a. through f. would be considered in 
the DoD-wide policies and procedures for ef
fective use of the General Services Adminis
tration's discount air fare program. We ad
joined these specific subparts to Recommen
dation 1. because we concluded that neither 
the April 1, 1986, ASD<P&L) policy memo
randum nor the proposed subpart to the 
Federal Acquisition Regulation (51-3) fully 
explained how government contracting offi
cers would arrange for immediate use of dis
count air fares on existing cost-type con
tracts and how the DoD components will 
monitor their organizations' efforts to make 
such arrangements. Specifics follow: 

The guidance in the April 1, 1986, memo
randum and the proposed revision to the 
Federal Acquisition Regulation did not pro
vide an approach or explain how contract
ing officers should arrange for contractors 
to use the fares on all existing cost-reim
bursable contracts (subpart a.). The guid
ance concentrated on what actions were re
quired to arrange for contractors' use on 
newly awarded contracts. If DoD is to real
ize immediate benefits from the discount air 
fares, contracting officers or their adminis
trative contracting officers need to be in
formed of how to arrange for contractors' 
use of the discount air fares on trips 
charged directly to existing cost-reimbursa
ble contracts. 

Guidance in the April 1, 1986, memoran
dum on how contractors will pay for dis
count air fares was misleading and too limit
ed <subpart d.). The guidance provided for 
contractors to use Government Transporta
tion Requests as the method of payment for 
discount air fares, on the basis that "most" 
airlines required such a method. However, 
our audit showed that the airlines treated 
Government Transportation Requests as 
authorizing documents rather than a 
method of payment. If DoD is to gain imme
diate cooperation of contractors in using the 
fares, we believe the payment guidance pro
vided in the April 1, 1986, memorandum 
should be clarified and expanded to include 
acceptable practices. 

Finally, neither the April 1, 1986, memo
randum nor the proposed revision to Part 51 
of the FAR addressed how contractors' use 
would be monitored and controlled <subpart 
e.> or how the Services and Defense Agen
cies would monitor progress made in arrang
ing contractors" use <subpart f.). We believe 
the procedures described in subpart f. are 
critical for DoD to achieve timely imple
mentation of contractors use of the discount 
air fares, as well as the savings which will 
result from such implementation. 

The ASD<P&L> comments to Recommen
dations 1. and 2. concerning a forthcoming 
policy memorandum for signature of 
USD(A) did not provide the estimated date 
of implementation. Finally, in response to 
Recommendation 2., the ASDCP&L) did not 
provide the estimated date(s) of the Defense 
Contract Administration Services travel and 
transportation workshops. 

We request that the ASD<P&L), in re
sponding to the final report, identify the 
specific actions taken or planned and the es-
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timated date of implementation to incorpo
rate subparts a. through f. of Recommenda
tion 1. in DoD-wide policies and procedures 
on achieving effective use of the General 
Services Administration's discount air fares 
by Government contractors. We also re
quest that the ASD<P&L> provide the esti
mate date<s> for implementing the proposed 
Under Secretary of Defense <Acquisition> 
policy memorandum and the Defense Con
tract Administration Services travel and 
transportation workshops. 
B. Potential For Increased Use of Discount 

Air Fares 
Finding 

Air travel costs incurred by 90 Defense 
contractors in sole support of Government 
contracts and charged as direct costs on 
fixed-price contracts and as indirected costs 
on all types of Government contracts were 
not eligible for the General Services Admin
istration's discount air fares. This occurred 
because the General Services Administra
tion's contracts with the airlines limited 
Government contractors' use of discount 
fares to air travel that was chargeable as 
direct costs on cost-reimbursable contracts. 
During calendar years 1985, about $163.3 
million of air travel by the 90 contractors 
was charged as direct costs on fixed-price 
contracts and as indirect costs on all types 
of Government contracts. If Government 
contractors had been eligible for and used 
discount fares on the $163.3 million of non
cost contract travel, the air fares paid by 
the 90 contractors in 1985 could have been 
reduced by an estimated $61.6 million. 

Discussion of Details 
Background.-In an October 1981 ruling, 

the Civil Aeronautics Board allowed airlines 
to negotiate discount air fares. Previously, 
the airline industry had been regulated and 
all air fare rates were standardized under 
tariff regulations. With the 1981 ruling, 
companies could negotiate special discounts 
with the airlines for air travel over designat
ed routes or contract for reduced fares ef
fective for specified periods of time. 

Government transportation and procure
ment officials, however, have not negotiated 
with the airlines to give Government con
tractors full participation in the Federal dis
count air service program. Instead, airline 
agreements have limited use of the discount 
fares for contractors' travel that was 
charged as direct costs on Government cost
reimbursable contracts. 

Potential Use of Noncost-Type Con
tracts.-Based on our review at 15 Defense 
contractors with collected plant representa
tive offices, we projected that about $362 
million, or 78 percent of the $466.5 million 
in air travel cost incurred in 1985 by 90 such 
contractors was in sole support of Govern
ment contracts or programs. Of the $362 
million, $91.4 million was spent on trips 
charged as direct costs on Government 
fixed-price contracts, and $163.2 million was 
spent on trips taken in sole support of all 
Government contracts or programs but 
charged as indirect costs. The remaining 
$107.4 million was charged as direct costs on 
cost-reimbursable contracts (Appendix B). 
In addition, $50.1 million of the $91.4 mil
lion charged as direct costs on fixed-price 
contracts and $113.2 million of the $163.2 
million charged as indirect costs on all types 
of Government contracts were incurred on 
air travel routes covered by the General 
Services Administration's discount air fare 
program <Appendix C). However, these trips 
were not eligible for the reduced fares be
cause the discount air fare program was lim-

ited to air travel chargeable to cost-reim
bursable contracts. 

Reasons for Limited Contractor Eligibil
ity.-No single factor was responsible for 
limiting contractors' use of the discount air 
fares to trips charged directly to Govern
ment cost-reimbursable contracts. Rather, a 
confluence of historical factors and restric
tive interpretations of enabling regulations 
led to the exclusion of all contractor travel 
from the fare program other than that 
which could be charged as direct costs on 
cost-reimbursable contracts. 

Airline Industry 1980.-In part, the limita
tion on contractor participation in the fare 
program reflected the environment of the 
airline industry at the time of the initial 
Government contract with the airlines in 
1980. The airline industry was regulated, all 
air fares were fixed and airlines were not al
lowed to deviate from rates prescribed by 
tariff regulations. Additionally, there was 
no benefit to the airlines in offering dis
count fares since both the routes and fares 
were protected by the regulation. In this 
regulated environment, the Government ne
gotiated with the airlines. The objective of 
the airline contract was to provide Govern
ment employees with discount fares. Al
though contractors were included as limited 
participants in the initial discount air serv
ice program, no action was taken to draft an 
agreement for more comprehensive Govern
ment contractor eligibility. 

Federal Acquisition Regulation.-The pri
mary factor that limited contractor eligibil
ity for fare usage was Section 51.101 of the 
Federal Acquisition Regulation, which iden
tified eligible users of Government sources 
of supplies and services. Contractors' use of 
the fares on trips in support of cost-reim
bursable contracts was the criterion for eli
gibility. However, an additional qualifier for 
use of Government sources was presented. 
According to the regulation, contractors 
performing under "other types of negotiat
ed contracts ... of a Government cost-reim
bursement nature" are considered eligible to 
use Government supply sources. The pur
pose of enabling contractors to use Federal 
supply sources was to achieve Government 
cost savings through decreased contractor 
expense. The provisions in the Federal Ac
quisition Regulation, expanding contractor 
eligibility to use Federal supply sources, 
therefore, recognized that some contractor 
expenses, incurred under other than cost
type contracts, were reimbursable Govern
ment expenses. However, Defense acquisi
tion officials had not provided an official in
terpretation of Part 51 of the Federal Ac
quisition Regulation to clarify what types of 
contract effort, other than cost-type con
tracts, were authorized use of the Federal 
supply sources. 

Government Cost Savings.-Finally, addi
tional rationale for not initiating wider fare 
application was the belief that the Govern
ment achieved cost savings only when travel 
was charged as direct costs on cost-reim
bursable contracts. The General Services 
Administration had interpreted contractors' 
eligibility for the fares as applicable only to 
that travel which was in support of Govern
ment cost-reimbursable contracts. Their re
stricted interpretation did not recognize the 
existence of indirect travel costs, which are 
allocated to both cost as well as fixed-price 
contracts. It also did not address travel costs 
charged as direct costs on negotiated fixed
price contracts. For indirect travel expense 
and negotiated fixed-price contract travel, 
the Government could achieve cost savings 
through contractors' use of the Federal dis
count fare program. 

Action Needed to Qualify Fixed-Price and 
Indirect Travel Costs for the Government 
Fares.-The greatest potential savings from 
contractors' use of the Federal Contract 
Airline Program could be achieved through 
applying discount rates to trips charged as 
direct costs on fixed-price contracts and as 
indirect costs on all types of Government 
contracts. Whereas 23 percent of the con
tractor travel sampled in our audit was 
charged as direct costs on cost-type con
tracts, 20 percent was charged as direct 
costs on Government fixed-price contracts 
and 35 percent was charged as indirect costs 
on all types of Government contracts <Ap
pendix B>. To obtain savings from all con
tractor Government-related travel, procure
ment officials must clarify regulations ena
bling contractors to use the fares and estab
lish criteria for fare eligibility. 

Travel Charged as Direct Costs on Fixed
Price Contracts.-We reviewed the methods 
used by Government contracting officers to 
negotiate travel expenses under fixed-price 
contracts. One contracting site used a for
ward pricing rate agreement in which air 
travel expenses had been negotiated at full 
coach fares. At other activities, air travel ex
penses were negotiated based on similar 
fares or historical costs. For these contrac
tors, the Government accepted in the nego
tiated price of fixed-price contracts, air 
travel costs that were higher than those 
available through the Government discount 
air fare program. In negotiating fixed-price 
contracts, the Government has the opportu
nity to achieve cost savings through con
tractors' use of the discount air fare pro
gram. Government fare rates rather than 
historical or coach fares could be used in ne
gotiating travel expenses. For example, one 
contractor sampled during our audit had a 
forward pricing rate agreement in which the 
1985 negotiated rate for travel between Los 
Angeles, CA, and Washington, DC was $920. 
In 1985, the Federal discount fare for the 
city-pair was $340. Had the Federal fare 
been available to the contractor, the Gov
ernment could have negotiated about a $580 
reduction in contract price for each pro
posed transcontinental trip. 

To achieve savings for travel charged as 
direct costs on Government fixed-price con
tracts, regulations must be revised and clari
fied. In particular, Part 51 of the Federal 
Acquisition Regulation must clearly identify 
contract effort under negotiated fixed-price 
contracts as a candidate for Federal supply 
source use. Also, the General Services Ad
ministration's contract with airlines needs 
revision. For negotiated fixed-price contract 
effort to qualify for the discount fares, the 
airline agreement should state that all con
tractor travel in sole support of Govern
ment business is eligible for discount fare 
usage. 

Under current guidance, there is an option 
for contracting officers to achieve cost sav
ings for travel charged as direct costs on 
fixed-price contracts. By establishing cost
reimbursable provisions for travel expenses 
in fixed-price contracts, contractors would 
be eligible for the discount fares. At one 
contractor site, we found that fixed-price 
contract has been modified to include a pro
vision for contractor participation in the 
Federal discount air fare program. Direct 
travel costs were segregated under a sepa
rate cost-reimbursable provision in the 
fixed-price contract. 

Travel Charged as Indirect Costs to All 
Types of Government Contracts.-Similarly, 
for indirect travel expenses, the Govern
ment would benefit from discount fare 



10238 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE May 10, 1988 
usage. Indirect expenses, like cost-reimburs
able contract charges, are based on actual 
expenses. Further, for trips charged as indi
rect costs, contractors could determine read
ily which of the trips were in sole support of 
Government contracts or programs. Any de
crease in travel costs associated with use of 
the Government's discount air fares would 
result in Government cost savings. From 
our sample of contractor air travel ex
penses, we found that about 35 percent of 
all contractor travel was charged as indirect 
costs on all types of Government contracts 
(Appendix B). 

Government savings from use of the dis
count fares for travel charged as indirect 
costs however, were dependent on the con
tractor's mix of Government-commercial 
business. Since travel expenses charged as 
indirect costs were allocated to all contracts, 
the Government would benefit most when 
fare use is provided to contractors perform
ing predominantly Government work. Be
cause of the cost-sharing involved in indi
rect expense allocation, there was the po
tential for inequity in granting discount 
fares for indirect travel to contractors with 
low volume Government business. The 
amount of Government cost savings was de
pendent on the distribution factors for allo
cating indirect expenses to Government and 
commercial contracts. We determined that 
about 90 percent of the contractor business 
at sites visited was attributable to Govern
ment contract effort. At such high levels of 
Government business, the benefits of dis
count fare use significantly accrue to the 
Government. 

Potential Savings.-The Government 
would gain additional cost savings if con
tractors were permitted to use Government 
discount fares for travel charged as direct 
costs on Government fixed-price negotiated 
contracts and as indirect costs on all types 
of Government contracts. Such travel repre
sented 55 percent of all contractor travel 
sampled during our audit. To determine the 
potential savings, we compared the fares 
that our 15 sample contractors paid for air 
travel on trips charged as direct costs on 
fixed-price contracts and as indirect costs on 
all types of Government contracts to the ap
plicable discount air fares that existed at 
the time of each trip and projected the re
sults to all 90 contractors. Based on this sta
tistical projection, air fares paid by the 90 
contractors in 1985 could have been reduced 
by an estimated $61.6 million if applicable 
discount air fares had been used on the 
$163.3 million of noncost contract travel. 
Specifically, contractors could have saved 
$17.4 million of the $50.1 million charged as 
direct costs on fixed-price contracts and an 
additional $44.2 million of the $113.2 million 
charged as indirect costs on all types of 
Government contracts <Appendix D). 

Recommendations for Corrective Action 
We recommend that the Assistant Secre

tary of Defense for Production and Logistics 
<formerly the Assistant Secretary of De
fense [Acquisition and Logistics]): 

1. Request that the Defense Acquisition 
Regulatory Council propose to the Federal 
Acquisition Regulation Secretariat that 
Part 51 of the Federal Acquisition Regula
tion be clarified and expanded so that con
tractors are required to use the General 
Services Administration's discount air fares 
on all travel that is solely in support of all 
types of Government contracts when air 
carriers have extended such fares to DoD 
contractors. 

2. Establish criteria, based on the level of 
Government business, for contractor use of 

the Government discount air fares for 
travel charged as indirect costs to all types 
of Government contracts. 

3. Upon completion of Recommendations 
1. and 2., request that the General Services 
Administration negotiate discount air fares 
that apply to all contractors air travel solely 
in support of Government contracts. 

4. Pending revision of Part 51 of the Fed
eral Acquisition Regulation, require con
tracting officers to negotiate air travel ex
penses in fixed-price contracts under a sepa
rate cost-reimbursable provision in which 
contractors are enabled to use Government 
discount fares and are required to contain 
air travel expenses to costs equivalent to or 
less than the Government fares, whenever 
practical. 

Management Comments 
Office of the Secretary of Defense 

Recommendation 1.-The Assistant Secre
tary of Defense for Production and Logistics 
<ASD[P&Ll) partially concurred with the 
recommendation, stating that in August 
1986, the Defense Acquisition Regulatory 
<DAR> Council approved DAR Case 85-280 
and sent it to the Civilian Agency Acquisi
tion Council for consideration. This case re
quired contracting officers to include a pro
vision in cost reimbursement contracts and 
contracts with cost-reimbursable line items 
to require the contractor to use the General 
Services Administration discount air fares 
to the maximum extent practicable. 
ASD<P&L) also stated that the proposed 
Federal Acquisition Regulation <FAR> cov
erage allows contracting officers to insert a 
similar clause in other contracts involving 
air travel by contractor employees when ad
vantageous to the Government. On the 
other hand, the ASD<P&L) questioned 
whether air carriers would favor widespread 
contractor use of the General Services Ad
ministration's discount air fares and provide 
the same discount air fares if contractors' 
use was expanded. The ASD<P&L> felt that 
business travel is the "bread and butter" of 
the air carrier industry and widespread ap
plication of discounts to a large segment of 
its prime business market may not be palat
able. Finally, the ASD<P&L> provided a 
clarification to the recommendation, stat
ing: 

"In regards to your recommendation that 
FAR Part 51 be revised to 'authorize' con
tractors to use GSA discount air fares, it is 
important to note that the FAR cannot 'au
thorize' contractors eligibility, rather it is 
the air carrier's willingness to extend the 
GSA discount air fates to DoD contractors. 
The newly approved FAR coverage does not 
restrict the types of contracts for which 
contractors use of the GSA discount air fare 
is allowed." 

Recommendation 2.-The Assistant Secre
tary of Defense for Production and Logistics 
nonconcurred with the recommendation, 
stating that the establishment of detailed 
procedures that would be required for con
tractors' use of Government discount air 
fares for travel charged as indirect costs, 
along with the burdensome administrative 
requirements to properly administer this 
recommendation, would not be economically 
feasible. It was the Assistant Secretary's 
opinion that extending the coverage to 
travel charged as indirect cost could cause 
further concerns on the part of the airlines 
with potential further reductions in the pro
gram. Also, depending on the mix of busi
ness, such a policy could give a competitive 
advantage to certain contractors. 

Recommendation 3.-The Assistant Secre
tary of Defense for Production and Logistics 

concurred with the recommendation, stating 
that the Military Traffic Management Com
mand will request the General Services Ad
ministration to negotiate with participating 
airlines to expand the terms of the discount 
air fare contracts so that all contractors' air 
travel in support of Government contracts 
is eligible for the discount air fares. 

Recommendation 4.-The Assistant Secre
tary of Defense for Production and Logistics 
concurred with the recommendation, stating 
that the proposed Under Secretary of De
fense <Acquisition> memorandum to the 
Military Departments and Defense agencies 
will recommend that contracting officers 
give consideration to negotiating air travel 
requirements in fixed-price contracts under 
a separate cost-reimbursable provision, 
where such a practice is determined to be in 
the best interest of the Government. 

Military departments 
We did not address Recommendations 1. 

through 4., in the draft report to the Military 
Departments. However, the Director for 
Transportation, Energy and Troop Support 
in the Office of the Army Deputy Chief of 
Staff for Logistics, the Assistant Secretary 
of the Navy <Shipbuilding and Logistics), 
and the Assistant Secretary of the Air Force 
(Research, Development and Logisitics> did 
respond to the draft. Their pertinent com
ments are summarized in the following 
paragraphs and complete texts of their com
ments are at Appendixes J through L, re
spectively. 

Recommendation 1.-Army, Navy, and Air 
Force management concurred with the rec
ommendation; however, the Army provided 
a partial concurrence and the Navy recom
mended that we clarify the text of the rec
ommendation. 

Recommendation 2.-Navy and Air Force 
management concurred with the recommen
dation. The Army, however, nonconcurred 
with the recommendation, stating that it 
would be difficult to monitor indirect costs 
at discount rates, particularly in fixed-price 
contracts. A contractor could charge indi
rect costs for travel that was not really es
sential for performance of that contract. 

Recommendation 3.-Army, Navy, and Air 
Force management concurred with the rec
ommendation, although the Army's concur
rence was restricted to cost-type contracts. 

Recommendation 4.-The Army noncon
curred with the recommendation, stating 
that the use of discount air fares should not 
be mandated for fixed-price contracts. Army 
management felt that a separate reimbursa
ble line item for travel would reduce the 
cost risk to the contractor, open up the po
tential for excess costs, and result in unnec
essary contract administration costs. The 
Navy concurred with the recommendation 
as long as contracting officers retained some 
flexibility to not include a separate cost-re
imbursable provision if such a provision was 
inappropriate for a particular contract. The 
Air Force nonconcurred because it believed 
the disadvantages of including a cost-reim
bursable provision in all fixed-price con
tracts outweighed the advantages. The Air 
Force also stated that there may be circum
stances when it is appropriate to include a 
cost-reimbursable provision for travel ex
penses in a fixed-price contract, but normal
ly this would be an exception. 
Audit Response to Management Comments 

Recommendation 1.-The concerns of the 
Assistant Secretary of Defense for Produc
tion and Logistics and the Director of 
Transportation, Energy and Troop Support 
in the Office of the Army Deputy Chief of 
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Staff for Logistics, that the air carriers will 
not be receptive to expanding contractors' 
use of the General Services Administra
tion's discount air fares appear premature 
and unfounded. Until the General Services 
Administration solicits discount air fares for 
all types of Government contracts, the air 
carriers' official position will not be known. 
We believe there is potential for expanding 
the program beyond cost-reimbursable con
tracts. For example, the total amount of 
contractors' air fares addressed in this audit 
as solely in support of Government con
tracts was $362.0 million. This represented 
only 1 percent of the $36.9 billion in sched
uled air carriers' 1984 passenger revenue. 
This low percentage of business travel does 
not appear to represent the air carriers' 
"bread and butter" market. Also, 3 of the 15 
sample contractors had been successful in 
negotiating discount air fares directly with 
air carriers for selected routes. While the 
discounts were not as large as those received 
by the General Services Administration, 
their presence indicated that air carriers 
were open to discounts. We recognize that 
expansion of the Government discount pro
gram is in the hands of the air carriers. 
However, if we do not ask, we will never re
alize the potentially available savings. 

Notwithstanding the concerns of the As
sistant Secretary of Defense for Production 
and Logistics and the Director of Transpor
tation, Energy and Troop Support in the 
Office of the Army Deputy Chief of Staff 
for Logistics, the action taken by the De
fense Acquisition Regulatory Council par
tially satisfies the intent of our recommen
dation. On August 26, 1986, the Defense Ac
quisition Regulatory Council proposed to 
the Federal Acquisition Regulation Secre
tariat policies and procedures on contractor 
use of Government discount air passenger 
transportation rates. The proposed policy 
stated that: 

<a> If it is in the Government's interest, 
the contracting officer shall authorize eligi
ble contractors to use the same Government 
discount air passenger transportation rates 
available to Federal Employees traveling at · 
Govenrment expense. 

<b> Government contractors are eligible to 
use these rates (if the air carrier has agreed 
to the arrangement> in performance of a 
cost-reimbursement contract or a contract 
with a cost-reimbursement line item for 
Government-authorized travel, or in other 
contracts as agreed to by specific air carri
ers. 

<c> Contracting officers shall structure 
contracts with eligible contractors so as to 
allow contractors to use Government air 
passenger transportation rates to the maxi
mum extent practicable in accordance with 
contractual provisions. 

This proposed revision to the Federal Ac
quisition Regulation partially satisfies the 
recommendation since it requires contract
ing officers to authorize contractors to use 
discount air fares on trips charged directly 
to cost and other types of contracts when 
agreed to by specific air carriers. However, 
the revision does not specifically address 
contractors' use of discount air fares on 
trips which are in sole support of Govern
ment contracts and charged as indirect 
costs. As such, we ask that the Assistant 
Secretary of Defense for Production and Lo
gistics to address how contractors will use 
discount air fares on trips which are in sole 
support of Government contracts and 
charged as indirect costs. 

With regard to the Assistant Secretary of 
Defense for Production and Logistics and 

Assistant Secretary of the Navy <Shipbuild
ing and Logistics> comments on the wording 
of Recommendation 1., we revised the word
ing so that the recommendation now con
cludes with the words "when air carriers 
have extended such fares to DoD contrac
tors." 

Recommendation 2.-We believe the As
sistant Secretary of Defense for Production 
and Logistics should reconsider his noncon
currence with this recommendation for two 
reasons. First, it is not possible for the As
sistant Secretary to carry out the actions 
that he agreed to take on Recommendation 
3. without first determining the extent that 
DoD plans to increase contractors' use of 
discount air fares. According to the Military 
Traffic Management Command, before the 
General Services Administration can solicit 
additional fares for contractors' use, DoD 
must provide the General Services Adminis
tration with the volume of contractor traf
fic expected over each route or city pair for 
which a discount air fare will be solicited. 
Such volume, as it relates to contractor 
travel charged directly to cost and fixed
price contracts, is established based on 
direct charges. However, to determine the 
volume pertinent to travel charged to indi
rect cost accounts, DoD must decide which 
contractors will be permitted to use dis
count air fares on government travel 
charged to indirect cost accounts. We be
lieve the level of government business in 
each contractor's organization should weigh 
heavily in the decision because that level de
termines the extent that the government 
will realize the savings resulting from the 
contractors' use of the discount air fares. 

The other reason that we believe the As
sistant Secretary would reconsider his non
concurrence is that we do not foresee any 
major difficulty in establishing the recom
mended criteria. Sales data were readily 
available on the amount of Government and 
commercial business at each of our 15 
sample contractors. The major effort re
quired to establish the recommended crite
ria would be to gather the sales data and 
decide which Government/commercial sales 
ratios would be acceptable in the discount 
air fares program. Moreover, our audit 
found that it was not difficult to determine 
the purpose and applicability of air fare 
costs charged to indirect cost accounts. Fur
ther, we believe that any competitive advan
tage, afforded a major Defense contractor 
because of the discount air fares program, 
would be negligible. Basically, a large per
centage of major Defense contractors' sales 
are to the Government, and air fare costs 
charged to an indirect cost account are only 
a small fraction of total sales. If it was evi
dent that use of the discount air fares would 
result in a significant competitive advan
tage, contracting officers could specify limi
tations on such use. 

We ask that the Assistant Secretary re
consider his nonconcurrence with Recom
mendation 2. Also, we ask that estimated 
completion date(s) be provided for any ac
tions planned for on the recommendation. 

Recommendation 3.-The action planned 
by the Assistant Secretary of Defense for 
Production and Logistics is responsive to the 
recommendation. However, the Assistant 
Secretary did not provide an estimated com
pletion date of the action. We request that 
he provide the estimated date of implement
ing the planned action. 

Recommendation 4.-Although the De
partment of the Army and the Department 
of the Air Force nonconcurred with the rec
ommendation, we consider the action 

planned by the Assistant Secretary of De
fense for production and Logistics to be re
sponsive to the intent of the recommenda
tion. However, the Asssistant Secretary did 
not provide an estimated completion date of 
his planned action. We request that he pro
vide the estimated date of implementing the 
planned action. 

C. Potential for Additional Discount Air 
Fares 

Finding 
Discount air fares were not available on 

flights frequently used by Defense contrac
tors. Discount air fares did not exist for 
$120.9 million of the $362 million in 1985 
travel taken in sole support of Government 
work by the 90 contractors in our audit. The 
fares did not exist because Government con
tractors' travel patterns were not considered 
by Government managers when soliciting 
discount air fare routes from airlines. If dis
count air fares had been established for all 
routes traveled by these contractors in 1985, 
DoD could have saved an estimated $14.7 
million on trips charged as direct costs on 
cost-reimbursable contracts. An additional 
$32.7 million could have been saved if dis
count air fares rates were available for all 
travel charged as direct costs on fixed-price 
contracts ($14 million> and as indirect costs 
on all types of Government contracts <$18.7 
million), and if contractors were permitted 
to use discount air fares on such trips. 

Discussion of Details 
Background.-The Military Traffic Man

agement Command has the responsibility 
for proposing discount fare routes to the 
General Services Administration for inclu
sion in its annual solicitation for discount 
air fares from the airlines based on recom
mendations from DoD and other Federal 
agencies and analysis of air traffic require
ments. 

Potential For Additional Discount Fares
While determining the extent that Defense 
contractors used discount air fares on cost
reimbursable contracts <Finding A>, we 
noted that fares did not exist for 877 or 44.8 
percent of the 1,957 trips in our sample 
taken in sole support of Government con
tracts. The following table shows the extent 
that discount fares did not exist in each 
type of travel: 

Travel charged as: 

Direct costs: 
Cost contracts ..................................... 
Fixed-price contracts ..... 

Indirect costs 

Total. ... ...... 

Number of sample trips 

Without 
Reviewed discount 

fares 

443 174 
586 295 
928 408 

1,957 877 

Percent 
without 
discoont 

fares 

39.3 
50.3 
44.0 

44.8 

Based on statistical projections, we esti
mated that $120.9 million of the $362 mil
lion for travel in support of Government 
contracts was over routes for which there 
were no discount air fares. The $120.9 mil
lion of travel consisted of $29.6 million 
charged as direct costs on cost-reimbursable 
contracts, $41.3 million charged as direct 
costs on fixed-price contracts, and $50.0 mil
lion charged as indirect costs on all types of 
Government contracts <Appendix C>. 

Reason for the Lack of Discount Air 
Fares.-According to Military Traffic Man
agement Command officials, the primary 
reason discount air fares did no exist for the 
$120.9 million of travel was that contrac-
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tors' travel patterns were not considered by 
either the Military Traffic Management 
Command or the General Services Adminis
tration when determining the routes for 
which discount air fares would be solicited 
from the airlines. The main source used to 
gather and consolidate potential routes for 
solicitation purposes was routes shown on 
Government Transportation Requests used 
by Government employees for air travel. 
Since contractors had made only limited use 
of Government Transportation Requests, 
the routes traveled by contractors' employ
ees were not considered. The other sources 
used to identify new routes were requests 
from Defense and other Federal activities 
for air transport service based on travel pat
terns of their personnel. However, no action 
had been taken to identify air travel re
quirements of Defense contractor person
nel. 

Actions Needed to Provide Contractors 
with Government Fares.-In March 1986, 
the General Services Administration's FY 
1987 discount air fare solicitation requested 
discount air fares for 1,490 routes. Although 
the solicitation included 174 of the routes 
we had identified as not having discount 
fares and the Military Traffic Management 
Command stated that it would request the 
General Services Administration to solicit 
12 additional discount air fares based on our 
audit results, additional effort will be neces
sary to increase the number of contractor 
routes without discount air fares. Since 877 
of the routes we found were identified by 
random sampling at 15 contractors sites, we 
believe that DoD could determine a need for 
a substantial number of additional discount 
air fares for routes traveled by contractors. 
The results of this determination should be 
reported to the Military Traffic Manage
ment Command, who in turn, should re
quest the General Services Administration 
to solicit these additional discount air fares 
from the airlines. 

Potential Savings.-If the General Serv
ices Administration had been able to negoti
ate discount air fares for all routes traveled 
by the 90 contractors during 1985 in support 
of government business, and the discount 
fares had been comparable to those existing 
at the time of our audit, we estimated that 
contractors could have reduced expendi
tures in support of Government contracts 
by about $47.4 million. For travel charges as 
direct costs on cost-reimbursable contracts, 
savings would have been about $14.7 mil
lion. An additional $32.7 million could have 
been reduced from the air fares paid by the 
contractors if discount air fare routes were 
available for all travel charged as direct 
costs on fixed-price contracts ($14 million) 
and as indirect costs on all types of Govern
ment contracts ($18.7 million>, and if the 
contractors were permitted to use discount 
air fares on such trips <Appendix D>. 

Recommendations for Corrective Action 
We recommend that the: 
1. Army Deputy Chief of Staff for Logis

tics, the Assistant Secretary of the Navy 
<Shipbuilding and Logistics), the Assistant 
Secretary of the Air Force <Research, Devel
opment and Logistics), and the Director, De
fense Logistics Agency require their con
tract administration activities to obtain data 
that show air routes traveled by their major 
contractors and report that data to the 
Commander, Military Traffic Management 
Command. 

2. Commander, Military Traffic Manage
ment Command request the General Serv
ices Administration to negotiate additional 
discount air fares based on air routes trav
eled by major Defense contractors. 

Management Comments 
Recommendation 1.-The Director for 

Transportation, Energy and Troop Support 
within the Office of the Army Deputy Chief 
of Staff for Logistics concurred, stating that 
data on air routes can be obtained for cur
rent contracts. The Assistant Secretary of 
the Navy <Shipbuilding and Logistics) con
curred, provided reporting is for a limited 
time only, or alternatively, that reporting is 
based only on routes not identified in the 
Federal Travel Directory. The Assistant 
Secretary of the Air Force <Research, Devel
opment and Logistics) concurred, stating 
that Air Force Systems Command will be 
tasked to identify the most frequently trav
eled air routes used by its major contrac
tors, and in turn, furnish this information 
to the Commander, Military Traffic Man
agement Command. Expected completion 
date was March 31, 1987. The Deputy Direc
tor of the Defense Logistics Agency con
curred, stating that the agency will work 
with the Military Traffic Management Com
mand as recommended. However, this will 
be an ongoing effort and no completion date 
can be provided. 

Recommendation 2.-The Director for 
Transportation, Energy and Troop Support 
within the Office of the Army Deputy Chief 
of Staff for Logistics, concurred in the find
ing and recommendation that was addressed 
to the Commander, Military Traffic Man
agement Command. 
Audit Response to Management Comments 

Recommendation 1.-The Army con
curred, but their statement that "data on 
air routes can be obtained for current con
tracts" was not responsive to our recommen
dation. Specifically, the response did not 
state what or if corrective actions have been 
or will be taken to fully implement the rec
ommendation. We request that the Army 
Deputy Chief of Staff for Logistics, in re
sponding to the final report, identify the 
action taken or planned and its estimated 
date of implementation. The Navy's concur
rence, provided that reporting is based only 
on routes not identified in the Federal 

Travel Directory, meets the intent of the 
recommendation. However, the Navy did 
not indicate what actions have been or will 
be taken to fully implement the recommen
dation. We request that the Assistant Secre
tary of the Navy <Shipbuilding and Logis
tics), in responding to the final report, iden
tify the action taken or planned and its esti
mated date of implementation. The Defense 
Logistics Agency's reply was not fully re
sponsive to the recommendation. Specifical
ly, the Agency needs to identify the actions 
taken or planned, and its estimated or 
planned completion date<s> for obtaining 
and providing data to the Military Traffic 
Management Command on air routes trav
eled by major contractors. We request that 
the Director, Defense Logistics Agency iden
tify the action taken or planned and its esti
mated date of implementation. 

Recommendation 2.-The general concur
rence from the Army was not responsive to 
our recommendation. The response did not 
state what or if corrective actions have been 
or will be taken to fully implement the rec
ommendation. We request that the Army 
Deputy Chief of Staff for Logistics identify 
the action taken or planned and its estimat
ed date of implementation. 

[Appendix Al 

AIRLINES PROVIDING DISCOUNT AIR FARES THROUGH FED
ERAL CONTRACT AIRLINE PROGRAM AS OF DEC. 31, 
1985 

Airlines 

Number of discount fares 
(city-pairs) 

Total f.ontrac
tors 1 

Air C31ifornia ....... ................. ......... .......... ..... ... .......... 15 15 
Alaska Airlines ..... .............. .... .. .... ....... ...................... 5 5 
American Airlines ...................................................... 16 ..................... . 
Braniff Airlines.......................................................... 16 16 
Brockway Air ............................................................ 9 ..................... . 
r.ontinental Airlines ................................................... 208 208 
Delta Air lines and Delta r.onnection ..... ............. ..... 55 55 
Eastern Airlines......................................................... 219 219 
Empire Airlines.......................................................... 10 ..................... . 
Empire Airways ......................................................... 1 ..................... . 

~~~~~nA~~\:s:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 2~ .................. ~~ 
Mid Pacif1t Airlines................................................... 3 3 

~~~J~~.:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: l~ .................... ~ 
Northwest Orient Airlines.......................................... 38 38 
Ozark Airlines ...................... ..................................... 37 37 
Pacific Southwest Airlines ... .... .. ... .. .... ................ ...... 2 2 
Pan American World Airways ........ ..... ...................... 26 ..................... . 
Piedmont Airlines and Piedmont Regional..... ............ 76 ..................... . 
Republic Airlines ....................................................... 42 ..................... . 
Southwest Airlines ..... .. .. .................................. ......... 48 48 
Trans World Airlines.......................... ....................... 126 ..................... . 
US Air and Allegheny !',ommuter .............................. 66 ..................... . 
World Airways ....................... ....... .... ...... .. .. .. .. ...... .... 7 7 -------

Totals ..................................................... ..... 1,083 685 

1 Number of discount air fares unconditionally available to GoYemment 
contractors traveling in support of Government cost -reimbursable contracts. The 
airlines that have not formally agreed to provide discount air fares to such 
contractors still have the option to provide the fares when requested by the 
contractors. 

[Appendix Bl 

TOTAL PROJECTED AIR TRAVEL TRIPS AND COSTS INCURRED BY 90 DEFENSE CONTRACTORS DURING CALENDAR YEAR 1985 
[Dollar amounts in millions] 

Contractor travel charged as- Number of trips Percent Cost of trips Percent 

GoYemment: 
Direct costs: 

Cost contracts ........ ....................................................................................................................................................... ........................ ... .............................................................. . 389,700 25 $107.4 23 
Fixed price contracts ................................................ ........ ................... ........... ............................ ................... .. ...................................................................................................... . 

Indirect costs.......................................................................... .. ......................................................................................................................... ..... . .................................................... .. 
316,200 20 91.4 20 
557,200 35 163.2 35 

Subtotal ....................................................... .. ................. .................................................................... .. ......... ............. ........................................................................... ...... ...... ........ .. 1,263,100 80 362.0 78 
Government/commercial: indirect costs (joint) .................. ....................................................... .. ....................... .............................................................................................................. ....... . 
!',ommercial. ................ .................................................................................................................................................................... .............. ........................................................................... . 

245,700 16 80.4 17 
43,900 3 19.5 4 

Indeterminable ................................................................................................................................. ... ................... ........................................................................................................ ........... . 11,000 1 4.6 1 
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TOTAL PROJECTED AIR TRAVEL TRIPS AND COSTS INCURRED BY 90 DEFENSE CONTRACTORS DURING CALENDAR YEAR 1985-Continued 

[Dollar amounts in millions] 

Contractor travel charged as- Number of trips Percent Cost of trips Percent 

Total.. ................................................................................................ .................................................................................................................................................................... .. 1,563,700 100 466.5 100 

[Appendix Cl 

COMPARISON OF AVAILABLE CONTRACT AIR FARES TO 1985-TRIPS TAKEN BY 90 DEFENSE CONTRACTORS IN SOLE SUPPORT OF GOVERNMENT BUSINESS 
[Dollar amounts in millions] 

Total trips Cost of total trips Trips with available Cost of trips with Trips without available Cost of trips without 
contract fares available contract fares contract fares available contract fares Contractor travel charged as-

Direct costs: 
389,700 $107.4 250,400 $77.8 139,300 $29.6 
316,200 91.4 179,900 50.l 136,300 41.3 

Cost contracts ................................................................ ........ .. ...... .... ........ .. .................... .. ..... . 
fixed Price contracts .............................................................................................................. . 

Indirect costs............................................................................................ . .................................... . 557,200 163.2 364,700 113.2 192,500 50.0 

Total ................... ......... ............. ................ ........ .............................. ..... .......... .................. . 1,263,100 362.0 795,000 241.1 468,100 120.9 

[Appendix Dl 

POTENTIAL SAVINGS IF GOVERNMENT DISCOUNT AIR FARES HAD BEEN MADE AVAILABLE AND/OR UTILIZED FOR CONTRACTOR TRAVEL IN SUPPORT OF ALL GOVERNMENT CONTRACTS 
[Dollar amounts in millions] 

Contractor travel charged as- Number of trips Cost 

Government: 
Direct costs: 

Authorized use of cost 
contracts 

Type of potential savings 

Other DOD travel Additional discount fares Total potential savings 

Cost contracts................... ...................................... .. ............................................................ ............ 389,700 $107.4 $26.1 .. ..... .... .... ............................. $14.7 $40.8 

1ndireI"t:r;~~.~.~'.~c.'.~.::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: :: ::::::: : :::::::: : ::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: : :: ~~m~ 1~1:~ :::::::: :::::::::: ::: :::::::::::···· ····· ··· $U:~ l~:~ ~~:~ 
--------------------------------~ 

Subtotal ................................................................. .................. ................................. ............................. 1,263,100 362.0 26.1 61.6 47.4 135.1 
Government/commercial: Indirect costs (joint).......................... .... ..... .. ............................................ ....... .......... 245,700 80.4 
Commercial ......................................... ......................................................................... .... ....... ................ ............ 43,900 19.5 ............................. . 
lndeterminable ................ ....................................................... .............................. .............. ........ .......................... ____ ll_,o_oo __ 4_.6 ____ .. _ .... _ ... _ .. . _ .... _ ... _ .... _ ... _ ... _ ... . _ ... _ .. .. _ ... _ ... _ .... _ ... _ .. _ ... _ ... _ .... _ ... _ .... _ ... _ ... _ .... _ ... _ .... _ ... _ ... _ .... _ ... _ .... _ ... _ ... _ .. _ ... _ .... _ ... _ ... _ .... _ ... _····:::···:::···:::· .. 

Total.. .. ....... ................. ...................................... ....................... ............................................................ . 1,563,700 466.5 l 26.1 2 61.6 3 47.4 135.1 

1 can be realized by. implen:ientin_g contractors' u~ of discount air fares. for cost-reimbursable contracts. Includes $13.1 million. not covered by defini.tiv~ airlin~ agreements but the carriers can provide contractors di_scount air fares. 
2 can be realized by increasing discount fares to include all travel solely in support of Government contracts. Includes $40.2 million not covered by def1mt1ve airline agreements but the earners can provide contractors discount air fares 
3 can be realized by increasing the number of discount air fares to include routes flown by contractor personnel. · 

[Appendix El 
PENTAGON, 

TELECOMMUNICATIONS CENTER, 
Washington, DC. 

Subject: Use of Government Contract Air 
Fares by Cost-reimbursable Contractors. 

Pass to Transportation and Contracting Of
ficers. 

· 1. The Contract Air Program provides for 
transportation of Army travelers on official 
business between specific city pairs at sub
stantially discounted rates. The program 
also provides that cost-reimbursable con
tractors working for the Army may use the 
same contract air fares available to Army 
employees traveling at Government expense 
if the contract airline agrees to the arrange
ment. GSA, by ref A, announced agreement 
from six contract carriers to allow Govern
ment cost-reimbursable contractors on offi
cial Government travel, with proper identi
fication supplied by authorizing agencies, to 
obtain the contract fares by use of a Gov
ernment transportation request <GTR), 
cash or credit card. 

2. Those contract airlines which permit 
employees of cost-reimbursable Government 
contractors to use GSA contract discount 
fares are: 

Contract Airline-Payment Method 
Required 

Aircal <OC>-GTR, cash, or credit card. 
Braniff Airlines <BN)-GTR, cash, or 

credit card. 
Delta Airlines <DL>-GTR. cash, or credit 

card. 

World Airways <WO>-GTR, cash, or 
credit card. 

Continental Airlines <CO>-GTR, cash, or 
credit card. 

Northwest Orient Airlines <NW>-GTR, 
cash, or credit card. 

3. Since contractor use of contract air 
fares represents a potentially large savings 
to the Government, Army transportation 
and contracting personnel will take steps to 
immediately implement the following 
policy /procedures. 

4. GSA C-TY pair contract rates may be 
used by Army cost-reimbursable contractors 
for travel of their employees located on or 
in close proximity to an Army scheduled air
line ticket office <SATO> or authorized com
mercial travel office <CTO>. 

5. Through coordination with installation 
transportation officers <ITO>. installation 
contracting officers will identify those Army 
cost-reimbursable contractors on or near a 
SATO/CTO site whose contracts provide 
for reimbursement of allowable contractor 
employee air transportation direct costs. 

6. Contracting officers will provide each 
cost-reimbursable contractor's employee 
with documentation certifying that the con
tractor's employee is under contract to the 
Department of the Army, including the spe
cific time period, and is eligible and author
ized to use discount contract fares. Docu
mentation should also include the contract 
number, contractor's name, and billing ad
dress. 

7. ITOs will confirm that the on-or-near 
site cost reimbursable contractor purchases 
airline tickets from the installation SATO/ 

CTO. If the cost-reimbursable contractor is 
not using the SATO/CTO for purchase of 
airline tickets, ITOs, through the contract
ing office, will request that the contractor 
purchase tickets at the GSA contract rates 
from the SATO/CTO. Contracting officers 
are encouraged to amend existing contracts 
to require contractors to use GSA contract 
fares. New contracts should require that 
cost-reimbursable contractors will, when
ever possible, use GSA contract air fares 
when traveling on official Government busi
ness. 

8. ITOs, in conjunction with the contract
ing officer, will provide the SATO/CTO 
with contractor identification codes so that 
the tickets issued to the contractor at the 
GSA contract rates will be reflected in the 
monthly SATO/CTO furnished travel man
agement reports. Those management infor
mation reports pertaining to contractor 
travel should also be made available to the 
contracting officer. 

9. ITOs will ensure that tickets issued by 
the SATO/CTO to cost-reimbursable con
tractors at the GSA contract rates reflect 
the contractor's billing address. 

10. In those instances where GTRs are 
used, ITOs will, upon verifying the travel
er's identification letter, issue a GTR for 
the contractor travel. GTR will reflect the 
applicable contract number, contractor's 
name and billing address. Where there is a 
sufficient volume of contractor travel, the 
ITO may designate a GTR number to be 
used by the SATO/CTO for a specified bill
ing period determined by the contractor and 
the SATO/CTO. All airline tickets issued to 
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the contractor at the GSA contract rates 
will be issued against that GTR. At the 
close of the billing period, the SATO/CTO 
will bill the contractor for tickets issued 
against the GTR using SF 1113, public 
voucher for transportation charges, attach
ing the original GTR copy to the SF 1113. A 
copy of the GTR and the SATO/CTO bill 
will be furnished to the ITO. 

11. Upon completion of each applicable 
cost-reimbursable contract the contracting 
officer will notify the ITO who will, in turn, 
notify the SATO/CTO that issuance of tick
ets at the GSA Government rates to the 
contractor for the completed contract is no 
longer authorized. 

12. Transportation and contracting per
sonnel are encouraged to work together to 
take maximum advantage of this opportuni
ty to save transportation dollars. 

13. This message has been coordinated 
with ASA <RD&A> who will issue additional 
detailed policy in the near future. 

14. POC for transportation issue is Ms. 
Phyllis Broz, DALO-TSP-P6, Autovon 224-
4375. POC for contracting issue is Mr. Ken
neth Loehr, ASA <RD&A>, Autovon 227-
2630. Bt. 

[Appendix F1 
DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY, 

OFFICE OF THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY, 
Washington DC, February 14, 1986. 

Memorandum for distribution: 
Subject: Use of Government contract air

fares by cost reimbursable contractors. 
Enclosures <1> List of Airlines that Allow 

Cost Reimbursable Contractors to Use 
Government Contract Airfares, <2> 
Standard Identification Letter. 

1. Since 1980, the General Services Admin
istration <GSA> has been contracting with 
various commercial airlines to provide re
duced airfares between specified city-pairs 
for government employees traveling on offi
cial business. A number of the airlines have 
agreed to make their reduced airfares also 
available to contractor personnel traveling 
on official government business under con
tracts that provide for cost reimbursement 
of direct travel costs. 

2. Enclosure (1) is a list of the airlines 
that will allow cost-reimbursable contractor 
personnel to use the reduced airfares. Enclo
sure (1) also indicates the method<s> of pay
ment that contractors may use to obtain 
tickets, as well as whether an authoriza
tion/identification letter is required from 
the agency that awarded the contract. Addi
tional information, including schedules and 
fares for all flights covered by the city-pair 
reduced fare program, is set forth in the 
Federal Travel Directory. This directory is 
published monthly and is available to gov
ernment personnel through administrative 
channels and to contractors for purchase 
from the Superintendent of Documents, 
U.S. Government Printing Office, Washing
ton, DC 20402, telephone (202) 783-3238. A 
standard letter of authorization/identifica
tion which contracting officers can provide 
to contractor personnel is included in enclo
sure <2>. This particular letter was included 
in a bulletin issued by the GSA concerning 
the city-pair airfares and covers information 
which GSA indicated is require by the air
lines. 

3. In view of the potential significant sav
ings which would accure to the Navy, Con
tracting Officers should advise all cost reim
bursable contractors (including contractors 
performing under fixed price incentive con
tractors> of the city-pair airfare program 
and enclosure such contractors and their 

cost reimbursable subcontractors to take ad
vantage of the lower airfares whenever pos
sible. Contracting Officers also should at
tempt to negotiate into future cost reim
bursable contractors which will involve com
mercial air travel, a provision by which the 
contractor agrees to use the city-pair air
fares whenever feasible. A proposed clause 
for this purpose has been prepared by this 
office and will be forward by separate corre
spondence if, and when, the DAR Council 
grants the Navy a DAR deviation to use the 
clause on a repetitive basis. 

4. As shown in enclosure < 1 >. many of the 
airlines require cost reimbursable contrac
tors to use Government Transportation Re
quests <GTRs> to buy city-pair reduced air
fare tickets. Although there may be in
stances when it is possible to provide a GTR 
to a contractor for official travel, it is gener
ally not feasible to do so. As a result, the 
current usefulness of the city-pair reduced 
airfare program is very limited. In time, 
however, more airlines should accept pay
ment by cash or credit card. In addition, the 
Military Traffic Management Command is 
considering procedures which would make it 
administratively practical to provide con
tractor personnel with GTRs or which 
would eliminate the need for GTRs through 
an alternate simplified travel authorization 
and payment method. 

5. The CBM point of contact for this 
matter is Mr. S. Tronic, (202> 692-3558/9. 

W.R. ADAMS, 
Deputy Director, 

Contracts & Business Management. 

AIRLINES THAT ALLOW COST REIMBURSABLE CONTRACTORS 
TO USE GOVERNMENT CONTRACT AIR FARES (AS OF 1 
NOV. 1985) 

Airline Payment method 
Agency ID 

letter 
required 

Air Cal (QC) ................ ..... GTR, cash or personal credit card ........... Yes. 
Alaska (AS) ...................... GTR .......................................................... Yes. 
Braniff (BN) ..................... GTR, cash or personal credit card ........... Yes. 
C'.ootinental (CO) ............ ... GTR .......................................................... Yes. 
Delta (Dl) ........................ GTR, cash or personal credit card ........... Yes. 
Frontier (fl) ..................... GTR .......... .......................... ...................... No. 
Mid Pacific (HO) .............. GTR, cash or personal credit card ........... No. 
Midway (Ml).................... GTR, cash or personal credit card ........... Yes. 
Northwest (NW) ............... GTR .......................................................... No.1 

Pacific Southwest (PS) .... GTR .......................................................... Yes. 
Southwest (WN) ............... GTR .......................................................... Yes. 
World (WO) ...................... GTR, cash or personal credit card ........... Yes. 

' Will accept valid corporate identification in lieu of agency identification 
letter. 

STANDARD IDENTIFICATION LETTER 
<To be typed on agency official letterhead> 

To: Participating GSA Contract Airlines. 
Subject: Official travel of cost-reimbursable 

contractor. 
<Full name of traveler>. the bearer of this 

letter, is an employee of <Company name> 
which is under contract to this agency 
under the cost-reimbursable contract <con
tract number>. During the period of the 
contract, (give dates), the employee will be 
performing direct, reimbursable travel in 
performance of the contract. The employee 
is thereby eligible and authorized to use the 
GSA contract discount fares in accordance 
with your city-pairs contract with the Gen
eral Services Administration. 

[Appendix G 1 
DEFENSE LoGISTICS AGENCY, 

Alexandria, VA, May 28, 1985. 
Subject: Use of Government Contract Air 

Fares by Cost-Reimbursable Contrac
tors. 

To: Region Commanders. Attention: Direc
tors, Contract Management Chiefs, 
Transportation and Packaging. 

1. Reference: GSA Bulletin FPMR A-87 
General, 9 April 1985, subject as above. 

2. Referenced Bulletin is forwarded for 
your use in administering contracts with 
contractor travel requirements. 

For the Director: 
WALTER GROOME, Jr., 

Chief, Transportation and 
Packaging Division Contract Management. 

GENERAL SERVICES ADMINISTRATION, 
Washington, DC, April 9, 1985. 

To: Heads of Federal agencies. 
Subject: Use of Government contract air 

fares by cost-reimbursable contractors. 
1. Purpose: This bulletin announces the 

conditions of availability of the General 
Services Administration's contract airline 
discount fares to Government cost-reim
bursable contractors. 

2. Expiration date: This bulletin contains 
information of a continuing nature and will 
remain in effect until canceled. 

3. Background: 
a. In July 1980, the General Services Ad

ministration <GSA> initiated the contract 
airline program for discount air fares be
tween selected city-pairs. In fiscal year 1985, 
GSA contracted with 22 airlines to furnish 
passenger service for official Government 
travel in 643 city-pairs at discount fares. 
Regulations governing the use of the con
tract airlines are contained in Federal Prop
erty Management Regulations <FPMR> 
Temporary Regulation A-22. The Federal 
Travel Directory <FTD>. which GSA pub
lishes monthly, identifies current contract 
airlines, flight schedules, and contract fares. 

b. FPMR Temporary Regulation A-22 pro
vides that cost-reimbursable contractors 
working for the Government may use the 
same contract fares available to Federal em
ployees traveling at Government expense if 
the contract airline agrees to the arrange
ment. The regulation further provides that 
cost-reimbursable contractors on official 
government travel and with proper identifi
cation supplied by authorizing agencies may 
obtain the contract fares by use of a Gov
ernment Transporation Request <GTR> 
<Standard Form 1169), cash, or a personal 
credit card. 

c. This bulletin identifies contract airlines 
which permit employees of cost-reimbursa
ble Government contractors to use GSA 
contract discount fares in accordance with 
FPMR Temporary Regulation A-22. 

4. Contract airline practices: 
a. GSA asked the contract airlines to out

line their current practices on the use of 
GSA contract discount fares by employees 
of cost-reimbursable Government contrac
tors, their required payment method, and 
the documentation required for employees 
of cost-reimbursable contractors to qualify 
for the GSA contract discount fares. At
tachments A and B incorporate the results 
of the survey taken. 

b. Changes in airline practices will be an
nounced by supplement to this bulletin. 

5. Agency responsibilities: 
a. Agencies should ensure that cost-reim

bursable contracts include a provision that 
other savings achieved through the contrac-
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tor's use of the GSA contract discount fares 
accrue to the Government. 

b. Agencies should furnish the cost-reim
bursable contractor the required identifica
tion letter(s), illustrated in attachment B, 
for presentation to the contract airline as 
indicated in attachment A. 

6. Availability of the FTD. Cost-reimburs
able contractors may obtain copies of the 
FTD from the contracting agency or from 
the Superintendent of Documents, U.S. 
Government Printing Office, Washington. 
DC 20402. Telephone (202) 783-3238. 

7. Information. Inquiries concerning this 
bulletin may be directed to Mr. John J. 
Whalen, Jr., General Services Administra
tion, Travel and Transportation Services Di
vision <FTE), Washington, DC 20406. Tele
phone: FTS 557-1264/(703> 557-1264. 

8. Action. All agency heads are requested 
to make this information available to con
tracting officers and, where appropriate, 
cost-reimbursable contractors, and to en
courage the use of GSA contract discount 
fares whenever possible in order to achieve 
savings in passenger airline transportation 
expenses. 

By delegation of the Assistant Administra
tor. 

JAMES G. GRADY, Jr., 
Director of Policy 

and Agency Assistance. 

[Attachment Al 

CONTRACT AIRLINES THAT AGREE TO PROVIDE PASSENGER 
TRANSPORTATION TO COST-REIMBURSABLE CONTRAC
TORS PURSUANT TO FPMR TEMPORARY REGULATION A-
22, TO THE EXTENT NOTED BELOW 

Contract airline Payment method required 
Agency 

identification 
letter 1 

AirCal (OC) ......................... GTR, cash, or personal credit card .. ... Yes. 
Braniff Airlines (BN) .......... GTR, cash, or personal credit card .. ... Yes. 
Continental Airlines (Dl) .... GTR, .................................................... Yes. 
Delta Air Lines (Dl) ........... GTR, cash, or personal credit card ..... Yes. 
Northwest Orient Airlines GTR .. .............. .... .. ........ ....................... No. 2 

(NW) . 
World Airways (WO) .......... GTR, cash, or personal credit card ..... Yes. 

1 Attachment b required. 
• This airline will accept a valid corporate identification in lieu of the agency 

identification letter. 

[Attachment Bl 
AGENCY LETTER FOR IDENTIFICATION RE

QUIRED FOR COST-REIMBURSABLE CONTRAC
TORS TO QUALIFY FOR GSA CONTRACT DIS
COUNT FARES 

<To be typed on agency official letterhead) 
To: GSA Contract Airline. 
Subject: Official travel of cost-reimbursable 

contractor. 
<Full name of traveler>, the bearer of this 

letter, is an employee of (Company name> 
which is under contract to this agency 
under the cost-reimbursable contract <con
tract number>. During the period of the 
contract, (give dates), the employee will be 
performing direct, reimbursable travel in 
performance of the contract. The employee 
is thereby eligible and authorized to use the 
GSA contract discount fares in accordance 
with your city-pairs contract with the Gen
eral Services Administration. 

[Appendix Hl 
ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE, 

Washington, DC, April 1, 1986. 
Memorandum: For Assistant Secretary of 

the Army <I&L>. Assistant Secretary of 
the Navy <S&L>, Assistant Secretary of 
the Air Force CSAFAL), Director of the 
Defense Logistics Agency. 

Subject: Use of Reduced Airfares by DoD 
Contractors. 

The General Services Administration 
(GSA> has contracted with several commer
cial airlines to provide reduced airfares to 
government employees on official business. 
The contract also provides that the airlines 
may provide the reduced fares to contractor 
employees as well, in accordance with FAR 
Part 51, when they are traveling on official 
government business. 

The potential savings through use of the 
above fares is significant. Suggested proce
dures for using these fares have been devel
oped by the Military Traffic Management 
Command in collaboration with the airlines 
and other Government Agencies. A copy is 
attached for your use. Also attached is a 
publication which lists the routes and fares 
available under this program. The publica
tion is available through normal distribu
tion channels. I encourage you to take ad
vantage of the GSA contract rates and im
plement the procedures in negotiation of all 
cost reimbursement type contracts with de
fense contractors. 

Please effect the coordination necessary 
between the acquisition and logistics com
munities to ensure effective implementation 
of this program. 

JAMES P. WADE, Jr. 

PROCEDURES FOR COST REIMBURSABLE 
CONTRACTORS USE OF CONTRACT AIRFARES 
1. The General Services Administration 

<GSA> negotiates contracts with air carriers 
for reduced fares between specific city pairs. 
Many airlines also authorize use of these 
fares by certain contractors, but in most 
cases require payment to be made by Gov
ernment Transportation Requests <GTRs>. 

2. The information on carriers participat
ing in this program, along with the city
pairs and contract fares is contained in the 
Federal Travel Directory published by the 
Government Printing Office <enclosed>. Ad
ditional copies of the directory can be ob
tained by calling the Superintendent of 
Documents at <202) 783-3283. 

3. Following are suggested procedures for 
issuing GTRs to accommodate cost reim
bursable contractors' use of Government air 
fares. Variations are authorized provided an 
audit trail is maintained. 

a. The contractor may order Government 
fare services through travel agencies cur
rently providing travel services to the con
tractor, travel agents under contract to the 
Department of Defense <DoD> or GSA, or 
Scheduled Airline Traffic Offices <SATOs> 
providing services to GSA or DoD. Whichev
er source is selected will be required to fur
nish monthly management information re
ports to the Military Traffic Management 
Command <MTMC> and the military service 
component concerned. Report format and 
submission dates can be obtained by con
tacting the Program and Regulation Divi
sion of MTMC at <703> 756-1393. 

b. Government Transportation Requests 
will be used to procure Government fares as 
follows: 

<1> The contractor will designate in writ
ing one or more persons in the organization 
who will be responsible for authorizing 
travel at Government rates and issuing 

GTRs to purchase tickets. This information 
will be provided to the transportation offi
cer providing support to the Administrative 
Contracting Officer. 

(2) The transportation officer will forward 
a suitable number of GTRs and instructions 
for use to the contractor. One GTR should 
be used for each airline per billing period. 
GTRs provided to the contractor will reflect 
the applicable contract number, contractor's 
name, and billing address. GTRs will not be 
issued to contractor employees for their use 
in securing alternative or additional tickets 
while on travel. GTRs are accountable 
forms, therefore, acknowledgement of re
ceipt by the contractor is required. The 
transportation officer's register of GTRs 
used will reflect all issuances to contractors. 

(3) The transportation officer will confirm 
that the contractor purchase airline tickets 
from a source that has agreed to provide 
management data and will identify the bill
ing frequency <weekly, monthly, etc.>. 

(4) The transportation officer will ensure 
that tickets issued to contractors at Govern
ment rates reflect the applicable GTR 
number in the form of payment box, and 
the contractors billing address. 

c. The contractor will prepare a form 
letter as follows to be reproduced on compa
ny letterhead: 
To: Name of entity issuing tickets. 
Subject: Official Travel of Cost Reimbursa

ble Government Contractor. 
(Full name of traveler), the bearer of this 

letter, is an employee <Company name> 
which is under contract to <Name of Gov
ernment contracting office) under cost reim
bursable contract number --. The em
ployee is thereby eligible and authorized to 
use contract airfares in accordance with 
<Name of airline> city-pair contract with the 
General Services Administration. 

<Signature, title and telephone number of 
authorized company representative> 

A copy of the above letter will be forward
ed to the office or agency for each ticket 
issued or presented at the time of ticket 
pick up. The ticket issuing agency will file a 
copy of the letter with the agent's or audi
tor's copy of the ticket coupon and will be 
subject to audit by the Government. 

d. An SF 1170 Redemption of Unused 
Tickets will be used to obtain refunds for 
tickets ordered by the contractor, issued but 
not used. The transportation officer will 
provide a suitable number of SF 1170's to 
the contractor. The SF 1170's provided to 
the contractor will reflect the contractor's 
name, billing address, and contract number 
in the block entitled "name and address of 
the agency to which refund is to be made." 
When the contractor submits an SF 1170, 
the unused ticket coupons, for which a 
refund is being requested, will be attached 
to the SF 1170. 

e. The contractor will provide one GTR 
for each applicable contract for each billing 
period. Before the contractor furnishes the 
GTR, the contractor official responsible for 
ordering tickets will present the GTR to the 
transportation officer for signature in the 
space entitled "Issuing Government Offi
cer." During the billing period, all airline 
tickets issued to the contractor at Govern
ment rates will be issued against the GTR. 
Each airline ticket issued under this proce
dure will contain at least one flight coupon 
at the Government rate. Tickets issued 
which do not meet this qualification shall 
not be issued against the GTR. At the close 
of the billing period, the travel agency or 
SATO will bill the contractor for tickets 
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issued using a SF 1113, Public Voucher for 
Transportation Charges, attaching the blue 
GTR copy to the SF 1113. A copy of the 
GTR and the bill will be furnished to the in
stallation transportation/travel office. 

f. The contractor will promptly notify the 
transportation officer of lost or stolen 
GTRs. The notification will include a com
plete statement of facts. If a lost or stolen 
GTR was partially complete and contained 
the name of a carrier, service ordered or 
point of origin, the contractor shall also 
provide written notification to the travel 
agency or SATO. If a GTR which had been 
reported as lost or stolen is subsequently lo
cated, it shall not be used. It shall be 
marked "cancelled" and returned to the 
transportation officer. 

g. A GTR spoiled in preparation, can
celled, or prepared for issuance but not 
used, shall be marked "cancelled" and re
turned to the transportation officer. 

h. The contractor will maintain a register 
of GTRs received by GTR number so that 
the use and disposition of each GTR can be 
detemined. For the first fiscal year, at the 
end of each fiscal year quarter, the trans
portation officer will reconcile the GTR reg
ister with the contractor and reflect the 
result of the reconciliation on the installa
tion register. Based on the experience 
gained during the first year, reconciliation 
may be performed less frequently but in no 
case shall less than one reconciliation per 
fiscal year be performed. 

i. Upon completion of each applicable con
tract, the contractor will return all unused 
GTRs to the transportation officer. In addi
tion, upon completion of a contract, the 
transportation officer will notify the SATO 
or travel agency that issuance of tickets at 
government rates to the contractor for the 
completed contract is no longer authorized. 

j. Government fares will not be used by 
the contractor if commercial fares that are 
less or equal to the contract fare are avail
able. 

[Appendix Il 
ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE, 

Washington, DC, January 8, 1987. 
Memorandum for Assistant Inspector Gen

eral for Auditing, DOD. 
Subject: Draft Report on the Audit of Con

tractors' Use of Government Transpor
tation Requests <Project 6AC-012>. 

This is in response to your memorandum 
of September 30, 1986, subject as above. 

The purpose of the audit was to review 
and evaluate the utilization of the General 
Services Administration's <GSA> discount 
air fares program by Defense contractors. 
The draft report recommended that the De
partment of Defense <DoD) expand the use 
of the GSA discount air fare program by 
our contractors. 

In general, we have already implemented 
most of the recommendations with which 
we concur. GSA discount air fare has been 
available to contractors for only two years. 
During that time Military Traffic Manage
ment Command CMTMC) has worked con
tinuously with GSA concerning route nego
tiations with airlines: the ASD<A&L> issued 
a relevant policy memorandum; and the 
DAR council completed Case No. 85-280 
which <when implemented) establishes FAR 
guidance to contracting officers. 

The enclosure includes a detailed response 
to each specific recommendation, including 
the recommendation for which we partially 
concur and the recommendation for which 
we nonconcur. 

Thank you for the opportunity to com
ment on the draft report. 

THOMAS P. CHRISTIE 
<For the Assistant Secretary of 
Defense <Acquisition & Logistics)). 

DRAFT REPORT ON THE AUDIT OF CONTRAC
TORS' USE OF GOVERNMENT TRANSPORTA
TION REQUESTS (PROJECT 6AC-012) 

RECOMMENDATIONS 
Recommendation A. 1.-Establish DoD

wide policies and procedures that require 
DoD components to achieve effective use of 
the General Services Administration's dis
count air fares by government contractors 
traveling in support of cost-reimbursable 
contracts. To achieve this objective, the pro
cedures should explain how: 

a. Contracting officers and administrative 
contracting officers can authorize contrac
tors to use discount air fares on travel 
charged to existing cost-type contracts; 

b. Contractors can obtain Government 
Transportation Requests, which some air
lines require as authorizations for obtaining 
the discount air fares; 

c. Contractors can request discount air 
fares from the airlines; 

d. Contractors will pay for discount air 
fares obtained with Government Transpor
tation Requests; 

e. Contractors' use will be monitored and 
controlled to ensure full and proper use of 
the discount air fares, and, 

f. Services and Defense agencies will moni
tor their organizations' efforts to arrange 
for contractors to use the fares. 

ASD(A&LJ Response.-Concur.-Prior to 
the IG's release of the "Draft Report on the 
Audit of Contractors' Use of Government 
Transportation Requests" <Project 6AC-
012 ), the DoD began expanding the use of 
the General Services Administration's 
<GSA) discount air fare program to include 
contractors traveling under cost reimbursa
ble contracts when such travel cost is a 
direct charge to the contract. On April 1, 
1986, the Assistant Secretary of Defense 
<Acquisition and Logistics) CASD<A&L)) 
issued a memorandum <see attachment A> 
to the Military Departments and the De
fense Logistics Agency <DLA) encouraging 
greater utilization of GSA discount air fares 
by eligible contractors. The memorandum 
heralded the potential savings which were 
available through the program. The memo
randum also provided suggested procedures 
to be used by contractors and contracting 
officers. 

Further, the Defense Acquisition Regula
tory <DAR> Council initiated DAR Case 85-
280 entitled "Use of Government Contract 
Air Fares" in December of 1986 <see attach
ment B>. The DAR case as approved by the 
DAR Council on August 8, 1986, creates a 
new subpart to the Federal Acquisition Reg
ulation <FAR> 51-3 entitled "Contractor Use 
of Government Discount Air Passenger 
Transportation Rates." This FAR subpart 
prescribes policies and procedures for con
tractors' use of discount air passenger trans
portation rates on cost reimbusement con
tracts and cost reimbursement line items in 
other contracts. 

A proposed policy memorandum for signa
ture of the Under Secretary of Defense <Ac
quisition) <USD<A» is currently being devel
oped that reiterates the aforementioned 
policy memorandum issued by the 
ASD<A&L>. 

Recommendation A. 2.-Require the Serv
ices and Defense agencies to provide guid
ance to their subordinate organizations to 
give them a complete understanding of the 

policies and procedures pertaining to con
tractors' use of the discount air fares. 

ASD(A&LJ Response.-Concur.-The 
aforementioned new FAR subpart 51.3 pro
vides both general and specific guidance to 
field personnel pertaining to contractors' 
use of the discount air fares. Additionally 
the policy memorandum signed by the 
ASD<A&L> on April l, 1986, attached sug
gested procedures to assist field personnel 
in implementing this program. The Military 
Departments and the Defense agencies have 
disseminated the guidance prescribed in the 
ASD<A&L> April 1, 1986, memorandum to 
their subordinate organizations. This guid
ance has been further disseminated through 
various correspondence to DOD contracting 
organizations. Contractor use of discount air 
fares will also be a major item of discussion 
at Defense Contract Administration Serv
ices <DCAS> travel and transportation work
shops. To ensure maximum coverage of this 
issue the forth coming USD<A> policy 
memorandum will reiterate and re-enforce 
the guidance provided in our April 1, 1986, 
memorandum. The proposed USD<A> policy 
memorandum will request the Military De
partments and Defense agencies to provide 
appropriate guidance to their subordinate 
commands to ensure contractors' use of 
GSA discount air fares. 

Recommendation B. 1.-Request that the 
defense Acquisition Regulatory Council pro
pose to the Federal acquisition Regulation 
Secretariat that Part 51 of the Federal Ac
quisition regulation be clarified and expand
ed so that contractors can be authorized to 
use the General Services Administration's 
discount air fares on all travel that is solely 
in support of all types of government con
tracts. 

ASDfA&LJ Response.-Partially Concur.
In August of 1986, the DAR Council ap
proved Case 84-280 and sent it to the Civil
ian Agency Acquisition Council <CAAC> for 
their consideration. This coverage would re
quire contracting officers to include a provi
sion in cost reimbursement contracts and 
contracts with cost reimbursable line items 
to require the contractor to use GSA dis
count air fares to the maximum extent 
practicable. The proposed FAR coverage 
also allows the contracting officer to insert 
a similar clause in other contracts involving 
air travel by contractor employees when ad
vantageous to the Government. 

In regards to your recommendation that 
FAR Part 51 be revised to "authorize" con
tractors to use GSA discount air fares, it is 
important to note that the FAR cannot "au
thorize" contractor eligibility, rather it is 
the air carrier's willingness to extend the 
GSA discount air fares to DoD contractors. 
The newly approved FAR coverage does not 
restrict the types of contracts for which 
contractors use of the GSA discount air fare 
is allowed. 

According to the GSA Director for Travel 
and Transportation Management Division, 
Federal Supply Service, airlines are not re
quired to extend to government contractors 
the government discount air fare program. 
Only 16 out of the 27 airlines participating 
in the government discount air fare pro
gram have agreed to extend this privilege to 
government contractors in FY 1987. In fact, 
two major airlines (Delta and Eastern) 
which allowed this extension in FY 1986, 
have withdrawn the privilege in 1987 be
cause of perceived contractor abuses, that is, 
contractors traveling under the government 
discount program for other than govern
ment business. The GSA Director further 
noted that in FY 1986 government contrac-
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tors were authorized discounts on 700 
<68.0%> of the 1030 city pairs routes avail
able to government travelers. In FY 1987, 
however, only 350 (24.1 %> routes were avail
able for contractors in spite of an increase 
in the number of routes available to govern
ment travelers from 1030 to 1450. This dras
tic drop appears to result from air carriers 
concerns about perceived abuses by contrac
tors and the issue of control. 

The fact of the matter is that business 
travel is the "bread and butter" of the air 
carrier industry. The evidence seems to indi
cate that the air carriers do not find wide
spread application of GSA discounts to a 
large segment of their prime business 
market palatable. If we push too hard to 
expand application of our discounts to a 
larger and larger population of contractors 
travel, we are likely to see more airlines 
dropping out of the GSA system or we may 
see a rise in the rates for air travel by Gov
ernment employees. A discount to all is a 
discount to none. 

Recommendation B. 2.-Upon completion 
of Recommendation 1, request that the 
General Services Administration negotiate 
discount air fares for all contractor air 
travel solely in support of government con
tracts. 

ASDfA&LJ Response.-Concur.-In con
junction with recommendation C2 the Mili
tary Traffic Management Command will re
quest GSA to negotiate with participating 
airlines to expand the terms of the discount 
air fare contracts to include contractors air 
travel in support of government contracts. 

Recommendation B. 3.-Pending revision 
of Part 51 of the Federal Acquisition Regu
lation, require contracting officers to negoti
ate air travel expenses in fixed-price con
tracts under a separate cost-reimbursable 
provision in which contractors are enabled 
to use government discount fares and are re
quired to contain air travel expenses to cost 
equivalent to or less than the government 
fares, whenever practical. 

ASDfA&LJ Response.-Concur.-The pro
posed USD(A) memorandum to the Military 
Departments and Defense agencies will rec
ommend that contracting officers give con
sideration to negotiating air travel require
ments in fixed-price contracts under a sepa
rate cost-reimbursable provision, where 
such a practice is determined to be in the 
best interest of the government. 

Recommendation B. 4.-Establish criteria, 
based on level of government business, for 
contractor use of the government discount 
air fares for trave charged as indirect costs 
to all types of government contracts. 

ASDfA&LJ Response.-Nonconcur.-We do 
not believe that establishing the detailed 
procedures that would be required, along 
with the burdensome administrative re
quirements to properly administer this rec
ommendation, would be economically feasi
ble. In addition, as stated in our response to 
recommendation B.1 above, only 16 out of 
27 airlines have agreed to extend this cover
age to government contractors, plus 2 major 
airlines have withdrawn the coverage be
cause of possible contractor abuses. In our 
opinion, extending the coverage to travel 
charged as indirect cost could cause further 
concerns on the part of the airlines with po
tential further reductions in the program. 
Lastly, depending upon the mix of business, 
such a policy could give a competitive ad
vantage to certain contractors. 

[Appendix Jl 
DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY, 

Washington, DC, December 4, 1986. 
Memorandum thru Robert W. Allen, LTC, 

GS, ADAS, Assistant Secretary of the 
Army <Installations and Logistics). 

For Deputy Assistant Inspector General for 
Auditing, Department of Defense, Eric 
A. Orsini, Deputy Assistant Secretary of 
the Army <Logistics) OASA <I&L) 

Subject: Draft Report on the Audit of Con
tractors' Use of Government Transpor
tation Requests <Project 6AC-012)-In
formation memorandum. 

1. This is the response to your memoran
dum of 30 September 1986, requesting infor
mation on subject DOD-IG Draft Report. 

2. The Army position for each finding and 
recommendation is at Tab A. 

3. Point of contact for this office is MAJ 
Donna D. Lightfoot, 44376. 

PAUL C. HURLEY, 
Brigadier General, GS, Director for 

Transportation, Energy and Troop Support. 

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY, DODIG DRAFT 
AUDIT REPORT No. 6AC-012, CONTRACTOR'S 
USE OF GOVERNMENT TRANSPORTATION RE
QUESTS 
Finding A.-Defense contractors had not 

used the General Services Administration's 
discount air fares when traveling in support 
of Government cost-reimbursable contracts. 
The discount air fares · were not used be
cause DoD had not established Defense
wide policies that required Service and De
fense agency contracting personnel to re
quire contractors to use the discount travel 
rates. Furthermore, there were no Defense
wide procedures explaining how contractors 
could request and pay for the fares. By 
taking advantage of available discount fares, 
DoD could have saved an estimated $26.l 
million, or 24 percent of the $107.4 million it 
reimbursed to the 90 contractors for air 
travel costs incurred in support of cost-reim
bursable Government contracts during 1985. 

Additional facts.-None. 
Recommendations and actions taken: 
Recommendation 1.-Establish DoD-wide 

policies and procedures that require DoD 
components to achieve effective use of the 
General Services Administration's discount 
air fares by Government contractors travel
ing in support of cost-reimbursable con
tracts. To achieve this objective, the proce
dures should explain how: (a) Contracting 
officers and administrative contracting offi
cers can authorize contractors to use dis
count air fares on travel charged to existing 
cost-type contracts; (b) Contractors can 
obtain Government Transportation Re
quests, which some airlines require a.5 au
thorizations for obtaining the discount air 
fares; (c) Contractors can request discount 
air fares from the airlines; <d> Contractors 
will pay for discount fares obtained with 
Government Transportation Requests; <e> 
Contractors' use will be monitored and con
trolled to ensure full and proper use of the 
discount air fares; and (f) Services and De
fense agencies will monitor their organiza
tions' efforts to arrange for contractors to 
use the fares. 

Army position.-Concur. DAR Council has 
approved implementing policies and proce
dures under DAR Case 85-280. 

Recommendation 2.-Require the Services 
and Defense agencies to provide guidance to 
their subordinate organizations to give them 
a complete understanding of the policies 
and procedures pertaining to contractors' 
use of the discount air fares. 

Army position.-Concur. Upon completion 
of above DAR case, further guidance will be 
provided. 

Finding B.-Air travel costs incurred by 90 
Defense contractors in sole support of Gov
ernment contracts and charges as direct 
costs on fixed-price contracts and as indirect 
costs on all types of Government contracts 
were not eligible for the General Services 
Administration's discount air fares. This oc
curred because the General Services Admin
istration's contracts with the airlines limit
ed Government contractors' use of discount 
fares only to air travel that was chargeable 
as direct costs on cost-reimbursable con
tracts. During calendar year 1985, about 
$163.3 million of air travel by the 90 con
tractors was charged as direct costs on 
fixed-price contracts and as indirect costs on 
all types of Government contracts. If dis
count fares had been eligible and used on 
the $163.3 million of noncost contract 
travel, the air fares paid by the 90 contrac
tors in 1985 could have been reduced by an 
estimated $61.6 million. 

Additional facts.-None. 
Recommendations and actions taken. 
Recommendation 1.-Request that the 

Defense Acquisition Regulatory Council 
propose to the Federal Acquisition Regula
tion Secretariat that Part 51 of the Federal 
Acquisition Regulation be clarified and ex
panded so that contractors can be author
ized to use the General Services Administra
tion's discount air fares on all travel that is 
solely in support of all types of Government 
contracts. 

Army position.-Partially concur. This 
recommendation should be addressed to an 
OSD office rather than the DAR Council. 
GSA's agreements with air carriers would 
have to address access to discounted rates 
for all types of contracts. It should be noted 
that the larger the ba.5e of "discounted" 
users the smaller will be the discount avail
able. 

Recommendation 2.-Upon completion of 
Recommendation 1, request that the Gener
al Services Administration negotiate dis
count air fares for all contractor air travel 
solely in support of Government contracts. 

Army position.-Concur for cost type con
tracts. 

Recommendation 3.-Pending revision of 
Part 51 of the Federal Acquisition Regula
tion, require contracting officers to negoti
ate air travel expenses in fixed-price con
tracts under a separate cost-reimbursable 
provision in which contractors are enabled 
to use Government discount fares and are 
required to contain air travel expenses to 
costs equivalent to or less than the Govern
ment fares, whenever practical. 

Army position.-Nonconcur. Use of dis
count air fares should not be mandated for 
fixed price contracts. A separate reimbursa
ble line item for travel would reduce the 
cost risk to the contractor, open up the po
tential for excess costs, and result in unnec
essary contract administration costs. 

Recommendation 4.-Establish criteria, 
based on level of Government business, for 
contractor use of Government discount air 
fares for travel charged as indirect costs to 
all types of Government contracts. 

Army position.-Nonconcur. It would be 
difficult to monitor indirect costs at dis
count rates, particularly in fixed price con
tracts. A contractor could charge indirect 
costs for travel which was not really essen
tial for performance of that contract. 

Finding C.-Discount air fares were not 
available on flights frequently used by De
fense contractors. Discount air fares did not 
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exist for $120.9 million of the $362.0 million 
in 1985 travel taken in sole support of Gov
ernment work by the 90 contractors in our 
audit. The fares did not exist because Gov
ernment contractors' travel patterns were 
not considered by Government managers 
when soliciting discount air fare routes from 
airlines. If discount air fares had been estab
lished for all routes traveled by these con
tractors in 1985, DoD could have saved an 
estimated $14.7 million on trips charged as 
direct costs on cost-reimbursable contracts. 
An additional $32. 7 million could have been 
saved if discount air fare rates were avail
able for all travel charged as direct costs on 
fixed-price contracts <$14.0 million> and as 
indirect costs on all types of Government 
contracts <$18.7 million), and if contractors 
were permitted to use discount air fares on 
such trips. 

Additional facts.-None. 
Recommendations and actions taken. 
Recommendation 1.-The Army Deputy 

Chief of Staff for Logistics, the Assistant 
Secretary of the Navy (Shipbuilding and Lo
gistics), the Assistant Secretary of the Air 
Force <Research, Development and Logis
tics), and the Director, Defense Logistics 
Agency require their contract administra
tion activities to obtain data that shows air 
routes traveled by their major contractors 
and report that data to the Commander, 
Military Traffic Management Command. 

Army position.-Concur. Data on air 
routes can be obtained for current con
tracts. 

Recommendation 2.-The Commander, 
Military Traffic Management Command re
quest the General Services Administration 
to negotiate additional discount air fares 
based on air routes traveled by major De
fense contractors. 

Army position.-Concur. 

[Appendix Kl 
DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY, 

OFFICE OF THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY, 
Washington, DC, January 8, 1987. 

Memorandum: For Department of Defense 
Inspector General <AIG<A» 

Subject: Draft report on the audit of con
tractors' use of Government transporta
tion requests (project 6AC-012>. 

As requested by TAB A, we have reviewed 
the subject report. Our comments concern
ing each finding and recommendation are 
set forth in TAB B. 

EVERETT PYATT, 
Assistant Secretary of the Navy, 

(Shipbuilding and Logistics). 

NAVY COMMENTS 

1. Finding A-"Defense contractors had 
not used the General Services Administra
tion discount air fares when traveling in 
support of Government cost-reimbursable 
contracts. The discount air fares were not 
used because DoD had not established De
fense-wide policies that required Service and 
Defense agency contracting personnel to re
quire contractors to use discount travel 
rates. Furthermore, there were no Defense
wide procedures explaining how contractors 
could request and pay for the fares. By 
taking advantage of available discount fares, 
DoD could have saved an estimated $26.1 
million or 24 percent of the $107.4 million it 
reimbursed to the 90 contractors for air 
travel costs incurred in support of cost-reim
bursable Government contracts during 
1985." 

Comment-Navy agrees that contractors 
have not used the discount air fares widely 
and that this is chiefly because there is no 

Defense-wide policy mandating use of the 
fares and detailing procedures to use the 
fares. Navy takes no position on the esti
mated savings that DoD might have experi
enced since we cannot track specifically how 
these estimated savings were calculated. 

2. Recommendation A.1.-"We recommend 
that the Assistant Secretary of Defense <Ac
quisition and Logistics) establish DoD-wide 
policies and procedures that require DoD 
components to achieve effective use of the 
General Services Administration's discount 
air fares by Government contractors travel
ing in support of cost-reimbursable con
tracts. To achieve this objective, the proce-
dures should explain how: .......... " 

Comment-Navy concurs. 
3. Recommendation A.2.-"We recommend 

that the Assistant Secretary of Defense <Ac
quisition and Logistics) require the Services 
and Defense agencies to provide guidance to 
their subordinate organizations to give them 
a complete understanding of the policies 
and procedures pertaining to contractors' 
use of the discount air fares." 

Comment-Navy concurs to the extent 
that the Services would be required to pro
vide guidance to their subordinate activities 
only after the DoD-wide policies referred to 
in recommendation A.1. are promulgated. 

4. Finding B-Air travel costs incurred by 
90 Defense contractors in sole support of 
Government contracts and charged as direct 
costs on fixed-price contracts and as indirect 
costs on all types of Government contracts 
were not eligible for the General Services 
Administration's discount air fares. This oc
curred because the General Services Admin
istration's contracts with the airlines limit
ed Government contractors' use of discount 
fares only to air travel that was chargeable 
as direct costs on cost-reimbursable con
tracts. During calendar year 1985, about 
$163.3 million of air travel by the 90 con
tractors was charged as direct costs on 
fixed-price contracts and as indirect costs on 
all types of Government contracts. If dis
counted fares had been eligible and used on 
the $163.3 million of noncost contract 
travel, the air fares paid by the 90 contrac
tors could have been reduced by an estimat
ed $61.6 million." 

Comment-Navy concurs that the reason 
that contractors could not use the reduced 
air fares under fixed-price contracts and for 
indirect costs is that the GSA contracts 
with the airlines do not permit them to. 
Navy takes no position with respect to the 
amount by which contractor travel expenses 
might have been reduced because we can 
not track specifically how these amounts 
were calculated. 

5. Recommendation B.1.-"The Assistant 
Secretary of Defense <Acquisition and Logis
tics> request the Defense Acquisition Regu
latory Council propose to the Federal Ac
quisition Regulation Secretariat that Part 
51 of the Federal Acquisition Regulation be 
clarified and expanded so that contractors 
can be authorized to use the General Serv
ices Administration's discount air fares on 
all travel that is solely in support of all 
types of Government contracts." 

Comment-Navy concurs with the intent 
of this recommendation, but recommends 
that the words "Part 51 of" be deleted. The 
DAR Council should have the flexibility to 
determine where and how best to address 
this issue in the FAR. In addition, to 
achieve maximum benefit, Navy recom
mends that the words "authorized to used" 
be revised to read "required to use when 
feasible". Our rationale is that if GSA is 
able to negotiate changes in its contracts 

with the airlines which would permit con
tractors to use the reduced fares for fixed
price contracts and indirect costs, then con
tractors should be required to use the re
duced fares to the same extent as they 
would be required to use them for cost-type 
contracts. 

6. Recommendation B.2.-"The Assistant 
Secretary of Defense <Acquisition and Logis
tics), upon completion of Recommendation 
B.1., request that the General Services Ad
ministration negotiate discount air fares for 
all contractor air travel solely in support of 
Government contracts." 

Comment-Navy concurs. 
7. Recommendation B.3.-"The Assistant 

Secretary of Defense <Acquisition and Logis
tics), pending revision of Part 51 of the Fed
eral Acquisition Regulation, require con
tracting officers to negotiate air travel ex
penses in fixed-price contracts under a sepa
rate cost-reimbursable provision in which 
contractors are enabled to use Government 
discount fares and are required to contain 
air travel expenses to costs equivalent to or 
less than the Government fares, whenever 
practical." 

Comment-Navy concurs, provided con
tracting officers can retain some flexibility 
to not include a separate cost-reimbursable 
provision if such provision is inappropriate 
for a particular contract. 

8. Recommendation B.4.-"The Assistant 
Secretary of Defense <Acquisition and Logis
tics> establish criteria, based on level of 
Government business, for contractor use of 
the Government discount air fares for 
travel charged as indirect costs to all types 
of contracts." 

Comment-Navy concurs. 
9. Finding C-"Discount air fares were not 

available on flights frequently used by De
fense contractors. Discount air fare did not 
exist for $120.9 million of the $362.0 million 
in 1985 travel taken in sole support of Gov
ernment work by the 90 contractors in our 
audit. The fares did not exist because Gov
ernment contractors' travel pattens were 
not considered by Government manager 
when soliciting discount air fare routes from 
airlines. If discount air fares had been estab
lished for all routes traveled by these con
tractors in 1985, DoD could have saved an 
estimated $14.7 million on trips charged as 
direct costs on cost-reimbursable contracts. 
An additional $32. 7 million could have been 
saved if discount air fare rates were avail
able for all travel charged as direct costs on 
fixed-price contracts ($14.0 million> and as 
indirect costs on all types of Government 
contracts <$18.7 million>, and if contractors 
were permitted to use discount air fares on 
such trips." 

Comment-Navy concurs that certain 
routes used by DoD contractors are not cov
ered by GSA air fares. We take no position 
with respect to the number of routes in that 
category, nor with the estimated savings 
that DoD might have experienced had all 
contractor air travel been on routes covered 
by the discount fares. 

10. Recommendation C.1.-"The Army 
Deputy Chief of Staff for Logistics, the As
sistant Secretary of the Navy <Shipbuilding 
and Logistics), the Assistant Secretary of 
the Air Force <Research, Development, and 
Logistics), and the Director, Defense Logis
tics Agency require their contract adminis
tration activities to obtain data that shows 
air routes traveled by their major contrac
tors and report that data to the Command
er, Military Traffic Management Com
mand." 
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Comment-Navy concurs, provided report

ing is for a limited time only, or alternative
ly that reporting is on an exception basis 
only (i.e., only for routes not identified in 
the Federal Travel Directory). 

11. Recommendation C.2.-"The Com
mander, Military Traffic Management Com
mand request the General Services Adminis
tration to negotiate additional discount air 
fares based on air routes traveled by major 
Defense contractors." 

Comment-Navy concurs. 

[Appendix Ll 
DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE, 
Washington, DC, December 2, 1986. 

Memorandum: For Assistant inspector gen
eral for auditing, Office of the Inspector 
General, Department of Defense. 

Subject: DOD/IG Report on the Audit of 
Contractors' Use of Government Trans
portation Requests <Project 6AC-012), 
<Your Memo, September 30, 1986)-in
formation memorandum. 

This is in reply to your memorandum to 
Assistant Secretary of the Air Force (FM) 
requesting comments on the findings and 
recommendations made in the subject 
report. 

As you are aware, in November 1984, the 
Air Force initiated procedures whereby cost
reimbursable contractors would travel using 
a Government Transportation Request 
<GTR) to procure General Services Admin
istration <GSA) city-pair fares. Our proto
type was Aerospace Corporation, Los Ange
les, CA. The first 30-day cost avoidance was 
$192,329. Since that time, we have expanded 
the program to include seven other defense 
contractors. We have achieved cost-avoid
ance of over $8.6 million through September 
30, 1986. In addition, we have identified 
other defense contractor locations and are 
currently in the staffing process to bring 
these on line. 

The Air Force has reviewed the subject 
report and concurs with all the findings and 
recommendations except recommendation 
A.3 in which you have recommended that 
contracting officers negotiate air travel ex
penses in fixed-price contracts under a sepa
rate cost-reimbursable provision until the 
Federal Acquisition Regulation <FAR) is 
changed allowing contractors to use GSA 
discount fares on all types of contracts. 

As you are aware, cost-reimbursable con
tracts are the least desirable contract type, 
not only from a standpoint of increased 
Government risk, but also because of the 
large administrative burden associated with 
cost-reimbursable contracts. Inclusion of a 
cost-reimbursable provision in a fixed price 
contract essentially transforms the contract 
into a cost-reimbursable type contract for 
administrative purposes and complicates the 
contracting process. In addition, there 
would be little incentive for a contractor to 
control their travel expenses under a cost
reimbursable arrangement, and programs 
would be vulnerable to cost growth in those 
cases where a contractor's actual travel 
costs exceeded the cost estimate. 

Overall, we believe the disadvantages of 
including a cost-reimbursable provision in 
all fixed price contracts outweigh the ad
vantages, and therefore do not agree with 
this specific recommendation. There may be 
circumstances when it is appropriate to in
clude a cost-reimbursable provision for 
travel expenses in a fixed price contract, but 
normally this would be an exception. Since 
the required change to the FAR to allow 
the use of GSA discount fares on all types 
of contracts is relatively minor, we suggest 
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that the change be given top priority in the 
Defense Acquisition Regulation council to 
allow speedy implementation. 

With regards to Recommendation C.l, Air 
Force Systems Command will be tasked to 
identify the most frequently traveled air 
routes used by their major contractors, and 
in turn, furnish this information to the 
Commander, Military Traffic Management 
Command. Expected completion date is 
March 31, 1987. 

We appreciate the opportunity to com
ment on the subject report and are fully 
supportive of the Department of Defense's 
goal of conserving valuable travel dollars. 

THOMAS E. COOPER, 
Assistant Secretary, 

Research, Development, and Logistics. 

[Appendix Ml 
DEFENSE LOGISTICS AGENCY, 

Alexandria, VA, November 26, 1986. 
Memorandum For Assistant Inspector Gen

eral for Auditing, Department of De
fense. 

Subject: Draft Report, "Contractors' Use of 
Government Transportation Requests" 
<Project No. 6AC-012). 

This is in response to your 30 September 
1986 draft report, subject as above. We have 
reviewed subject report. Our comment is as 
follows: 

Recommendation: 1. The Army Deputy 
Chief of Staff for Logistics, the Assistant 
Secretary of the Navy <Shipbuilding and Lo
gistics), the Assistant Secretary of the Air 
Force <Research, Development and Logis
tics), and the Director, Defense Logistics 
Agency require their contract administra
tion activities to obtain data that shows air 
routes traveled by their major contactors 
and report that data to the Commander, 
Military Traffic Management Command. 

Comment· We concur in the Department 
of Defense Inspector General's finding and 
recommendation. Defense Contract Admin
istration Services Transportation offices are 
implementing the program as rapidly as fea
sible, but must do so by voluntary agree
ment of the contractor. Currently, there is 
no contractural requirement for a contrac
tor to use Government air fares. 

Defense Acquisition Regulation Case 85-
28, Use of Government Contract Air Fares, 
is expected to be approved soon and will 
provide the mandatory Federal Acquisition 
Regulation clause necessary to require a 
contractor to use the reduced fares. 

We will work with the Military Traffic 
Management Command as recommended. 

This will be an ongoing effort and no com
pletion date can be provided. 

D.W. McKINNON, Jr., 
RADM, SC, USN, Deputy Director 

(Acquisition Management). 
[Appendix Nl 

ACTIVITIES VISITED 

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

Office of the Deputy Assistant Secretary 
of Defense, <Procurement>, Washington, 
DC. 

Office of the Deputy Assistant Secretary 
of Defense, (Logistics and Materiel Manage
ment), Washington, DC. 

Defense Acquisition Regulatory Council, 
Arlington, VA. 

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 

Office of the Assistant Secretary of the 
Army, <Research, Development and Acquisi
tion), Washington, DC. 

Office of the Deputy Chief of Staff for 
Logistics, Washington, DC. 

Military Traffic Management Command, 
Falls Church, VA. 

Plant Representative Offices: 
Bell Helicopter Textron, Fort Worth, TX. 
Boeing Vertol Company, Philadelphia, 

PA. 
DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY 

Office of the Assistant Secretary of the 
Navy <Shipbuilding and Logistics), Arling
ton, VA. 

Naval Air Systems Command, Arlington, 
VA. 

Naval Sea Systems Command, Arlington, 
VA. 

Naval Military Personnel Command, Ar
lington, VA. 

Space and Naval Warfare Systems Com
mand, Washington, DC. 

Plant Representative Offices: 
Grumman Aerospace Corporation, Beth

page, NY. 
Lockheed-California Company, Burbank, 

CA. 
Lockheed Missile and Space Company, 

SunnyVale, CA. 
Westinghouse Electric Corporation, An

napolis, MD. 
DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 

Office of the Deputy Assistant Secretary 
of the Air Force <Acquisition Management), 
Washington, DC. 

Air Force Systems Command, Andrews Air 
Force Base, MD. 

Air Force Space Division, Los Angeles, CA. 
Plant Representative Offices: 
Aerojet General Corporation, Sacramento, 

CA. 
Aerospace Corporation, Los Angeles, CA. 
Boeing Company, Seattle, WA. 
Hughes Aircraft Company, Los Angeles, 

CA. 
Lockheed Missile and Space Company, 

Sunnyvale, CA. 
Martin Marietta Denver Aerospace, 

Denver, CO. 
Mitre Corporation, Beford, MA. 
Rockwell International Corporation, Ana

heim, CA. 
Military Airlift Command, Scott Air Force 

Base, IL. 
DEFENSE AGENCIES 

Defense Logistics Agency, Alexandria, VA. 
Defense Contract Administration Services 

Region, Los Angeles, CA. 
Defense Contract Administration Services 

Plant Representative Offices: 
American Telephone and Telegraph Tech

nologies, Incorporated, Burlington, NC. 
FMC Corporation, San Jose, CA. 
International Business Machine, Incorpo

rated, Owego, NY. 
McDonnell Douglas, Huntington Beach, 

CA. 
Rockwell International, Tulsa, OK. 
Singer-Link, Binghamton, NY. 
Defense Contract Administration Manage

ment Area, Resident Office: 
ITT Gilfillan, Van Nuys, CA. 
Defense Contract Audit Agency, Alexan

dria, VA. 
OTHER ACTIVITIES 

General Services Administration, Wash
ington, DC. 

[Appendix 0] 

FINAL REPORT DISTRIBUTION 

OFFICE TO THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

Office of the Assistant Secretary of De
fense (Production and Logistics). 

Assistant Secretary of Defense <Comptrol
ler). 
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Assistant Secretary of Defense <Public Af

fairs). 
DEFENSE AGENCIES 

Defense Advanced Research Projects 
Agency. 

Joint Tactical Command, Control and 
Communication Agency. 

Defense Communication Agency. 
Defense Contract Audit Agency. 
Defense Intelligence Agency. 
Defense Investigative Service. 
Defense Logistics Agency. 
Defense Logistics Studies Information Ex-

change. 
Defense Mapping Agency. 
Defense Nuclear Agency. 
Defense Security Assistance Agency. 
National Security Agency. 

MILITARY DEPARTMENTS 
Army Inspector General. 
Comptroller of the Navy. 
Auditor General, Air Force Audit Agency. 

OTHER 
Office of Management and Budget 
Congressional Committees: 
Senate Subcommittee on Defense, Com

mittee on Appropriations. 
Senate Committee on Armed Services. 
Senate Committee on Governmental Af

fairs. 
Senate Ranking Minority Member, Com

mittee on Armed Services. 
House Committee on Appropriations. 
House Committee on Defense, Committee 

on Appropriations. 
House Ranking Minority Member, Com

mittee on Appropriations. 
House Committee on Armed Services. 
House Committee on Government Oper

ations. 
House Subcommittee on Legislation and 

National Security, Committee on Govern
ment Operations. 

Administrator, General Services Adminis
tration. 

Mr. WEICKER. Mr. President, I un
derstand the amendment has been 
cleared by both sides. Hopefully. if 
agreement can be arrived at, and it 
should be, the cost savings here are es
timated at anywhere between $100 
million and $135 million to the Gov
ernment. I would hope the amend
ment is agreed to. 

Mr. WARNER addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Senator from Virginia. 
Mr. WARNER. The amendment has 

been reviewed on this side. We think it 
is a constructive amendment and clear 
it. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend
ment. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I 
think the chairman has not had an op
portunity to speak. 

Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, we urge 
the approval of the amendment. We 
think it is a good amendment and de
serves the Senate's support. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is 
there further debate? If not, the ques
tion is on agreeing to the amendment. 

The amendment <No. 2013> was 
agreed to. 

Mr. WEICKER. Mr. President, I 
move to reconsider the vote by which 
the amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. DIXON. I move to lay that 
motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. WARNER addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Senator from Virginia. 
Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I 

might make inquiry of the Senator 
from Illinois. Is the Senator from Illi
nois prepared to go forward with the 
balance of his work or should we have 
Mr. WILSON proceed? 

Mr. DIXON. As far as I am con
cerned, I think now we should go to 
the amendment of the distinguished 
Senator from California. 

My amendment has been adopted. I 
thank the Senator from Virginia. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I 
think we will be ready momentarily to 
proceed with the amendment of the 
Senator from California. 

Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, I suggest 
the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. WILSON. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

The Senator from California is rec
ognized. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2014 

(Purpose: To amend title 10, United States 
Code, to provide Federal financial assist
ance for public school districts affected by 
military family housing projects>. 
Mr. WILSON. Mr. President, I send 

an amendment to the desk and ask for 
its immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment will be stated. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

The Senator from California [Mr. 
WILSON], for himself, Mr. HATCH, Mr. PELL, 
Mr. PRESSLER, Mr. MOYNIHAN, Mr. DASCHLE, 
Mr. MURKOWSKI, and Mr. STEVENS, proposes 
an amendment numbered 2014. 

Mr. WILSON. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that reading of the 
amendment by dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
On page 232, between lines 14 and 15, 

insert the following: 
SEC. 2811. FINANCIAL ASSISTANCE TO PUBLIC 

SCHOOL DISTRICTS AFFECTED BY 
MILITARY FAMILY HOUSING 
PROJECTS 

<a> IN GENERAL.-<1) Subchapter II of 
chapter 169 of title 10, United States Code, 
is amended by adding at the end the follow
ing new section: 
"§ 2835. Assistance to public school districts af

fected by military family housing projects 
"(a) PAYMENT OF ASSISTANCE.-If a project 

for the acquisition of family housing subject 
to this subchapter affects one or more 
public school districts in the United States 
as described in subsection (b), the Secretary 
of the military department carrying out 

such project shall, subject to subsection <e>. 
pay to the public school district or districts, 
as the case may be, the amount determined 
by multiplying the total number of square 
feet of the floor space of the family housing 
acquired in such project by $1.50, as adjust
ed under subsection <k>. 

"(b) SCHOOL DISTRICTS ELIGIBLE FOR PAY
MENT.-A public school district is eligible to 
receive a payment under subsection <a> in 
connection with a family housing project 
only if such school district demonstrates to 
the Secretary concerned that-

"( 1) the total number of students enrolled 
in public schools in such school district is 
likely to be substantially increased over the 
number of students that would otherwise be 
enrolled in such public schools except for 
the enrollment of students whose parents 
are employed <or will be employed> on such 
project or live <or will live> in the family 
housing proposed to be acquired; and 

"(2) such school district does not have suf
ficient financial resources or facilities to 
provide adequately for the educational 
needs of the increased number of students. 

"(c) ALLOCATION OF PAYMENT.-<1) In the 
event that a family housing project under 
this subchapter affects more than one 
public school district as described in subsec
tion <b><l>, the Secretary concerned shall al
locate among such districts the total 
amount required to be paid under subsec
tion (a). 

"<2> The amount of the allocation of a 
public school district referred to in para
graph <1> shall be determined by multiply
ing the total amount to be paid under sub
section <a> by the percentage determined by 
dividing-

" CA) the total number of students enrolled 
in public schools in such school district that 
exceeds the number of students that would 
otherwise be enrolled in such public schools 
except for the enrollment of students whose 
parents are referred to in subsection (b)(l), 
by 

"<B> the total number of students enrolled 
in public schools in all school districts re
f erred to in paragraph (1) that exceeds the 
number of students that would otherwise be 
enrolled in such public schools except for 
the enrollment of students whose parents 
are referred to in subsection (b)(l). 

"(d) SOURCE OF FuNDs.-Amounts required 
to be paid under subsection <a> in connec
tion with a family housing project carried 
out by the Secretary of a military depart
ment may be paid out of funds available to 
such department for military construction. 

"(e) PAYMENTS SUBJECT TO AVAILABILITY OF 
FuNns.-Payments under this section shall 
be subject to the availability of funds in ac
cordance with subsection (d). If sufficient 
funds are not available for payment under 
this section in any fiscal year, school dis
tricts otherwise eligible for the payment 
shall be paid under this section in the first 
succeeding fiscal year. Payment of such 
school districts shall be made in the order in 
which applications for payment are received 
under this section. 

"(f) NOTICE OF FAMILY HOUSING PROJECT; 
ADDITIONAL INFORMATION.-<1) At least 45 
days before awarding a contract in connec
tion with a family housing project referred 
to in subsection <a>. the Secretary con
cerned shall transmit application materials 
for payment under subsection <a> and the 
following information to each public school 
district that may realize a substantial in
crease in its student population as the result 
of such project: 
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"(A) A written description of the proposed 

project, including the number of persons 
from outside the school district concerned 
who are expected to be employed on such 
project. 

"(B) Instructions for making application 
for payment under subsection <a>. 

"<C> An estimate of the number of fami
lies that will occupy the family housing. 

"CD) A description of the matters that the 
school district must demonstrate to the Sec
retary in order to establish eligibility under 
subsection Cb). 

"CE> Any other information the Secretary 
considers appropriate. 

"(2) The Secretary concerned shall fur
nish a public school district such informa
tion <in addition to the information fur
nished under paragraph < 1)) as the school 
district may request for the purpose of fa
cilitating preparation of documents neces
sary to establish the eligibility of such 
school district under subsection (b). 

"(g) APPLICATIONS.-0) Application for 
payment under this section must be submit
ted by a public school district to the Secre
tary concerned not later than 60 days after 
the date on which the Secretary transmits 
to such school district the information de
scribed in subsection (f)( 1 ). The Secretary 
may, under exceptional circumstances <as 
determined by the Secretary), increase the 
period within which an application may be 
submitted by a school district. 

"(2) Each application submitted by a 
public school district under this section in 
connection with a family housing project 
shall contain such documentation as the 
Secretary concerned may require to estab
lish the eligibility of such school district 
under subsection Cb). 

"(3) Not later than 30 days after the date 
on which the Secretary concerned receives 
an application for a payment under this sec
tion, the Secretary shall approve or disap
prove the application. 

"(h) TIME FOR PAYMENT.-Subject to sub
section (e), a payment required under sub
section <a> in the case of any public school 
district shall be made not later than 30 days 
after the date on which the application for 
such payment is approved by the Secretary 
concerned. 

"(i) USE OF FuNDS.-Funds received by a 
public school district under this section in 
connection with a family housing project 
may be used only for the construction or 
other acquisition of educational facilities 
for schools affected by such project <as de
termined pursuant to subsection <b>O>>. 

"(j) RELATIONSHIP TO OTHER SOURCES OF 
FuNDs.-( 1) A public school district may use 
amounts received under this section only to 
supplement and, to the extent practicable, 
increase the level of funds that would, with
out regard to payments under this section, 
otherwise be made available to such school 
district from sources outside the Federal 
Government for the acquisition of educa
tional facilities by such school district, and 
in no case may such amounts be used to sup
plant such funds. 

"<2> The Secretary of Education shall take 
into consideration, for the purposes of de
termining the priority of a school district 
for assistance under the Act of September 
23, 1950 (Public Law 815, Eighty-first Con
gress), and the amount of assistance to be 
paid to such school district under such Act, 
the amount of any payment made to such 
school district under this section. The Secre
tary of a military department shall furnish 
the Secretary of Education such informa
tion as may be necessary to carry out this 
paragraph. 

"(k) ANNUAL ADJUSTMENT OF AMOUNT OF 
PAYMENT.-Effective on January 1 of each 
year, the rate per square foot paid under 
subsection <a> shall be increased by the per
centage by which the Consumer Price Index 
(all items-United States city average) pub
lished for September. of the preceding year 
by the Department of Commerce exceeds 
such index for September of the year before 
such preceding year. 

"(l) CONSULTATION REQUIREMENT.-The 
Secretary of each military department shall 
consult with the Secretary of Education in 
carrying out this section. 

"(m) DEFINITION.-ln this section, the 
term 'acquisition', with respect to family 
housing or educational facilities, includes 
construction, leasing, addition, extension, 
expansion, alteration, and relocation of 
family housing or educational facilities, re
spectively.". 

(2) The table of sections at the beginning 
of such chapter is amended by inserting 
after the item relating to section 2811 the 
following: 

"2835. Assistance to public school districts 
affected by military family 
housing projects.". 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.-0) The amendment 
made by subsection <a> shall take effect 
with respect to family housing projects for 
which contract solicitations are issued on or 
after October 1, 1988. 

(2) The first adjustment under section 
2835(k) of title 10, United States Code <as 
added by subsection Ca)) shall take effect on 
January 1, 1990, and shall be computed on 
the basis of a comparison of the Consumer 
Price Index <referred to in such section) 
published for September 1989 with the Con
sumer Price Index published for September 
1988. 

Mr. WILSON. Mr. President, I offer 
this amendment on behalf of myself 
and Senators HATCH, PELL, PRESSLER, 
MOYNIHAN, DASCHLE, STEVENS, and 
MURKOWSKI. 

This amendment would correct a De
fense Department policy which is seri
ously flawed, a policy which puts the 
Department of Defense in a somewhat 
schizophrenic position-schizophrenic 
because, on the one hand, the depart
ment has acknowledged that it is not 
meeting a real need, and, on the other 
hand, apparently continues to refuse 
to do so. 

At present, when a military family 
moves onto a base and then their chil
dren are required to attend a local 
school district, there is clearly an 
impact upon the local school district. 
Many in this Chamber are familiar 
with what has been termed impact aid. 
The fact is that impact aid has not 
met the needs of many school districts 
as they seek to accommodate the addi
tional student load generated by fami
lies which have a military connection. 
As a result, there is a growing backlog 
of communities in which schools are 
seeking assistance. They are compelled 
to confront the problem, and yet their 
financial ability does not limit them to 
do so properly. We have literally had 
the situation where certain children of 
military personnel have actually been 

found undergoing their schooling in 
cardboard shacks. 

At present, when military family 
housing contracts are awarded, DOD 
does not assist school districts in off
setting costs associated with educating 
the resultant influx of federally con
nected children. Yet, the affected 
school districts are required to provide 
educational facilities and services to 
these children. 

This amendment seeks to address 
simply the subject of construction of 
shelter-shelter needed so that the 
children of military personnel, like 
any other children, can literally have 
a decent roof over their heads in what 
we call a school. Otherwise, clearly, 
their learning would be impaired, as it 
would be with any other child. 

Because the Department of Defense 
has not been contributing to these 
costs, the result has been overcrowded 
classrooms, literally educational facili
ties made of cardboard in certain com
munities. 

Mr. President, I am sure that the 
majority of my colleagues would agree 
that this is neither an acceptable situ
ation nor one that we, as civilized 
people, can tolerate. How do we ad
dress that problem? We sought to ad
dress it with impact aid; and, as I have 
stated, the result is a growing backlog 
of communities waiting on a list, 
hoping that they will one day be able 
to participate in the very limited 
amount of funds available for school 
construction. 

As a result of this situation, a joint 
study was requested of the Depart
ment of Defense and the Department 
of Education, as a first step toward de
veloping a solution to this problem. 
Last November, the final draft of this 
study, this joint DOD-Department of 
Education study, known as the Dole 
Report-it having been requested by 
the senior Senator from Kansas-was 
finally released. 

The report recognized the responsi
bility of the Department of Defense to 
assist in the education of military de
pendents. Mark this, Mr. President, 
because this is the Department of De
fense together with the Department 
of Education speaking. This is a quota
tion from their report: 

The Department of Defense and the Edu
cation Department recognize the need to ad
dress the school facility requirements iden
tified in the study. Failure to correct these 
deficiencies may deprive military dependent 
schoolchildren of suitable educational facili
ties equivalent to those provided in the civil
ian community and may have a detrimental 
effect on the Department of Defense mis
sion and will only lead to greater costs in 
the future. 

Mr. President, that was indeed pro
phetic. It is right on the mark. Unhap
pily, it is having a detrimental effect 
on the DOD mission, and quite under
standably. 
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Military personnel who are parents, 

whose children are inadequately 
housed as they are attempting to 
learn, are not learning as well as they 
ought to. 

We all spend a great deal of time 
every year, and quite properly, on the 
defense authorization bill. We do so 
because we are concerned that the Na
tion's security, and therefore the 
credibility of its foreign policy, be 
what it should be. We will spend some 
$300 billion-or at least authorize that 
much-in round figures, in this au
thorization bill. Is it asking too much 
that we take from a portion of that, 
that budget which is allocated for mili
tary construction, a tiny fraction, and 
use that to at least keep pace with the 
needs, so that we do not have this 
growing backlog that has resulted 
from the inadequacy of the impact aid 
program? The answer, obviously, is, 
"No." 

We surely are in no position to say 
we cannot afford to do that. 

Let me make clear, Mr. President, 
what is at stake. Military dependents 
deserve high quality education. They 
deserve the same education and the 
same educational environment as chil
dren of civil'1ans in the same communi
ties in which their military parents 
serve and indeed their parents do and 
should demand. 

But actions speak a good deal louder 
than words and the funding mecha
nism in the Dole report as a revenue 
source to address this educational fa
cility shortage is simply inadequate, 
and the report makes that quite clear. 

The funding mechanism chosen was 
the school construction program 
under the Department of Education, 
and it does not take a genius to discov
er that there is a waiting list of 120 
schools for school construction fund
ing. 

Well, at a rate of three to four fund
ing approvals annually, we have ad
dressed the construction needs of all 
schools presently on the list by the 
year 2028, which is a bit academic for 
some of the children who we would 
hope to provide with that roof over 
their heads. 

Mr. President, today we can take 
action to ensure that there will be no 
121 or 122 or 123 schools added to the 
Education Department's waiting list. 
We can offer that hope and in fact we 
can make that hope a reality. 

It is unfortunate, to say the least, 
that the backlog exists and it needs to 
be addressed. 

What we are attempting with this 
amendment is to see that the backlog 
does not increase, that instead by 
taking new action, by taking a frac
tion, a very small fraction, nine ten
thousandths to be exact, we are in a 
position to use the military budget for 
military construction to go forward 
and keep pace with school construc
tion needs that are occasioned by the 

student load generated by military 
families on bases in America's commu
nities. 

Essentially, the amendment before 
us would just require that the Secre
tary of Defense make a payment to 
those school districts that are impact
ed by the acquisition of family hous
ing projects on or after October 1, 
1988. Payments to school districts 
would be determined by multiplying 
the total amount of square footages of 
these on-base housing units by a rate 
of $1.50, $1.50 per square foot. That is 
pretty modest. It is similar to what a 
number of civilian school districts are 
charging developers in my home State 
of California in order to keep pace 
with growing student loads and the 
new school construction needs that 
are generated. 

Additionally the schools would be re
quired to meet basic eligibility require
ments for funding and the moneys re
ceived under the amendment could be 
used for only construction of school 
facilities. 

Acquisition of family housing would 
include the construction, the leasing, 
addition, extension, expansion, alter
ation, or relocation of family housing. 
It would not, however, under the term 
"alteration" include basic mainte
nance. It would not include the kind of 
general maintenance of existing hous
ing such things as the installation of 
new floors or the replacement of win
dowpanes. That would not be included. 

According to the Congressional 
Budget Office the total cost of this 
amendment in this next year is expect
ed to be $5 million and that is the 
annual cost projected on the basis of 
an expectation that we will add about 
3,600 new units of military housing. 

Mr. President, that is nine ten-thou
sandths of the total military construc
tion budget, not the total military 
budget, just the MilCon budget, nine 
ten-thousandths. That is not much. 

So to oppose this amendment solely 
on the basis of cost really is unf ound
ed. There is no good reason to oppose 
this amendment. 

What will be argued by some who 
are concerned about the backlog, 
those on the list under the Depart
ment of Education program, is that 
they have been waiting sometime and 
it is really not fair for others to go 
first. 

Mr. President, my response to that is 
there does need to be a means of ad
dressing that problem. This amend
ment does not purport to do that. It 
does not deal with that backlog. 
Rather, it says that we will simply 
keep pace with needs, as many civilian 
school districts are doing in their own 
communities and attempt to deal with 
growth in growth communities. 

This is not just a local problem in 
California. I have here a statement 
which I have been asked to insert by 
one of the cosponsors, Mr. PRESSLER, 

that recites the present need that 
exists at Ellsworth Air Force Base lo
cated near Rapid City. 

Mr. PRESSLER. Mr. President, I 
would like to express my strong sup
port for Senator WILSON'S amendment 
to the Department of Defense reau
thorization bill. 

Under this amendment, all new mili
tary housing projects would be as
sessed a construction fee of $1.50 per 
square foot. The money generated 
from this fee would be used to assist 
school districts which experience an 
increase in student enrollment as a 
result of a military construction 
project. This amendment would ad
dress a serious problem facing many 
school districts which educate military 
dependents. 

The Federal ownership of property 
reduces local tax revenue for school 
purposes and Federal activities cause 
an influx of persons into these com
munities, resulting in an increased 
number of children to be educated. 
Such problems exist at Ellsworth Air 
Force Base which is located near 
Rapid City, SD. Since the arrival of 
the B-lB bomber at Ellsworth, the 
number of authorized personnel has 
increased by more than 600. Over the 
past 4 years, Douglas School System 
has experienced a 21-percent increase 
in student enrollment. Currently, ap
proximately 770 students are located 
in makeshift classrooms such as a 
supply room and a remote renovated 
missile site. An additional 500 military 
personnel are expected at Ellsworth 
upon completion of the strategic train
ing center CSTC] and the strategic 
warfare center CSWC] in the next few 
years. This school system's already is 
bursting at the seams and currently is 
being forced to use abandoned Nike 
missile sites for classrooms. Additional 
students will add to this system's 
urgent need for adequate teaching fa
cilities. 

Under normal procedure, Douglas 
School District could apply for school 
construction funds under Public Law 
81-815. However, the School Construc
tion Program is authorized to receive 
only $25 million in fiscal year 1989. 
Currently, the Department of Educa
tion has over 120 applicants awaiting 
funds for school construction. Consid
ering the enormous cost of building 
new schools, very few applicants re
ceive school construction funds in any 
given year. Thus, it could be years 
before Douglas School System would 
reach the top of this long waiting list. 
In the meantime, this district must 
continue using makeshift classrooms, 
such as the abandoned Nike missile 
sites, and look for alternative class
rooms. 

I always have maintained that the 
education of our youth must be a top 
government priority. Funding for edu
cation is a wise investment in our 
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future. It affects our productivity, our 
economic competitiveness, and our na
tional security. Unfortunately, due to 
Federal activity, many children are 
forced to study in inadequate teaching 
facilities-whether in a closet convert
ed into a classroom, or in a building 
that is so rundown it should be con
demned. It believe it is extremely 
unfair to penalize these federally im
pacted school districts. The time has 
come for the Federal Government to 
fulfill its obligation to pay its property 
taxes. 

I am committed to working hard to 
ensure that every federally connected 
child is educated in a proper teaching 
facility. School districts face numerous 
problems in educating federally con
nected children. This amendment is 
the first step in guaranteeing that all 
children in impacted school districts 
are educated in adequate teaching fa
cilities. 

I am pleased to be a cosponsor of 
this important amendment and urge 
its adoption. 

Mr. WILSON. Mr. President, as Sen
ator PREssLER's statement indicates, 
there has been an increase in the 
number of authorized personnel by 
more than 600 over the past 4 years. 
The Douglas School System has expe
rienced a 21-percent increase in stu
dent enrollment and currently ap
proximately 770 students are located 
in makeshift classrooms. 

He did not say "temporarily," Mr. 
President. He said "makeshift." Make
shift classrooms such as a supply room 
and a remote renovated missile site. 
An additional 500 military personnel 
are expected at Elsworth soon upon 
the completion of the strategic train
ing center there. This school system 
already bursting at the seams and cur
rently is being forced to use aban
doned Nike missile sites for class
rooms. 

It is facing an even more critical sit
uation with the obvious aggravation 
that will occur as their population of 
students grows along with the military 
population coming to the base. 

Mr. PRESSLER goes on to state that 
under normal procedure the Douglas 
School District could apply for school 
construction funds under Public Law 
81-815. However, that program is au
thorized to receive only $25 million in 
fiscal year 1989. That means that his 
school, which is far down on the list, is 
not going to get much help soon. They 
will have to continue using the supply 
rooms. They will have to continue 
using the abandoned Nike missile site. 
That is not an optimum educational 
environment, Mr. President. 

No one contends that it is. If we are 
going to address the problem of the 
backlog, fine. I think that we are obli
gated to do so, the Department of 
Education and the Department of De
fense. But what we are talking about 

is a problem which the Pentagon cre
ates for local school districts. 

Now if someone wants to tell me 
that a lot of money is spent by mili
tary personnel, that they bring pay
rolls to a community, of course, they 
do, and they are welcome there on 
that account as well as many others. 

But I will tell you that not much of 
that payroll finds its way to the local 
school district. Tavern keepers will do 
well on pay day. Grocers will do well. 
Recreation understandably and justifi
ably does well. Clothing will be pur
chased. There is no question about the 
contribution that is made economical
ly as well as in terms of good citizen
ship by the military personnel who 
many communities are proud to host. 

But the effect of the matter is it 
does not do them very much good in 
trying to finance their schools because 
property taxes for the most part fi
nance school districts in America and 
on-base housing does not pay property 
taxes. Therefore, how do the school 
districts meet this new requirement 
that is placed on them that is in no 
other way compensated for? 

The tavern keeper may pay some 
property taxes but it is not in propor
tion. It is not something that the 
school district can count on to make 
up the load that they are having to ex
perience. 

Let me just say there is every reason 
to try to prevent the aggravation of a 
very real and serious problem. The 
children of military personnel come 
first with them. That is true of most 
of us. We care about our kids. We care 
about their education. That is of the 
greatest importance. We do not want 
them having to go to school in an 
abandoned missile site or in an aban
doned supply shed or in a cardboard 
classroom, if you can dignify that as a 
classroom, and that is what was liter
ally found by the senior Senator from 
Kansas which is what occasioned his 
demand for the report. The report vin
dicated his worst fears. 

This is a quote from the Dole report. 
There are 68 schools on 29 military instal

lations that are owned by the Department 
of Education and operated by local educa
tional agencies. The Education Department 
has some authority to construct and repair 
these facilities under sections 310 and 14<c> 
of Public Law 81-815. Funds are provided by 
ED appropriations. A total of 49 schools cur
rently have construction, repair, or rehabili
tation needs. This represents 72 percent of 
all the Department of Education schools 
and 26 percent of all own-base schools. Cur
rent enrollment in the Education Depart
ment-owned schools is approximately 
24,000. There are 36 schools with health or 
safety needs. 

Mr. President, that is a disgrace. 
A variety of modifications are required to 

correct these deficiencies at a total cost of 
$13 million. In 23 of these schools, current 
enrollments exceed the capacity of the fa
cilities. These schools require classroom, ad
ministrative, or other type of additional ca
pacity. 

Mr. President, I am not going to 
detail this further. I think the point is 
clear. The young men and women 
whom we ask to serve in the armed 
services we now recognize are not the 
bachelors and the bachelorettes of a 
bygone era. These are people that 
have families. They have children. 
And because they care about the edu
cation of their children, it is absolute
ly true, as was concluded by the De
partment of Defense itself jointly in 
that Dole report with the Department 
of Education, that there is a need that 
is an unmet need that is an obligation 
on the part of the Pentagon and they 
are not meeting it. 

Mr. President, when it costs us every 
year just nine ten-thousandths of the 
military construction budget, we have 
no good reason to oppose this legisla
tion. 

In all the years that I have been on 
this floor and heard discussions about 
how much we are spending for de
fense, I have not heard very much 
about what we are spending for school 
construction. Because we have not 
been spending a dime. 

Well, the time has come to begin. It 
is a very simple thing to do. A dollar. 
and a half per square foot of on-base 
housing for off-base school construc
tion is a very simple proposition. It is 
an equitable proposition. We should be 
ashamed, Mr. President, not to go for
ward with this minimal effort to at 
least avoid the aggravation of this dis
grace. 

Mr. President, I will at this point 
yield the floor to those who may wish 
to oppose it. 

Mr. DIXON. Mr. President, I must 
reluctantly say that we oppose this 
amendment offered by the distin
guished Senator from Calif omia. He is 
a very valuable member of the com
mittee and a valuable member of the 
subcommittee I have the honor to 
chair. 

Frankly, it is not so much the money 
involved. There is about $5 million in
volved here that would come out of 
the Department of Defense money for 
educational purposes. But that is not 
the significant concern here. 

The problem with the Senator's 
amendment is that that amendment 
favors school districts which will have 
construction, as the bill says, "after 
October 1, 1988." New construction in 
school districts in the future at the ex
pense, Mr. President, of old school dis
tricts, school districts that have been 
waiting for years for money. Now that 
is school districts all over America. 

I hold in my hand a list of 105 school 
districts in America, all over America, 
that have been waiting for money for 
similar purposes for years. And, be
lieve it or not, of these 105 school dis
tricts, 84 of these school districts have 
been waiting for money in excess of 10 
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years. Mr. President, I did say "in 
excess of 10 years." 

My distinguished friend from Cali
fornia wants to take some school dis
tricts where they are going to have 
new construction, put them in the 
front of the line, give them new 
money, while 105 school districts I am 
going to read to you in a minute have 
been waiting for years, and 84 have 
been waiting for more than a decade. 
That is school districts in New York, 
South Dakota, New Jersey, Virginia, 
Oklahoma, Texas, Mississippi, Califor
nia, Virginia, Illinois, Maryland, Arizo
na, Florida, Utah, Vermont, Wisconsin; 
here are two more in California; Ne
braska, Alabama, California. 

Now, all these districts I am reading 
are waiting while we take care of the 
school district referenced by my friend 
from California with this simple 
amendment. 

Nevada, Alaska, Texas, three more 
in Illinois-I am a little concerned 
about that, Mr. President-Texas, 
California, Missouri, Texas, California, 
Pennsylvania, Virginia, California, 
Missouri, Colorado, North Carolina, 
Alabama, Michigan, Maryland, Flori
da, Kansas, Nevada, California, Okla
homa, South Dakota, Oklahoma, Cali
fornia, Idaho, Utah, Texas, California 
twice, Arizona, Louisiana, Illinois
again I am still concerned-Colorado, 
California twice, Illinois-again I am 
still concerned-Oklahoma, Alaska, 
Texas, California, Illinois-again I am 
still concerned-every State in the 
Union, Mr. President. 

Now, wait. Do you have any Indians 
in your State? I hold in my hand a list 
of 73 Indian schools in America that 
have been waiting for years and years 
and years for their money. 

Now, Mr. President, at South 
Dakota twice, Arizona, Oklahoma, Ar
kansas-these are Indian schools-New 
Mexico, Arizona twice, New Mexico, 
Montana, New Mexico, North Dakota, 
Oklahoma, Arizona, South Dakota-I 
could go on at length. 

My point is, as I said to the Senator 
in the committee and as I said to the 
Senator on the floor, is there some 
way we can do this in an equitable 
way? 

I want to just say to my colleagues 
one more time and then I will yield, 
we are taking care of people after Oc
tober 1, 1988 with new school districts 
while 105 school districts and 73 
Indian school districts in America are 
not being taken care of, some who 
have waited for 10 years. 

Now, in addition to that, the Depart
ment of Defense objects. The DOD 
has formally objected to this provi
sion. 

The Department believes that the proper 
Federal forum for funding school construc
tion remains primarily with the U.S. De
partment of Education under P.L. 81-815. 
Defense moneys have been made available 
in unusual circumstances by rare exception 
only. 

Now why does that make sense? 
Well, it makes sense, of course, be
cause my friend from California, for 
whom I have the greatest personal af
fection and highest regard, wants to 
start a new system at the expense of a 
system that has been thought out for 
years. The education committee and 
the education people for years have 
been working on this. 

The administration for the last sev
eral years has cut funding. It has cut 
funding, Mr. President. And all these 
old districts, 105 of them in every 
State of the 50 States of the Union 
and all of these Indian school districts 
around America in all the States that 
have Indian school districts, are wait
ing for their money and we are going 
to start a new program for the new 
folks on the block and put them ahead 
of the line of all these people who 
have waited for 10 years. 

That is why I think the amendment 
should not be adopted and, with the 
highest personal regard for the Sena
tor whom I retain as a friend of the 
finest standing, I must reluctantly say 
that we are prepared to file a motion 
to table, and I will make that motion 
as soon as the Senator has concluded 
his remarks. 

Mr. Wil.BON. Will the Senator 
yield? 

Mr. DIXON. Yes. 
Mr. Wil.BON. Is the Senator aware, 

as he rattled off that list of States rep
resenting the schools on that list, that 
those schools are represented by an as
sociation called the National Associa
tion of Federally Impacted Schools? 

Mr. DIXON. I am sorry. I apologize 
to my dear friend from California. 

Mr. Wil.BON. The question was, is 
my friend from Illinois aware, as he 
rattled off that list of schools in those 
different States, that they were repre
sented by the National Association of 
Federally Impacted Schools? 

Mr. DIXON. Well, I do not know 
whether they are represented in such 
a fashion or not. I only know they are 
school districts. I have the list here. I 
could tell you the number of the 
school districts and everything, and 
the amount of money they are waiting 
for. 

Mr. Wil.BON. Well, that will be my 
next question. After telling you that 
they are represented by that National 
Association of Federally Impacted 
Schools--

Mr. DIXON. I will take your word 
for it. 

Mr. Wil.BON. Well, take my word 
for this as well. The director of the 
National Association of Federally Im
pacted Schools, speaking for the asso
ciation and its member schools, has 
endorsed this legislation. And the 
reason is very simple. it is because he 
recognizes full well there is no need or 
reason to penalize anyone else because 
the existing program under the De
partment of Education, which DOD 

thinks so much of, is grossly inad
equate. 

What they are saying is that while 
we work to develop solutions to the ad
mitted problems of the backlog, it 
makes no sense to allow the backlog to 
grow worse, to let that list grow 
longer. That is why the National Asso
ciation of Federally Impacted Schools 
is in favor of this legislation. 

Mr. DIXON. My friend is putting his 
schools at the front of that list. I do 
not have any objection to my friend 
putting his schools at the bottom of 
the list. 

The only problem I have is my 
friend put his schools ahead of 105 
schools that have been waiting for 
years, and 75 of the schools have been 
waiting for decades. 

Mr. Wil.BON. May I remind my 
friend there are more California 
schools on it than for any other State 
which is on that backlog list. 

Mr. DIXON. I bet my friend will be 
able to explain it. 

Mr. Wil.BON. Let me ask my friend 
this question: Can you tell me how 
many of the schools on that list would 
be beneficiaries of this program? In 
other words, they are in the situation 
of having an existing problem, but also 
in the situation that they are adding 
new housing, new military families, 
and, therefore, would be immediate re
cipients of at least some assistance 
under the proposal? Can my friend tell 
me? 

Mr. DIXON. Well, I can only tell my 
friend this: That this is the list of 
schools that are waiting. There are 
quite a few California schools on the 
list, and my friend, the distinguished 
Senator from California, knows there 
are more people in California. 

Mr. Wil.BON. I tell my friend from 
Illinois, the point I was making is if 
anyone should be protecting a backlog 
school, it is I, because there are more 
California schools on that list. But we 
are not going to do anything for them 
by taking no action. And I will not 
even ask my friend this question. It is 
a rhetorical question. I do not wish to 
be unfair to him. I will simply state 
the point. 

Rather than asking you what would 
your motion to table do for those 
people on that list, that backlog list, I 
will simply tell my friend: It will do 
nothing. We will continue to do noth
ing. The Department of Defense, 
having admitted in the Dole report 
that it has a responsibility, will contin
ue to, with the other head, say: How
ever, we are going to let the Depart
ment of Education do it. And the De
partment of Education will continue 
to be unable to do it, to meet that 
need. 

So, what I would have to say to my 
friend is that what he is proposing is 
that there be no solution to this prob
lem. He is bemoaning a backlog. He is 
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saying that there are schools on a list 
that will not be taken care of by this 
proposal. 

Well, I will only tell him that that 
list is going to rapidly grow to a length 
that will be an even greater national 
disgrace and we will have done noth
ing about it. 

What we ought to do is both pass 
this amendment, which will allow us 
to stop the list where it is now, and 
keep pace with the need, and also by 
some separate proposal, address that 
backlog. 

But I will tell the Senator from Illi
nois that that list is so old-and it is 
growing longer-so that the people 
who were first on it cannot benefit 
now from so-called impact aid. They 
are not there any longer. They have 
gone. 

Mr. President, I will just say there is 
no reason to adopt a course of action 
that is no course of action. Rather, we 
should adopt this amendment. What 
we are being counseled to do is noth
ing. In the interest of fairness. The 
people who are the members of the 
National Association of Federally Im
pacted Schools, the people who are on 
that list rattled off by my friend from 
Illinois, support this amendment be
cause they recognize that tabling it 
will not in any way benefit them. It 
will simply aggravate their bad situa
tion. 

Mr. President, I ask for the yeas and 
nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. 
ExoN). Is there a sufficient second? 
There is a sufficient second. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Senator from Alaska. 
Mr. STEVENS. I have discussed this 

matter with both the Senator from 
California and the manager of the bill. 
A $5 million bill ought not to even re
quire a rollcall vote as far as this cir
cumstance is concerned. Every one of 
these children has been moved be
cause of orders that the Federal De
partment of Defense has given to the 
parent involved. It is not the same 
thing. I represent some of the areas 
that have Indian schools on that back
log list that has been mentioned. 
These children are moved because 
their parents, at least one of them, · has 
an order from the Department of De
fense to move into an area where the 
schools are inadequate. At a cost of $5 
million-I looked into it-I am told 
this primarily is temporary facilities, 
leasing of facilities to provide schools 
now for the kids that are moved be
cause their parents get orders under 
the Department of Defense. 

I will tell you very frankly this is 
what causes the add-on problems we 
get on the Department of Defense ap
propriations bill. Because if it is not 
authorized, we will take care of it 
anyway. It ought to be authorized. 
This is the kind of thing that comes 

up every year and we have to face an 
appropriations process because the ap
propriators are unwilling to listen to 
this kind of a problem and not solve it. 

This is a chance for the authoriza
tion committee to solve it and I intend 
to support the Senator from Califor
nia. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Texas. 

Mr. GRAMM. Mr. President, I will 
try to be brief. After listening to this 
discussion, I can see why there was 
such an outpouring of support to 
make closing bases easy. It must be a 
terrible tragedy to be a community in 
America and have a military base in 
your midst. All those costs that are im
posed on you. I can see why, when we 
try to set up a commission to shut 
down military bases, that have not 
been used since the War of 1812, that 
there was such a great outpouring
because these communities are literal
ly being robbed by having to provide 
public services. 

Well, you all know that that is an 
insane concept. We all fight to the 
death around here to get military 
bases and to keep them when we do 
get them. And we do that because they 
are absolute gold mines, especially for 
those of us who are in States where 
people believe in a strong defense and 
are proud to provide for that common 
defense. 

Now, Mr. President, let me define 
the issue very clearly here. The issue 
here is simply this: Do we want to 
start a new concept, a user fee on mili
tary housing, to pay for public 
schools? That is the issue. 

First of all, we have a great dearth 
of military housing. I do not know of a 
military base in America where we do 
not have a problem with either the 
quality or the quantity of our military 
housing. Should we be coming in and 
taking on a new burden to pay for the 
local schools at the expense of mili
tary housing? I say no. 

Second, we have impact aid to com
pensate the local community for the 
cost of providing educational services 
that the distinguished Senator from 
California talks about. Well, when you 
have a military base, people go out 
and buy clothes, they buy food, they 
buy services. But somehow that is not 
supposed to convert into the local tax 
base? Well, Mr. President, I reject 
that. It does convert into the local tax 
base. 

What we are being asked to do here 
is for the Federal taxpayer to come in 
and pick up another cost and another 
service for another community that is 
already a big beneficiary of the Feder
al taxpayers' outlay. This is another 
verse in an old song that started back 
at the beginning of the Republic when 
people at the frontier said: Bring 
those soldier boys out here. Build that 
fort. Defend us from the Indians. We 
would love to have them out here and 

we will treat them real good when we 
get them here. 

And then the soldier boys in blue 
came out, built the fort and then the 
community immediately spent the rest 
of their existence trying to cheat 
them; trying to rip them off; trying to 
get more money out of the Federal 
taxpayers. 

Mr. President, I am deeply con
cerned about education. I am deeply 
concerned about schools. But this pro
posal is like going out, buying a ham
burger-and we are doing that-with 
impact aid. Then suddenly you come 
back and say: Now, the hamburger is 
75 cents. But now you know the meat, 
that is another 30 cents. You want 
pickles on that? That is another 10 
cents. We are paying for the same 
thing twice. 

If we want to eliminate aid and go to 
a school construction program, maybe 
we ought to do it. But we ought not to 
add on another program that is going 
to cut the quality of military housing, 
and not help military personnel. 

We ought to a.c;k these communities 
to provide the schools, and if they are 
not willing to provide the schools, 
maybe we ought to move some of 
these bases to places where they will 
provide the schools. I assert, Mr. Presi
dent, that all we have to do is mention 
that once and we will have school 
houses built as great temples to learn
ing all over our country. 

So I urge my colleagues to reject 
this amendment. This amendment has 
no merit and does not deserve to be ac
cepted. I understand there will be a 
motion to table. I hope my colleagues 
will vote for that motion. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is 
there further debate? 

Mr. NUNN addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Senator from Georgia. 
Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, I have 

not been able to be here for all the 
debate. I heard Senator GRAMM's, I 
think, very powerful arguments 
against this amendment. I understand 
the Senator from Illinois has really 
gone through in considerable detail a 
list of schools that are on the waiting 
list. Basically what we are being asked 
to do, I understand, with this amend
ment, is to leap over everybody on the 
waiting list and to put certain schools 
up front. 

We promised people we would vote 
around 7 o'clock. I would say if this 
amendment is tabled, that this will be 
the last vote this evening, and we will 
start back tomorrow morning on SDI. 

I suggest to my friend from Califor
nia, I do not want to preempt him, but 
I do move to table. 

Mr. WILSON. The Senator from Illi
nois had already moved to table. 

Mr. DIXON. I have not done it yet. 
Mr. NUNN. I do not want to cut him 

off. 
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Mr. President, I move to table the 

amendment. 
Mr. LEAHY. I 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. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

question is on agreeing to the motion 
to lay on the table the amendment of 
the Senator from California. 

On this question the yeas and nays 
have been ordered, and the clerk will 
call the roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll. 
Mr. CRANSTON. I announce that 

the Senator from Florida [Mr. 
CHILES], the Senator from Tennessee 
[Mr. GORE], the Senator from North 
Carolina [Mr. SANFORD] and the Sena
tor from Mississippi [Mr. STENNirl are 
necessarily absent. 

I also announce that the Senator 
from Delaware [Mr. BIDEN], is absent 
because of illness. 

Mr. SIMPSON. I announce that the 
Senator from Nebraska [Mr. KARNES], 
the Senator from Kansas [Mr. KASSE
BAUM], and the Senator from Washing
ton [Mr. EVANS] are necessarily 
absent. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are 
there any other Senators in the Cham
ber who desire to vote? 

The result was announced-yeas 59, 
nays 33, are as follows: 

CRollcall Vote No. 123 Leg.] 
YEAS-59 

Adams Glenn Moynihan 
Baucus Graham Nickles 
Bentsen Gramm Nunn 
Bingaman Grassley Packwood 
Boren Harkin Proxmire 
Boschwitz Heflin Pryor 
Bradley Humphrey Reid 
Breaux Inouye Riegle 
Bumpers Johnston Rockefeller 
Burdick Kasten Roth 
Byrd Kennedy Rudman 
Cochran Kerry Sar banes 
Cohen Lau ten berg Sasser 
Conrad Levin Shelby 
DeConcini Matsunaga Simon 
Dixon McConnell Stafford 
Dodd Melcher Wallop 
Exon Metzenbaum Warner 
Ford Mikulski Wirth 
Fowler Mitchell 

NAYS-33 
Armstrong Hatch Pell 
Bond Hatfield Pressler 
Chafee Hecht Quayle 
Cranston Heinz Simpson 
D'Amato Helms Specter 
Danforth Hollings Stevens 
Daschle Leahy Symrns 
Dole Lugar Thurmond 
Domenic! McCain Trible 
Duren berger McClure Weicker 
Garn Murkowski Wilson 

NOT VOTING-8 
Bi den Gore Sanford 
Chiles Karnes Stennis 
Evans Kassebaum 

So the motion to lay on the table 
amendment No. 2014 was agreed to. 

Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, I move to 
reconsider the vote by which the 
motion was agreed to. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I move to 
lay that motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, if I could 
get the · attention of my colleagues, 
that will be the last rollcall on the bill 
that the managers anticipate this 
evening. We will come in tomorrow 
morning at whatever time the majori
ty leader decides, but we will be pre
pared to begin debate on the SDI 
amendment at approximately 10 
o'clock tomorrow morning. 

Mr. DOLE. Will the Senator yield? I 
failed to mention-in fact I had forgot
ten about it, to be very honest about 
it-yesterday I told the majority 
leader that tomorrow evening we have 
a problem on this side. We have what 
we call the President's dinner. 

I am not certain. The dinner itself 
starts at 7:30. It is black tie. So if we 
could maybe have some way to stay 
and work on those, but otherwise it is 
going to be probably hard to keep 
many Republicans here. 

Mr. NUNN. I would say I certainly 
understand. We certainly will cooper
ate in every way possible. What I 
would like to do is get through as 
many of these big amendments tomor
row as we possibly can, and then if we 
can line up some debate with an un
derstanding that we will withhold roll
call votes until the following day, 
delay as many amendments as we can 
until about 8 or 8:30 tomorrow night, 
so we do not lose that couple of hours. 
But if we could work with the minori
ty leader tomorrow along that line, we 
will cooperate. 

The question I am receiving is, What 
will be the first amendment tomor
row? The first amendment tomorrow 
will be the amendment by the Senator 
from Louisiana on SDI. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2005 LANGUAGE 

Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, I have 
been informed on the Dixon amend
ment which was earlier adopted on 
base closures that through an inad
vertent error there was left in the bill 
certain duplicative language because it 
was not stricken and the amendment 
had intended to strike the original 
committee provision that it was in
tended to replace. 

So the Dixon amendment was cor
rect as it was adopted but there was 
left in the bill certain language that 
should have been stricken. 

So I ask unanimous consent that the 
Dixon amendment, No. 2005, as 
amended, adopted earlier today, be 
deemed to have stricken the underly
ing· bill text beginning on line l, page 
161, through line 2on171. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, I yield 
the floor. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I suggest 
the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

MORNING BUSINESS 
Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that there be a 
period for morning business, and that 
Senators may speak therein for not to 
exceed 5 minutes each. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

BICENTENNIAL MINUTE 

MAY 3, 1951: SENATE BEGINS INQUIRY INTO 
MACARTHUR DISMISSAL 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, 37 years 
ago this month, on May 3, 1951, the 
Senate began an extraordinary series 
of hearings into President Truman's 
dismissal of General of the Army 
Douglas MacArthur from his Far East
ern command. This highly charged 
issue began, in the midst of the 
Korean war, with the general's firing 
on April 11, 1951, for insubordination. 
On April 14, the enormously popular 
general, returning to Washington fol
lowing a 14-year absence, addressed a 
joint meeting of Congress. 

In this super-heated atmosphere, 
the Senate Committees on Armed 
Services and Foreign Relations an
nounced hearings into the events that 
led to MacArthur's ouster. Under the 
leadership of Armed Services Chair
man Richard Russell, the majority of 
both committees established ground 
rules that barred the public as well as 
other Senators from these sessions. In 
response, the Senate's Republican 
leadership urged open sessions. 

By the time the hearings began on 
the morning of May 3, the committees 
had agreed to allow the 70 Senators 
who did not belong to either panel to 
attend as observers. In this status, 
those Senators were not permitted to 
participate in the questioning of either 
MacArthur or the many witnesses who 
followed him. However, they were al
lowed to submit their questions to any 
committee member. That member 
could then decide whether to pose the 
question. Although the press was 
barred, the joint committee released 
copies of the hearing transcript, page 
by page, during the sessions to waiting 
reporters outside the caucus room. 
This came immediately after review by 
a Defense Department censor. 

The hearings lasted for 7 weeks with 
a witness list that included the Secre
taries of State and Defense, and the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff. In August, the 
joint committee put the matter to rest 
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by deciding not to issue a formal REGARDING THE 125TH 
report. ANNIVERSARY OF BRYANT 

COLLEGE 
125TH ANNIVERSARY OF 

BRYANT COLLEGE 
Mr. PELL. Mr. President, I would 

like to share with my colleagues the 
happy news that Bryant College, an 
educational institution which was 
founded in Rhode Island during the 
Civil War period, is celebrating its 
125th anniversary this year. 

Abraham Lincoln had just signed 
the Emancipation Proclamation when 
Ezra Mason became the principal of 
the Providence franchise of the 
Bryant & Stratton National Commer
cial College, which had pioneered com
mercial education in the United 
States. 

The college has been through many 
changes since that time, including a 
move to autonomy and larger down
town quarters in 1866. By 1935, Bryant 
had moved to the former Hope Hospi
tal and had been renamed Bryant 
Colllege. 

By 1949, the Rhode Island General 
Assembly, which earlier had empow
ered Bryant to grant degrees, passed a 
bill to incorporate Bryant as a non
profit institution. That year, the col
lege had 3,000 students. 

In 1965, Bryant received accredita
tion from the New England Associa
tion of Schools and Colleges. 

By 1971, Bryant had moved to a new 
and quite modem campus created on a 
220-acre estate in Smithfield, RI, do
nated by Earl S. Tupper, the Tupper
ware magnate. 

Bryant's enrollment now exceeds 
6,000 students: 3,000 in the undergrad
uate day school; 1,200 in the graduate 
school; and 1,800 in the evening divi
sion. 

Bryant College's Center for Manage
ment Development also provides con
tinuing education for an additional 
6,000 business executives annually. 

In addition, the Rhode Island Small 
Business Development Center, operat
ed by Bryant through a partnership 
with the Federal Small Business Ad
ministration, also offers free consult
ing and seminars to more than 1,000 
small business operators each year. 

Bryant's president now is William T. 
O'Hara, an attorney who served as 
counsel to the Postsecondary Educa
tion Subcommittee of the U.S. House 
of Representatives. Judge Bruce M. 
Selya, of the U.S. Court of Appeals for 
the First Circuit, is chairman of the 
board of trustees. 

Under their able leadership, Bryant 
is charging a course to enhance its aca
demic programs and quality of student 
life, and to develop additional partner
ships with the business community. 
We wish them well and congratulate 
the entire college community as the 
members celebrate 125 years of 
growth. 

Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President, I rise 
today to recognize one of the Nation's 
foremost colleges of business adminis
tration, Bryant College. Located in my 
own State of Rhode Island, Bryant 
this year celebrates its 125th anniver
sary of providing quality business edu
cation. 

Bryant College makes its home in 
Smithfield. Its enrollment consists of 
3,000 undergraduate day students, 
2,000 undergraduate evening students, 
and 1,400 graduate school students. In 
all, more than 6,000 of some of our Na
tion's brightest students flock to Bry
ant's strikingly contemporary campus. 
There they receive the academic prep
aration needed to become the business 
leaders of tomorrow. 

Bryant also helps established busi
ness people by empowering them with 
the skills necessary to cope with an 
everchanging global economy. The col
lege is a leading center for executive 
education and a major resource for 
the New England business community. 
Its center for management develop
ment provides seminars and work
shops on diverse management topics 
to 6,000 business executives annually. 
The Rhode Island Small Business De
velopment Center [SBDCJ, adminis
tered and partially funded by Bryant 
through a partnership with the Feder
al Small Business Administration, 
offers free consulting and seminars to 
more than 1,000 small business opera
tors each year. 

Bryant was the first private college 
in the Nation to establish an SBDC in 
its State. Bryant recognized the impor
tance of small business, which today 
accounts for 97 percent of all new 
businesses and annually creates over 
80 percent of all net new jobs. The 
Rhode Island SBDC was one of the 
first nine certified in the United 
States. 

One can only fully appreciate Bry
ant's 125 years of providing excellence 
in education by looking back at its dis
tinguished past. In 1863, as the Civil 
War raged, the Providence, RI, fran
chise of the Bryant & Stratton Na
tional Commercial College was found
ed. This institution pioneered educa
tion in the United States and the 
Providence was an instant success. 
Veterans returning from the Civil War 
used their mustering-out pay to study 
bookkeeping, commercial calculation, 
correspondence, and practical business 
disciplines. 

In 1866, the college moved to larger 
downtown headquarters. At about the 
same time, the Bryant and Stratton 
chain pulled apart and the college 
became autonomous. Later, it was sold 
to William W. Warner who changed 
the school's name to Warner's Poly
technic Business College. One of War
ner's faculty members purchased the 

college from him in 1878 and resumed 
use of the Bryant and Stratton name. 

The college continued to prosper 
and in 1915 merged with the R.I. Com
mercial School. In 1935 the school 
moved to Providence's fashionable 
East Side and was renamed Bryant 
College. After World War II Bryant 
again experienced another postwar 
boom as its reputation spread beyond 
Rhode Island. By the late 1960's, 
Bryant had outgrown its Providence 
campus. The remedy for Bryant's 
growing pains was provided by Tup
perware executive Earl S. Tupper. Im
pressed with the school's long time 
"campus-to-careers" educational ap
proach, Tupper donated his 220-acre 
estate on Memory Ridge in Smithfield 
to the college. 

Today the school is engaged in an 
ambitious strategic planning process 
to enhance its academic programs and 
quality of student life. It is truly an 
educational innovator. Strategic plan
ning at Bryant was initiated by Presi
dent William T . O'Hara, a former 
counsel to the U.S. House of Repre
sentatives Postsecondary Education 
Subcommittee. Included among 
O'Hara's publications are "The Stu
dent/The College/The Law" and 
"John F. Kennedy on Education." 

Strategic planning called for bold 
new initiatives including development 
of further partnerships with the busi
ness community, creation of an inter
national studies component, expansion 
of internship opportunities, specific 
training in leadership, and an instruc
tional development center for faculty. 
But the school has not stopped there. 
Bryant has continued to expand, 
adding new residence halls and a new 
student union, and converting the old 
student center into a computer tech
nology center. 

The Labor Department recently re
leased a report showing that in the 
year 2000 most jobs will require at 
least a college degree. This report also 
concludes that most persons will make 
three or four career changes in their 
lifetime. Against this background, in
stitutions like Bryant College that 
provide quality education needed for 
such an economy are presented with 
an immense opportunity to thrive as 
ed~cational leaders in the 21st centu
ry. 

On its 125th anniversary, I join with 
all Rhode Islanders in congratulating 
Bryant College and in sending my best 
wishes to its administrators, faculty, 
staff, students, and alumni for great 
success in the years ahead. 

MILITARY SECURITY IN EUROPE 
Mr. WIRTH. Mr. President, in 

laying out his views on the INF Treaty 
and the prospects for future conven
tional arms control efforts with the 
Soviets, Ambassador Jonathan Dean 
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declares that the Warsaw Pact's quan
titative advantage in major weapons 
and troop divisions does not necessari
ly translate into superiority in actual 
combat. According to Dean, the post
war era has seen the Soviets squander 
important political assets in Western 
Europe as Eastern European armed 
forces have continued to be of ques
tionable strategic value given their un
certain loyalties. Moreover, NATO air 
forces are widely regarded as qualita
tively superior and better trained than 
their Warsaw Pact counterparts. 
NATO's defense expenditures have ex
ceeded those of the Warsaw Pact and 
convey the fact that NATO has made 
useful improvements in its forces. For 
its part, the Soviet Union lacks the 
combat-ready divisions needed to suc
cessfully launch the minimum prepa
ration attack NATO most fears, and, 
perhaps more significantly, the second 
echelon of Soviet troops in the west
ern U .S.S.R. capable of reinforcing 
such an attack within 2 weeks are not 
nearly as numerous as is commonly 
thought. 

Following is a summary of Ambassa
dor Dean's recent article in Foreign 
Affairs, and I ask unanimous consent 
that it be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the sum
mary was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

SUMMARY 

Given the clear numerical superiority of 
the Warsaw Pact over NATO in most classes 
of major conventional armaments, including 
heavy tanks, self-propelled artillery, attack 
helicopters and interceptor aircraft, the 
question is this: Would elimination of Amer
ican INF weapons increase the possibility of 
a sudden Soviet attack or a more effective 
Soviet political intimidation of Western 
Europe? These possibilities clearly exist. 
But they require a closer look. The real 
question is whether the Warsaw Pact's supe
riority in numbers of weapons and troop di
visions converts to superiority in actual 
combat. 

Whatever the chances were, in NATO's 
formative period in the early 1950s, of a 
Soviet attack on Western Europe, the pas
sage of time has deprived the Soviet Union 
of some important potential assets. Moscow 
can no longer count on the willing assist
ance of West European communist parties. 
Strong and loyal in the 1950s, these parties 
are now much weakened-and, as in the case 
of the Italian Communist Party, disaffected 
from Moscow. And uncertain loyalties of the 
armed forces of the Eastern European 
states have converted them from a meager 
advantage into a probable hindrance in 
most potential situations of East-West con
flict. 

The West's main concern remains the pos
sibility of surprise attack by Soviet forces
or, more precisely, of attack with minimum 
preparation. Yet Soviet capacity for such an 
attack may not be as great as feared. 
NATO's expenditures on defense have ex
ceeded those of the Warsaw Pact for more 
than two decades. While not all these funds 
have been spent in an optimal way, they 
have not been wasted, and NATO has made 
many useful improvements in its forces. In 
the region from the Atlantic to the Urals, 
active-duty personnel of NATO ground and 

air forces are just as numerous as those of 
the Soviet Union and the Warsaw Pact. Ex
ercise after exercise has demonstrated that 
the Warsaw Pact air forces are incapable of 
gaining control of NATO airspace against 
qualitatively superior NATO air forces; this 
would be essential for successful attack. 

The contingency which continues to cause 
the greatest concern to NATO leaders is 
that the Soviets, in the hope of securing 
their objectives before the United States 
could become fully involved in conventional 
battle or decide to use nuclear weapons, 
would launch a minimum-preparation 
attack against NATO's central front in Ger
many. The Soviet Union has increased the 
firepower and mobility of its ground forces 
in the last two decades. But at lea.st half of 
the Pact's numerical superiority in units 
and major armaments is in reserve divisions 
which take a month of more to ready for 
combat. There are too few combat-ready 
Soviet divisions to permit the U .S.S.R. to 
launch, with any confidence, the feared 
minimum-preparation attack. 

Only 30 combat-ready Soviet divisions in 
Ea.stern Europe are positioned for such an 
attack; probably a third of these would have 
other essential missions during the initial 
phases of a minimum-preparation attack 
against NATO's vital central front. Even if 
augmented by over half of the Ea.st 
German, Polish and Czechoslovak first-cate
gory forces <of uncertain quality and loyal
ty), the resulting force of some thirty-odd 
divisions would be no larger in divisional 
manpower than the U.S., U.K. and Western 
German ground forces in the area. 

The Soviet second echelon in the western 
U.S.S.R. capable of reinforcing a minimum
preparation attack within the first two 
weeks is also surprisingly small-fewer than 
ten ground force divisions. Soviet tanks in 
active-duty forces in central Europe number 
only about 8,000, not many more than those 
of active-duty NATO forces, which would 
moreover have the advantage of defensive 
positions. The recent landing of a small 
West German private plane in Red Square, 
flying unscathed through dense Soviet air 
defenses, once again raises well-documented 
doubts about the quality of Soviet forces, 
less well trained and led than those of the 
West German Bundeswehr and of U.S. and 
U.K. forces in Europe. The chances of suc
cess of a sudden attack would be slight. 

Other contingencies, such as that of a 
slow, full mobilization of East and West, are 
possible. But the outcome of these is also 
uncertain, in part because the dimensions of 
the resulting conflict, including the partici
pation of ten or more additional U.S. divi
sions, would ensure that the engagement 
would be worldwide in scope and make it all 
the more likely that it would escalate to nu
clear war. Soviet leaders fully realize this. 

MESSAGES FROM THE 
PRESIDENT 

Messages from the President of the 
United States were communicated to 
the Senate by Ms. Emery, one of his 
secretaries. 

EXECUTIVE MESSAGES 
REFERRED 

As in executive session, the Presid
ing Officer laid before the Senate mes
sages from the President of the United 
States submitting sundry nominations 

and a withdrawal, which were referred 
to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

(The nominations and withdrawal 
received today are printed at the end 
of the Senate proceedings.) 

ANNUAL REPORT OF THE COR-
PORATION FOR PUBLIC 
BROADCASTING-MESSAGE 
FROM THE PRESIDENT-PM 137 
The PRESIDING OFFICER laid 

before the Senate the following mes
sage from the President of the United 
States, together with an accompany
ing report; which was ref erred to the 
Committee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation: 
To the Congress of the United States: 

In accordance with the Communica
tions Act of 1934, as amended (47 
U.S.C. 396(i)), I transmit herewith the 
Annual Report of the Corporation for 
Public Broadcasting for Fiscal Year 
1987. The report implies that funding 
to the Corporation should be expand
ed. This does not reflect my views. My 
budget requests that the Congress 
freeze funding to the Corporation at 
its 1988 level of $214 million. I request 
that the Congress appropriate no 
more than the level I have proposed. 

RONALD REAGAN. 
THE WHITE HOUSE, May 10, 1988. 

MESSAGES FROM THE HOUSE 
At 10:51 a.m., a message from the 

House of Representatives, delivered by 
Mr. Hays, one of its reading clerks, an
nounced that the House has agreed to 
the following concurrent resolution, in 
which it requests the concurrence of 
the Senate: 

H. Con. Res. 293. A concurrent resolution 
correcting the enrollment of H.R. 3. 

At 12:26 p.m., a message from the 
House of Representatives, delivered by 
Ms. Goetz, one of its reading clerks, 
announced that the House has passed 
the following bills, in which it requests 
the concurrence of the Senate: 

H.R. 3896. An act to amend title 5, United 
States Code, to change the position of the 
Director of the Census Bureau to level IV 
from level V in the Executive Schedule; 

H.R. 3987. An act to designate the United 
States Post Office Building located at 500 
West Chestnut Expressway in Springfield, 
Missouri, as the "Gene Taylor Post Office 
Building"; 

H.R. 4433. An act to designate the United 
States Post Office Building in Jeannette, 
Pennsylvania, as the "John Dent Post 
Office Building'; and 

H.R. 4448. An act to designate the Cleve
land Ohio General Mail Facility and Main 
Office in Cleveland, Ohio, as the "John 0. 
Holly Building of the United States Postal 
Service". 

The message also announced that 
pursuant to section 407 of Public Law 
99-498, the Speaker appoints Mr. Ste
phen C. Biklen of Pittsford, NY, as a 
member from the private sector, to 
the Advisory Committee on Student 
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Financial Assistance, on the part of 
the House, vice Mr. Jeffrey A. Flatten, 
terminated. 

MEASURES REFERRED 
The following bills were read the 

first and second times by unanimous 
consent, and ref erred as indicated: 

H.R. 3896. An act to amend title 5, United 
States Code, to change the position of the 
Director of the Census Bureau to level IV 
from level V in the Executive Schedule; to 
the Committee on Governmental Affairs. 

H.R. 4433. An act to designate the United 
States Post Office Building in Jeannette, 
Pennsylvania, as the "John Dent Post 
Office Building"; to the Committee on Gov
ernmental Affairs. 

The following concurrent resolution 
was read, and referred as indicated 

H. Con. Res. 293. A concurrent resolution 
correcting the enrollment of H.R. 3; to the 
Committee on Banking, Housing, and Urban 
Affairs. 

MEASURES READ THE FIRST 
TIME 

The following bills were read the 
first time: 

H.R. 3987. An act to designate the United 
States Post Office Building located at 500 
West Chestnut Expressway in Springfield, 
Missouri, as the "Gene Taylor Post Office 
Building"; and 

H.R. 4448. An act to designate the Cleve
land Ohio General Mail Facility and Main 
Office in Cleveland, Ohio, as the "John 0. 
Holly Building of the United States Postal 
Service". 

REPORT OF COMMITTEES 
The following reports of committees 

were submitted: 
By Mr. FORD, from the Committee on 

Rules and Administration, without amend
ment: 

S. 1790. A bill to authorize the expansion 
of the National Air and Space Museum at 
Washington Dulles International Airport 
<Rept. No. 100-332). 

INTRODUCTION OF BILLS AND 
JOINT RESOLUTIONS 

The following bills and joint resolu
tions were introduced, read the first 
and second time by unanimous con
sent, and ref erred as indicated: 

By Mr. BRADLEY: 
S. 2360. A bill to establish a National Park 

System Review Board, and for other pur
poses; to the Committee on Energy and Nat
ural Resources. 

By Mr. LEAHY (for himself, Mr. 
GRAssLEY, Mr. SIMON, and Mr. SIMP
SON): 

S. 2361. A bill to amend title 18, United 
States Code, to preserve personal privacy 
with respect to the rental, purchase, or de
livery of video tapes or similar audio visual 
materials and the use of library materials or 
services; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. MITCHELL (for himself, Mr. 
CHAFEE, Mr. COHEN, Mr. PELL, Mr. 
KERRY, and Mr. KENNEDY): 

S. 2362. A bill to enhance the enforcement 
of laws conserving American lobster; to the 
Committee on Finance. 

By Mr.FORD: 
S. 2363. A bill for the relief of certain indi

viduals to settle certain claims filed against 
the Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation; 
to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. BOSCHWITZ: 
S.J. Res. 314. A joint resolution designat

ing October 1988 as "Pregnancy and Infant 
Loss Awareness Month;" to the Committee 
on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. DECONCINI (for himself, Mr. 
PELL, Mr. MOYNIHAN, Mr. STEVENS, 
Mr. HATFIELD, Mr. CONRAD, Mr. 
GRASSLEY, Mr. MITCHELL, Mr. 
McCAIN, Mr. COCHRAN, Mr. SAR
BANES, Mr. BURDICK, Mr. GRAMM, Mr. 
DURENBERGER, Mr. MELCHER, Mr. 
MATSUNAGA, Mr. REID, Mr. STENNIS, 
Mr. DODD, Mr. CHILES, Mr. PACK
WOOD, Mr. LUGAR, Mr. INOUYE, Mr. 
SIMON, Mr. HATCH, Mr. PROXMIRE, 
and Mr. WIRTH): 

S.J. Res. 315. A joint resolution designat
ing 1989 as "Year of the Young Reader;" to 
the Committee on the Judiciary. 

SUBMISSION OF CONCURRENT 
AND SENATE RESOLUTIONS 

The following concurrent resolutions 
and Senate resolutions were read, and 
referred <or acted upon), as indicated: 

By Mr. BAUCUS (for himself, Mr. 
CHAFEE, Mr. MITCHELL, Mr. STAF
FORD, Mr. DURENBERGER, Mr. MATSU
NAGA, Mr. PELL, and Mr. KERRY): 

S. Res. 426. A resolution expressing the 
sense of the Senate that the seven major in
dustrial nations of the world must take im
mediate action to protect the earth's strato
spheric ozone layer; to the Committee on 
Foreign Relations. 

By Mr. DOLE (for himself and Mr. 
BYRD): 

S. Res. 427. A resolution to direct the 
Senate Legal Council to represent Members 
of the Committee on the Judiciary in Monte 
Lee versus Joseph R. Biden, Jr., et al.; con
sidered and agreed to. 

By Mr. CHILES (for himself and Mr. 
GRAHAM): 

S. Con. Res. 117. A concurrent resolution 
to express the sense of the Congress regard
ing relief for the United States Citrus In
dustry under section 301 of the Trade Act of 
1974 and other appropriate relief; to the 
Committee on Finance. 

STATEMENTS ON INTRODUCED 
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS 

By Mr. BRADLEY: 
S. 2360. A bill to establish a National 

Park System Review Board, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on 
Energy and Natural Resources. 

NATIONAL PARK SYSTEM REVIEW BOARD 
Mr. BRADLEY. Mr. President, I rise 

today to introduce the National Park 
Service Review Board Act. This legis
lation elevates the Park Service mis
sion and gives the Park Service the au
tonomy and independence necessary 
to protect America's national heritage. 

This Nation's vast land and variety 
of natural resources have been critical 
factors in our history and have shaped 
our development. The Old World was 

a place of kings and castles and beg
gars. The New World has been a place 
of abundance. In their crowded cities, 
the Europeans dreamed of a land of 
great riches and eternal youth. They 
sought the Fountain of Youth. They 
sought El Dorado. And they found 
these places, here, in America. 

Our lands are themselves a clear 
window to the past. Geologists talk of 
"deep time." When you go from the 
Grand Canyon to Zion and Bryce 
Canyon National Parks, you proceed 
up the stairsteps of hundreds of mil
lions of years-recorded in the layers 
of earth as if some ancient force 
wanted us to know its story and to 
remind us how, against that backdrop, 
the evening news, the musings of pun
dits, and even our lives seem but the 
tiniest fraction of a second. Indeed, all 
of human history is represented on 
the canyon wall as just one narrow 
slice of rock. 

A few years ago, I visited Mesa 
Verde and Chaco Canyon and discov
ered the mystery of the Anazazi cul
ture. Standing in the kiva of Casa 
Bonito late one spring afternoon, I 
tried to imagine the full impact of the 
ancient apartment houses and mag
nificent roads that lay before me. I 
could hear the noise and shouts. I 
could smell the smoke. I could see the 
people. I could sense the panic and 
abandonment that relentless drought 
would bring. 

The land is our teacher. It teaches 
us the value of things that can't be 
bought or sold, traded or exchanged. 
What's the dollar value of the desert? 
What price tag would you put on the 
endless grasses of the Everglades? In 
an earlier time, we might have said: 
Zero, nothing, they're worthless. 
Today, we look at the lonely beauty of 
the desert or the cypress swamp and 
say: It's priceless. 

Our national parks are unique. They 
grew from an enlightened vision which 
acknowledged the land's importance to 
all of us. We've set aside vast amounts 
of land, from seashores to mountain
tops. We celebrate particular places 
interwoven with our history: The bat
tlefield at Gettysburg, the Statue of 
Liberty, Ford's Theater. And we en
trust these lands, these pieces of herit
age, to the National Park Service to 
protect and foster. 

This job is a critical one. Every year, 
the concrete creeps closer. The subdi
visions move nearer. Pesticides and 
biocides pollute the waters. Today, 
there's even a man-made haze over the 
Grand Canyon. As Roderick Nash re
minds us, "wild land will remain wild 
only as the result of human choice. 
The blank spaces are being filled in. 
Today, not in 1890, could be the real 
closing of the American frontier." 

When the national parks were cre
ated, they were created for us, for our 
children and for our children's chil-
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dren. Each generation has used the 
parks, and each generation has used 
them in different ways. In the early 
days of the parks, Americans who 
couldn't afford a fancy tour could get 
there in the family's model-T. Today, 
thanks to Gore-Tex, and freeze-dried 
foods, many people leave their cars to 
hike along trails and streambeds. 

We don't know how our children will 
use the parks. But we do know that 
neither we nor they will ever be able 
to create more wilderness. If what is 
available today is lost through lack of 
resolve or mismanagement, it will be 
lost forever. 

The battle to keep a standard of ex
cellence in our parks is difficult and 
complex. More and more, the issues 
which shape parks grow from local to 
regional to national. In this proces
sion, the decisions that are made 
become increasingly political. This is, 
of course, neither unexpected nor nec
essarily unwise. The successful resolu
tion of conflicting interests almost 
always demands compromise. Howev
er, to weave politics and compromise 
into the mission of the Park Service is 
a perilous step and a threat to this 
land heritage. 

Mr. President, the Park Service is 
the steward of our park lands. Their 
role should be an uncompromising one 
and their goal should be of simple ex
cellence. Too much is at stake. If poli
tics or compromise is to be part of the 
policy calculus, it should enter the 
equation in the full light of day. And 
we should never expect or hope that 
the National Park Service adopts an 
agenda which is less than complete or 
flawed by external pressure. 

This legislation emphasizes a politi
cally independent National Park Serv
ice. The bill creates a three-person 
Review Board. The members which 
will be appointed by the President to 
staggered 4-year terms. The Park 
Service Director would be appointed 
by the President and serve for a term 
of 5 years. The Director could be re
nominated but could serve only two 
consecutive terms. 

The Review Board would report an
nually to the President and Congress 
on the management and budget of the 
Park Service. The Board is to address 
the resource needs of the Park Service 
and make recommendations that best 
serve the mission of the Park Service 
and the American public. 

During my years at the Energy Com
mittee, I've taken a long look at the 
Park Service. I've also had a personal 
involvement in a number of park 
issues, national as well as those linked 
specifically to New Jersey's parks. Too 
often, field recommendations have 
been reversed by higher Department 
officials in accordance with national 
park policies that seem at odds with 
the preservation of this fantastic re
source heritage. For example, this ad
ministrator refuses to provide signifi-

cant funding for land acquisition, his
toric preservation or basic construc
tion projects within national park 
units. This policy is defended as fiscal
ly responsible. Yet, the effect of these 
policies and this "responsibility" guar
antee that precious resources will be 
lost forever. In New Jersey, historical 
records and artifacts have been de
stroyed or damaged due to inadequate 
preservation. The price of acquiring 
land inholdings has skyrocketed. And 
millions of visitors to Sandy Hook 
beaches must rely on bathroom facili
ties installed as temporary facilities 
years ago that are a disgrace. 

The Review Board will not necessari
ly lead to more money for preserva
tion, land acquisition, or even Sandy 
Hook's bathrooms. Yet, if we are to 
make the proper decisions, the Con
gress needs a clear, untarnished state
ment of the Park Service's mission and 
needs. Such a statement is not avail
able today, and would be developed by 
the Park Service Review Board. 

This bill's purpose is very simple: To 
create a safeguard against heavy
handed political meddling or compro
mise which threatens the fabric of the 
Park System. Obviously, this bill does 
not remove the Park Service from the 
direction of the President. The Presi
dent nominates all of the members of 
the Board and the Director. Also, this 
bill is not just an indictment of the 
current administration's practices. 
Rather, the bill deals with issues that 
would be inevitably raised, regardless 
of the political persuasion of the occu
pant of the White House. 

Mr. President, this bill is not compli
cated. There's no hidden agenda. The 
legislation seeks to maintain ·the 
standard of excellence that has char
acterized the National Park System 
over its long history. The President 
needs to maintain a dedicated core of 
Park Service employees. The Congress 
needs clear information and guidance. 
The Park Service needs consistent di
rection and purpose. A Park Service 
muzzled by political whim is of no use 
to the American public. This bill is a 
necessary first step in response to a 
complex problem, and I urge my col
leagues' support. 

I ask unanimous consent that the 
text of the bill be printed in full in the 
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD. 

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

s. 2360 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 

Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, 
SECl'ION 1. NATIONAL PARK SYSTEM REVIEW 

BOARD. 
(a) ESTABLISHMENT AND FuNCTIONS.-
(1) ESTABLISHMENT.-There is hereby es

tablished a National Park System Review 
Board <hereinafter in this Act referred to as 
the "Board"). 

(2) FuNCTIONs.-The Board shall maintain 
a continuing review of programs and activi-

ties of the National Park Service and of ex
isting and proposed national park system 
units. 

(3) REPORTS.-The Board shall transmit to 
the President and to each House of the Con
gress an annual report containing the re
sults of its review, together with any recom
mendations for the management of the na
tional park system or any proposed addi
tions to such system, as it considers appro
priate. Concurrently with the submission of 
the annual budget of the United States by 
the President, the Board shall submit to the 
President and to the Congress budget rec
ommendations for the National Park Serv
ice and for the Board. Notwithstanding any 
other provision of law or any rule, regula
tion, or policy directive, the Board shall 
transmit such annual report and budget rec
ommendations, and provide any other infor
mation on the request of any committee or 
subcommittee of Congress, by report, testi
mony, or otherwise, without review, clear
ance, or approval by any other administra
tive authority except to the extent that the 
Board may deem such review, clearance, or 
approval appropriate. 

(b) MEMBERSHIP AND TERMS OF OFFICE.
The President shall appoint members of the 
Board from among persons who, because of 
education or experience, are considered 
knowledgeable regarding policy issues af
fecting the natural or cultural resources of 
the Nation. The Board shall consist of 3 
members serving for terms of 4 years, 
except that the terms of the members first 
taking office shall expire <as designated by 
the President at the time of appointment> 
as follows: one member after 3 years, one 
member after 5 years, and one member after 
7 years. Members of the Board may be re
moved by the President only for inefficien
cy, neglect of duty, or malfeasance in office. 
Any member appointed to fill a vacancy oc
curring before the expiration of the term 
for which his predecessor was appointed 
shall be appointed only for the remainder of 
such term. 

(C) ADMINISTRATIVE PROVISIONS.-The 
Board shall elect a Chairman from among 
its members. A majority of the Board serv
ing at any one time shall constitute a 
quorum for the transaction of business. The 
Board shall have an official seal, which 
shall be judicially noticed. The Board shall 
meet at the call of the Chairman. Any 
member of the Board may, with the ·author
ization of the Chairman, conduct public 
meetings. There shall be at least 6 meetings 
of the Board each year. In carrying out its 
functions, the Board may adopt bylaws, 
rules, and regulations necessary for the ad
ministration of its functions and may con
tract for any necessary services. 

(d) PuBLIC MEETINGS; PuBLIC COMMENT.
All meetings of the Board shall be open to 
the public and the Board shall solicit, and 
review, public comments on all recommen
dations to be made by the Board. 

(e) COMPENSATION.-Members of the Board 
shall each be paid annual compensation at a 
rate equal to the rate of basic pay payable 
for level V of the Executive Schedule. While 
away from their homes or regular places of 
business in the performance of services for 
the Commission, members of the Commis
sion shall be allowed travel expenses, includ
ing per diem in lieu of subsistence, in the 
same manner as persons employed intermit
tently in Government service are allowed 
expenses under section 5703 of title 5 of the 
United States Code. 

(f) STAFF; EXPERTS AND CONSULTANTS.-
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(1) STAFF.-The Board may appoint and 

fix the pay of such personnel as it considers 
appropriate, including at least a chief of 
staff, a secretary to the Board, a legal coun
sel, 5 investigators, and 10 support staff. 
The staff shall be appointed subject to the 
provisions of title 5, United States Code, 
governing appointments in the competitive 
service, and shall be paid in accordance with 
the provisions of chapter 51 and subchapter 
III of chapter 53 of such title .relating to 
classification and General Schedule pay 
rates. 

(2) EXPERTS AND CONSULTANTS.-The Board 
may procure temporary and intermittent 
services under section 3109<b> of title 5 of 
the United States Code, but at rates for in
dividuals not to exceed basic pay payable 
for GS-13 of the General Schedule. Upon 
request of the Board, the head of any Fed
eral agency is authorized to detail, on a re
imbursable basis, any of the personnel of 
such agency to the Board to assist the 
Board in carrying out its duties under this 
Act. 

(g) OBTAINING DATA.-Notwithstanding 
sections 552 through 552b of title 5 of the 
United States Code, the Board may secure 
directly from the National Park Service in
formation necessary to enable it to carry 
out this Act. Upon request of the Chairman 
of the Board, the Director of the National 
Park Service shall furnish such information 
to the Board. 

(h) ADMINISTRATIVE SUPPORT SERVICES.
The Administrator of General Services shall 
provide to the Board on a reimbursable 
basis such administrative support services as 
the Board may request. The Board may use 
the United States mails in the same manner 
and under the same conditions as other de
partments and agencies of the United 
States. 
SEC. 2. NATIONAL PARK SERVICE. 

(a) DIRECTOR OF NATIONAL PARK SERVICE.
There shall be within the Department of 
the Interior, a National Park Service headed 
by a Director, who shall be appointed by the 
President, by and with the advice and con
sent of the Senate, from among persons 
qualified, by training and experience and by 
demonstrated ability, to administer, protect, 
and preserve the natural and cultural re
sources of the United States. The Director 
shall be paid at the rate of basic pay pay
able for level V of the Executive Schedule 
under section 5316 of title 5 of the United 
States Code. The Director shall hold office 
for a term of 5 years and may be removed 
by the President only for inefficiency, ne
glect of duty, or malfeasance in office. No 
Director shall be appointed to more than 
two consecutive terms. 

<b> FuNCTIONs.-The Secretary of the In
terior shall delegate to the Director of the 
National Park Service appointed under this 
Act all functions and authorities of the Sec
retary regarding the administration of the 
national park system and all other func
tions and authorities exercised by the Direc
tor of the National Park Service as of the 
enactment of this Act. The Secretary shall 
retain all authorities not so delegated and 
shall have the authority and responsibility 
to convey information regarding the nation
al park system to the cabinet. In the per
formance of his functions, the Director and 
the officers and employees of the National 
Park Service shall not be responsible to, or 
subject to the supervision or direction of, 
any officer or employee, or agent of any 
other part of the Department of the Interi
or. 

(C) EMPLOYEES.-

(1) APPOINTMENT AND COMPENSATION.-The 
Director shall appoint and fix the compen
sation of all officers and employees of the 
National Park Service. 

(2) TRANSFER OF PERSONNEL.-Upon ap
pointment of the Director of the National 
Park Service under this Act, the Director of 
the Office of Management and Budget shall 
provide for the transfer to the administra
tive jurisdiction of such Director to such 
personnel, property, funds, and records of 
the service created by the first section of 
the Act approved August 25, 1916 <39 Stat. 
535; 16 U.S.C. 1), as are under the adminis
trative jurisdiction of the Department of 
the Interior. Salaries, grades, and benefits 
of employees so transferred shall not be af
fected adversely thereby, except that no em
ployee of the National Park Service shall be 
appointed from or under schedules excepted 
from the competitive Civil Service. 

(3) PERFORMANCE APPRAISALS.-No person 
whose position has been excepted from the 
competitive service, other than the Director 
or an individual holding a senior executive 
position, may conduct, or participate in the 
conduct of, any performance appraisal 
under chapter 43 of title 5 of the United 
States Code for any officer or employee of 
the National Park Service. 

(d) INDEPENDENCE IN PROVIDING BUDGET 
AND OTHER INFORMATION.-Notwithstanding 
any other provision of law or any rule, regu
lation, or policy directive, the Director may 
transmit the budget request recommended 
by him for the National Park Service to the 
Congress, and provide any other informa
tion on the request of any committee or sub
committee of Congress, by report, testimo
ny, or otherwise, without review, clearance, 
or approval by any other administrative au
thority. 

By Mr. LEAHY (for himself, Mr. 
GRASSLEY, Mr. SIMON, and Mr. 
SIMPSON): 

S. 2361. A bill to amend title 18, 
United States Code, to preserve per
sonal privacy with respect to the 
rental, purchase, or delivery of video 
tapes or similar audiovisual materials 
and the use of library materials or 
services; to the Committee on the Ju
diciary. 

VIDEO AND LIBRARY PRIVACY PROTECTION ACT 
Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I rise 

today to introduce the Video and Li
brary Privacy Protection Act of 1988. 
This measure will ensure that the 
choice of books we read and the 
movies we view will be protected 
against unlawful disclosure. It is a 
timely response to the need to protect 
private activities in an era of increas
ing information collection and dissemi
nation. 

During the nomination hearing of 
Judge Robert Bork, a reporter ob
tained a list of the video tapes Judge 
Bork and his family had rented at a 
local video store, and then published 
an article in The City Paper. I joined 
with members of the Judiciary Com
mittee and others in denouncing this 
unwarranted invasion of personal pri
vacy. I said at the time this story 
broke and I repeat today that it is no 
one's business what video tapes Judge 
Bork or anyone else chooses to view. 
Few Americans will undergo the scru-

tiny given a Supreme Court nominee, 
but Judge Bork and all of us are enti
tled to a reasonable expectation of pri
vacy. 

I have worked with Senator SIMON, 
Senator GRASSLEY, and Senator SIMP
SON to draft a comprehensive bill that 
would prohibit this type of disclosure 
and I believe it will be an important 
piece of our statutory protection of 
the right to privacy. 

Commentators and courts have 
struggled with the meaning of a "right 
to privacy." Some have said that it is 
the right of .autonomy or personhood. 
Others have described it as the free
dom from outside intrusion. Justice 
Brandeis said simply that it is the 
"right to be let alone." 

In practical terms, our right to pri
vacy protects the choice of movies 
that we watch with our family in our 
own homes. And it protects the selec
tion of books that we choose to read. 
These activities are at the core of any 
definition of personhood. They reveal 
our likes and dislikes, our interests 
and our whims. They say a great deal 
about our dreams and ambitions, our 
fears and our hopes. They reflect our 
individuality, and they describe us as 
people. 

Who would have imagined that the 
video tapes that one watches at home 
or the books that one reads in the 
evening might become matters of 
public record? Not even George Orwell 
anticipated this. 

When people rent video tapes they 
might reasonably expect that their 
names will be exchanged with other 
video dealers as video purchasers. 
They might even expect to receive spe
cial notices about adventure films, 
educational films, or exercise tapes, if 
they have joined specialized film 
groups. What they do not expect, and 
what the law should not allow, is that 
a detailed list of their previous rent
als-the titles of the films, the dates 
they were rented-will be disclosed to 
other, without their consent. 

Mr. President, we know that the 
transfer and compilation of this com
puterized information has become 
easier as the costs for data storage 
have diminished, and the sophistica
tion of information collection has in
creased. We know also that statutory 
saf egruards for privacy protection con
front powerful institutional and eco
nomic pressure. For example, the 
growth of computer matching between 
Federal agencies undercut the protec
tions embodied in the Privacy Act of 
1974. But we in the Congress will have 
to confront these issues more and 
more in the years ahead. 

David Burnham, a New York Times 
reporter who followed computer issues 
for several years, described this prob
lem of transactional data in his book, 
The Rise of the Computer State. Our 
information society is generating an 
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enormous record of personal activity. 
Every stop at an ATM machine, every 
car rental transaction, and, now it 
seems, every purchase at a grocery 
store places us in space and time. It 
provides a history of our comings and 
goings. People can find out where you 
were, what you were doing, and possi
bly who you were with. Who is to say 
that someday this information could 
not be compiled and elaborate dossiers 
on individual activity prepared? 

Alexander Solzhenitsyn, a Vermont 
resident, described this danger in the 
most vivid terms. He wrote: 

As every man goes through life he fills in 
a number of forms for the record, each con
taining a number of questions . . . There 
are thus hundreds of little threads radiating 
from every man, millions of threads in all. If 
these threads were suddenly to become visi
ble, the whole sky would look like a spider's 
web, and if they materialized like rubber 
bands, buses and trams and even people 
would lose the ability to move and the wind 
would be unable to carry torn-up newspa
pers or autumn leaves along the streets of 
the city. 

The subtlety of this problem was 
only barely envisioned by Justice 
Brandeis when he warned us of the 
dangers to privacy that new technol
ogies bring. In that famous dissent in 
the Olmstead decision, Judge Brandeis 
warned that: 

Subtler and more far reaching means of 
invading privacy have become available to 
the Government ... the progress of sci
ence in furnishing the Government with the 
means of espionage is not likely to stop with 
wiretapping. Ways may some day be devel
oped by which the Government, without re
moving papers from secret drawers, can re
produce them in court, and by which it will 
be enabled to expose to a jury the most inti
mate occurrences of the home. 

Today, Mr. President, that capabil
ity exists. It does not require an elabo
rate listening device of the kind that 
Justice Brandeis might have imagined, 
but a much more subtle and much 
more pervasive form of surveillance. 
That is the trail of information gener
ated by every transaction that is now 
recorded and stored in sophisticated 
recordkeeping systems. 

Mr. President, the principle this bill 
embodies is a simple one: A person 
maintains a privacy interest in the 
transactional information about his or 
her personal activities. The disclosure 
of this information should only be per
missible under well-defined circum
stances. 

This bill sets out comprehensive pro
tection for personal information held 
by video store dealers and public li
braries. It prohibits the disclosure of 
video rental records and library bor
rower records except to the person, to 
another with the person's consent, or 
under court order. Any person who is 
aggrieved by a violation may bring a 
civil action for damages. 

Video stores will be allowed to sell 
customer lists, but they cannot dis
close the particular films their cus-

tomers have rented. Disclosure is per
mitted for the purpose of debt collec
tion or the transfer of ownership. 

Information unlawfully obtained 
cannot be used in a court proceeding. 

Recognizing that many states have 
enacted legislation to protect this in
formation, the bill explicitly preserves 
the rights of customers and patrons 
under state and local law. 

Finally, the bill requires destruction 
of personal information one year from 
the date the information is no longer 
necessary for the purpose it was col
lected. 

Mr. President, last Congress we en
acted the first major privacy legisla
tion in over a decade. The Electronic 
Communications Privacy Act extended 
privacy protection to increasingly 
widespread digitized communications. 
That bill was supported by over 
twenty organizations, including the 
National Association of Manufactur
ers, the Chamber of Commerce, the 
Direct Marketing Association, the 
ACLU and the Department of Justice. 

Every major computer and telecom
munications company in the United 
States supported that effort. They 
knew that electronic communication 
services would be more attractive if 
the companies could ensure the priva
cy of their customers' electronic mail. 

The bill before us provides a similar 
opportunity to . establish privacy safe
guards. I look forward to working with 
the video dealers and the library asso
ciations in strengthening privacy pro
tection for their customers and pa
trons. I applaud efforts that have al
ready been taken by trade associa
tions, professional groups, and others 
to establish information privacy pro
tection with confidentiality provisions, 
record destruction policies, and en
hanced security for automated sys
tems containing personal information. 
All of these measures help safeguard 
the right of information privacy. 

Let me also thank the staff-Melissa 
Patack with Senator GRASSLEY, Susan 
Kaplan with Senator SIMON, and Marc 
Rotenberg of my staff-who worked 
hard to craft a bill that provides com
prehensive protection. The bill now 
enjoys broad support and is ready for 
prompt consideration thanks to their 
efforts. 

Mr. President, this bill is a signifi
cant step in extending the right of pri
vacy, and, in so doing, makes each of 
us a little freer to read and watch 
what we choose without public scruti
ny, and once again strengthens the 
rights of individual liberty that lie at 
the heart of our system of govern
ment. 

Mr. President, I ask that the text of 
the bill be included in the RECORD. 

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

s. 2361 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 

Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the "Video and 
Library Privacy Protection Act of 1988". 
SEC. 2. CHAPTER 121 AMENDMENT. 

<a> IN GENERAL.-Chapter 121 of title 18, 
United States Code, is amended-

<1 > by redesignating section 2710 as sec
tion 2711; and 

<2> by inserting after section 2709 the fol
lowing: 

"§ 2710. Wrongful disclosure of video tape rental 
or sale records and library records 
"(a} DEFINITIONS.-For purposes of this 

section-
"(!} the term 'patron' means any individ

ual who requests or receives-
"<A> services within a library; or 
"(B} books or other materials on loan 

from a library; 
"(2} the term 'consumer' means any 

renter, purchaser, or subscriber of goods or 
services from a video tape service provider; 

"(3} the term 'library' means an institu
tion which operates as a public library or 
serves as a library for any university, school, 
or college; 

"(4} the term 'ordinary course of business' 
means only debt collection activities and the 
transfer of ownership; 

"(5} the term 'personally identifiable in
formation' includes information which iden
tifies a person as having requested or ob
tained specific materials or services from a 
video tape service provider or library; and 

"(6} the term 'video tape service provider' 
means any person, engaged in the business 
of rental, sale, or delivery of pre-recorded 
video cassette tapes or similar audio visual 
materials. 

"(b} VIDEO TAPE RENTAL AND SALE 
REcoans.-<1> A video tape service provider 
who knowingly discloses, to any person, per
sonally identifiable information concerning 
any consumer of such provider shall be 
liable to the aggrieved person for the relief 
provided in subsection (d}. 

"<2> A video tape service provider may dis
close personally identifiable information 
concerning any consumer-

"(A} to the consumer; 
"<B> to any person with the informed, 

written consent of the consumer given at 
the time the disclosure is sought; 

"<C> to a law enforcement agency pursu
ant to a court order authorizing such disclo
sure if-

"(i} the consumer is given reasonable 
notice, by the law enforcement agency, of 
the court proceeding relevant to the issu
ance of the court order and is afforded the 
opportunity to appear and contest the claim 
of the law enforcement agency; and 

"(ii} such law enforcement agency offers 
clear and convincing evidence that the sub
ject of the information is reasonably sus
pected of engaging in criminal activity and 
the information sought is highly probative 
and material to the case; 

"(D) to any person if the disclosure is 
solely of the names and addresses of con
sumers and if-

"(i} the video tape service provider has 
provided the consumer with the opportuni
ty, in a writing separate from any rental, 
sales, or subscription agreement, to prohibit 
such disclosure; and 

"(ii} the disclosure does not reveal, direct
ly or indirectly, the title, description, or sub-
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ject matter of any video tapes or other 
audio visual material; 

"(E) to any person if the disclosure is inci
dent to the ordinary course of business of 
the video tape service provider; or 

"(F) pursuant to a court order, in a civil 
proceeding upon a showing of compelling 
need for the information that cannot be ac
commodated by any other means, if-

"(i) the consumer is given reasonable 
notice, by the person seeking the disclosure, 
of the court proceeding relevant to the issu
ance of the court order; and 

"(ii) the consumer is afforded the oppor
tunity to appear and contest the claim of 
the person seeking the disclosure. 
If an order is granted pursuant to subpara
graph <C> or <F>, the court shall impose ap
propriate safeguards against unauthorized 
disclosure. 

"(C) LIBRARY RECORDS.-(1) Any library 
which knowingly discloses, to any person, 
personally identifiable information concern
ing any patron of such institution shall be 
liable to the aggrieved person for the relief 
provided in subsection (d). 

"(2) A library may disclose personally 
identifiable information concerning any 
patron-

"(A) to the patron; 
"<B> to any person with the informed 

written consent of the patron given at the 
time the disclosure is sought; 

"CC> to a law enforcement agency pursu
ant to a court order authorizing such disclo
sure if-

"(i) the patron is given reasonable notice, 
by the law enforcement agency, of the court 
proceeding relevant to the issuance of the 
court order and is afforded the opportunity 
to appear and contest the claim of the law 
enforcement agency; and 

"<ii> such law enforcement agency offers 
clear and convincing evidence that the sub
ject of the information is reasonably sus
pected of engaging in criminal activity and 
that the information sought is highly pro
bative and material to the case; 

"(D) to any person if the disclosure is 
solely of the names and addresses of patrons 
and if-

"(i) the library has provided the patron 
with a written statement which affords the 
patron the opportunity to prohibit such dis
closure; and 

"(ii> the disclosure does not reveal, direct
ly or indirectly, the title, description, or sub
ject matter of any library materials bor
rowed or services utilized by the patron; 

"<E> to any authorized person if the dis
closure is necessary for the retrieval of over
due library materials or the recoupment of 
compensation for damaged or lost library 
materials; or 

"(F) pursuant to a court order, in a civil 
proceeding upon a showing of compelling 
need for the information that cannot be ac
commodated by any other means, if-

"(i) the patron is given reasonable notice, 
by the person seeking the disclosure, of the 
court proceeding relevant to the issuance of 
the court order; and 

"<ii> the patron is afforded the opportuni
ty to appear and contest the claim of the 
person seeking the disclosure. 
If an order is granted pursuant to subpara
graph <C> or <F>, the court shall impose ap
propriate safeguards against unauthorized 
disclosure. 

"(d) CIVIL ACTION.-0) Any person ag
grieved by any act of a person in violation of 
this section may bring a civil action in a 
United States district court. 

"(2) The court may award-

"CA> actual damages but not less than liq
uidated damages in an amount of $2,500; 

"CB> punitive damages; 
"<C> reasonable attorneys' fees and other 

litigation costs reasonably incurred; and 
"CD> such other preliminary and equitable 

relief as the court determines to be appro
priate. 

"(3) No action may be brought under this 
subsection unless such action is begun 
within 2 years from the date of the act com
plained of or the date of discovery. 

"<4> No liability shall result from lawful 
disclosure permitted by this section. 

"(e) Personally identifiable information 
obtained in any manner other than as pro
vided in this section shall not be received in 
evidence in any trial, hearing, arbitration, 
or other proceeding in or before any court, 
grand jury, department, officer, agency, reg
ulatory body, legislative committee, or other 
authority of the United States, a State, or a 
political subdivision of a State. 

"(f) DESTRUCTION OF OLD RECORDS.-A 
person subject to this section shall destroy 
personally identifiable information as soon 
as practicable, but no later than one year 
from the date the information is no longer 
necessary for the purpose for which it was 
collected and there are no pending requests 
or orders for access to such information 
under subsections (b)(2) or <c><2> or pursu
ant to a court order. 

"(g) SELECTION OF A FORUM.-Nothing in 
this section shall limit rights of consumers 
or patrons otherwise provided under State 
or local law. A Federal court shall, in ac- · 
cordance with section 1738 of title 28, 
United States Code, give preclusive effect to 
the decision of any State or local court or 
agency in an action brought by a consumer 
or patron under a State or local law silnilar 
to this section. A decision of a Federal court 
under this section shall preclude any action 
under a State or local law similar to this sec
tion.". 

(b) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.-The table of 
sections at the beginning of chapter 121 of 
title 18, United States Code, is amended

(1) in the item relating to section 2710, by 
striking out "2710" and inserting "2711" in 
lieu thereof; and 

(2) by inserting after the item relating to 
section 2709 the following new item: 

"2710. Wrongful disclosure of video tape 
rental or sale records and li
brary records.". 

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, the 
concept of privacy and its limitations 
is much debated among my colleagues. 
Privacy is something we all value. The 
bill of rights protects important as
pects of privacy in several ways. Con
gress has enhanced other aspects of 
personal privacy by statute. 

Privacy can, however, be an elusive 
concept. Justice Brandeis once defined 
the right of privacy as, simply, "the 
right to be let alone." And Justice An
thony Kennedy, during his nomina
tion hearings, noted: 

We are very much in a state of evolution 
and debate.••• We are still in a rudimenta
ry state of the law so far as the right of pri
vacy is concerned. 

The right of privacy is not, however, 
a generalized undefined right; it is a 
specific right, one which individuals 
should understand. And it is the role 
of the legislature to define, expand, 

and give meaning to the concept of 
privacy. Toward that end, I am, along 
with Senators LEAHY and SIMON, 
pleased to introduce legislation intend
ed to prevent and redress certain in
trusions into personal privacy. The 
Video and Library Privacy Protection 
Act of 1988 recognizes that individuals 
should be protected in their personal 
use of videotapes and library books. 
This bill will give specific meaning to 
the right of privacy, as it affects indi
viduals in their daily lives. 

The bill prohibits those who rent, 
sell, or otherwise provide videotapes 
from disclosing the identity of the in
dividuals and the tapes rented or 
bought, except in certain limited cir
cumstances. Likewise, a library would 
be prevented from revealing the iden
tity of its patrons and the books they 
borrow or services they use. 

My colleagues and I recognize that 
some States, such as my own home 
State of Iowa, have begun to enact leg
islation similar to our Video and Li
brary Privacy Protection Act. We do 
not want to preempt the States from 
acting in this area. In fact, the State 
legislatures are particularly well suited 
to respond to technological changes 
and trends in society. Thus, under our 
bill, citizens in States with similar leg
islation will merely have an alterna
tive in the Federal remedy. 

Likewise, we share a concern about 
imposing penalties upon those who are 
in the business of renting or selling vi
deofilms and who own libraries. How
ever, privacy, as defined in this bill, re
quires protection. We expect that 
video store and library owners will 
educate their employees to refrain 
from disclosure so as to minimize the 
possibility of unauthorized discloure. 

I know that many of my colleagues 
are concerned with the notice of per
sonal privacy and what it means for 
Americans. Passage of this legislation 
will help define and as a result, en
hance individual privacy. 

Mr. SIMON. Mr. President, today I 
join with my colleagues Senator 
LEAHY, Senator GRASSLEY, and Senator 
SIMPSON in introducing legislation to 
protect one of the most treasured lib
erties of all, the right to privacy. 
There is no denying that the computer 
age has revolutionized our world. Over 
the past 20 years we have seen re
markable changes in the way each one 
of us goes about our lives. Our chil
dren learn through computers. We 
bank by machine. We watch movies in 
our living rooms. These technological 
innovations are exciting and as a 
nation we should be proud of the ac
complishments we have made. 

Yet as we continue to move ahead, 
we must protect time honored values 
that are so central to this society, par
ticularly our right to privacy. The 
advent of the computer means not 
only that we can be more efficient 
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than ever before, but that we have the 
ability to be more intrusive than ever 
before. Every day Americans are 
forced to provide to businesses and 
others personal information without 
having any control over where that in
formation goes. Computer records are 
kept on where we travel, what we eat, 
what we buy, what we watch, and 
what we read. These records are a 
window into our loves, likes, and dis
likes. As Justice Brandeis predicted 
over 40 years ago in his famous dissent 
in the Olmstead wiretap case: 

Time works changes, brings into existence 
new conditions and purposes • • • Subtler 
and more far reaching means of invading 
privacy have become available • • • Ways 
may some day be developed by which the 
Government, without removing papers from 
secret drawers, can reproduce them in court 
and by which it will be enabled to expose to 
a jury the most intimate occurrences of the 
home. 

This point was brought home to me 
during the course of the confirmation 
hearings on Judge Bork when I 
learned that a reporter had received 
from a local video store a list of the 
movies that Judge Bork and his family 
had rented. Who would guess that the 
choice of movies one watches in the 
privacy of the home would not be con
fidential? 

The legislation being introduced 
today takes an important step in en
suring that individuals will maintain 
control over their personal informa
tion when renting or purchasing a 
movie or when borrowing a library 
book. The bill specifically provides for 
a Federal cause of action in the event 
a list which identifies the books we 
read or the movies we watch is re
leased. Since there are certain circum
stances in which it may be necessary 
for this information to be divulged, 
the bill provides for some limited ex
ceptions to the prohibition, including 
an exemption to cover legitimate law 
enforcement activities. 

No doubt in the days and years 
ahead we will continue to make much 
progress in developing new technol
ogies. While I am fully supportive of 
innovation and growth, I remain com
mitted to protecting those principles 
which are so central to America. The 
legislation being introduced today 
strikes the necessary balance to ensure 
that our privacy will not be lost as we 
move ahead. 

By Mr. MITCHELL (for himself, 
Mr. CHAFEE, Mr. COHEN, Mr. 
PELL, Mr. KERRY, and Mr. KEN
NEDY): 

S. 2362. A bill to enhance the en
forcement of laws conserving Ameri
can lobsters; to the Committee on Fi
nance. 

CONSERVATION OF AMERICAN LOBSTERS 

e Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I 
today am introducing legislation in
tended to strengthen conservation and 

management of lobsters in the United 
States. 

Maine and the rest of New England 
is famous for lobsters. In 1987, total 
U.S. landings of lobsters weighed 45 
million pounds, and were valued at 
$133 million. Maine, Massachusetts, 
and Rhode Island led the region's fish
ing industry in lobster landings, fol
lowed by Connecticut and New Hamp
shire. 

What few people realize is the care
ful balance of scientific and technical 
considerations which are necessary to 
preserve lobsters as a vital and abun
dant ocean resource. New England lob
sters-also known as American lob
sters-are of a distinct species, ho
marus americanus, found in waters of 
the northwest Atlantic, from Labrador 
to Cape Hatteras. Stocks are concen
trated in the Gulf of Maine, and 
waters off southern New England. 

Conservation and management of 
the lobster fishery occurs under a 
combination of Federal and State law. 
State laws regulate in-shore catches 
up to 3 miles from the coast. Under 
the Magnuson Act, Federal regula
tions apply to catches from 3 to 200 
miles off-shore. However, Federal reg
ulations require that anyone holding a 
State lobster permit which is endorsed 
for lobstering in Federal waters must 
observe the more restrictive-that is, 
Federal-requirements for all lobsters 
caught. 

Federal regulations for the Ameri
can Lobster Fishery are contained in 
the Code of Federal Regulations (50 
CFR 649). One of the most important 
conservation measures in the manage
ment plan is a minimum legal size for 
a harvested lobster's body shell 
length. The current minimum size is 
3%2 inches, but is scheduled to in
crease to 3114 inches in 1989; 3%2 
inches in 1990; and 35/ia inches in 1991. 

The Federal regulation follows mini
mum size increases mandated by 
changes in State laws during 1987 in 
Maine, Massachusetts, and Rhode 
Island. These changes represent a crit
ical effort to strengthen and enhance 
the conservation of American lobster 
stocks. 

New Hamsphire and Connecticut are 
expected to move also to match these 
increases in their State laws. However, 
only a small number of lobster fisher
men are not already subject to the 
Federal minimum size requirements. 
In New Hampshire, for example, 
which accounts for less than 3 percent 
of New England lobster landings, 76 
percent of all lobsters are landed by 
fishermen with federally endorsed per
mits. 

An appropriate balance exists be
tween Federal and State laws for fish
eries conservation and management. 
Within the United States, the lobster 
management plan is working. Howev
er, the Federal plan is threatened by 

imports of American lobsters which 
are below its minimum size. 

Approximately 50 percent of Ameri
can lobsters sold in the United States 
are imported. In 1987, total U.S. land
ings of American lobsters weighed 45 
million pounds, and were valued at 
$133 million. Total imports were 39 
million pounds, valued at $178 million. 
Of these imports, 10 percent are esti
mated to be below the Federal mini
mum size. As the minimum size in
creases, the number of imports esti
mated below the minimum size will in
crease to approximately 30 percent. 

In the U.S. market, where domestic 
and imported lobsters are intermin
gled in the stream of commerce, it is 
virtually impossible to enforce compli
ance with the Federal minimum size
particularly in places outside of New 
England, such as Chicago or Los Ange
les. There also is an open risk of a 
"black market" developing in submini
mum lobsters of U.S. origin. 

The New England lobster industry 
also sees itself as forced to comply 
with minimum size requirements 
which do not apply to imports. It does 
not make sense, from the point of view 
of basic fairness. Let any foreign 
nation observe whatever minimum size 
it wants within its own waters. But 
within the United States, such a 
nation should respect our law and our 
minimum lobster size. 

The legislation which I am introduc
ing today would accomplish this con
servation purpose. It would prohibit 
importation of lobsters which do not 
comply with the Federal minimum 
size. 

With respect to two other provisions 
of the Federal lobster management 
plan, the legislation also would prohib
it imports of "berried" or scrubbed" 
lobsters, which are respectively, egg
bearing lobsters, or lobsters with visi
ble evidence of eggs having been forc
ibly removed. The legislation also 
would apply to both whole lobsters or 
lobster parts. However, the most 
urgent concerns for enforcement defi
nitely are whole lobsters and the mini
mum size requirement. 

This legislation is urgently necessary 
if the legitimacy of the Federal lobster 
management is to be maintained. 

Unless imported lobsters sold in the 
United States are held to the same 
conservation standards as our own 
fishermen, New England industry 
leaders fear that sentiment will grow 
soon to repeal the Federal and State 
minimum lobster sizes. This would re
verse the steady progress in enhancing 
conservation in recent years. It also 
would jeopardize the long-term future 
of the resource. 

I emphasize that the purpose of this 
legislation is conservation. It does not 
prohibit imports of lobsters, but 
rather, only those lobsters which do 
not meet our conservation and man-
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agement standards. New England lob
ster dealers depend on imports to meet 
market demand, and I would not sup
port any real restriction on the flow of 
such trade. 

There even have been recent sugges
tions that Canadian lobstermen-who 
are the source of imported lobster for 
the United States-may seek a Canadi
an minimum size to match the United 
States standard. 

I do not know whether such reports 
are correct. Such action would be en
couraging news, and might obviate the 
immediate need for legislation. Howev
er, it is impossible to assess that pros
pect at this time. 

For now, urgent action is needed. 
And I intend to take all necessary 

action to enhance lobster conservation 
and management under U.S. law, and 
to require adherence by imports to our 
Federal minimum lobster size.e 
e Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President, I rise 
today in strong support of legislation 
which is designed to promote the con
servation of one of the finest delica
cies in the American diet: the lobster. 

The United States has already taken 
steps to protect this resource by estab
lishing a minimum conservation size of 
lobsters which can be taken as part of 
a U.S. Fisheries Management Plan for 
North America. 

However, while we have taken 
strong steps to protect young lobsters 
in the reproductive stage, we are still 
allowing the importation of lobsters 
below the minimum size. This impor
tation creates a strong incentive for 
the creation of a "black market" for 
under-sized lobsters, caught in U.S. 
waters but marketed as imported lob
sters. 

Importing lobsters below the mini
mum standard size creates a sense of 
unfairness. The New England lobster 
industry is required to adhere to a 
standard which does not apply to im
ports. This has created a sentiment 
among U.S. lobstermen to simply do 
away with the minimum size require
ment altogether, an action which 
would have serious long term conse
quences for the industry. 

Mr. President, the legislation which 
Senator MITCHELL, Senator COHEN' 
myself and others are introducing 
today will prevent the importation of 
lobsters into the United States that do 
not meet the minimum size require
ments of the U.S. fisheries manage
ment and conservation system. 

The purpose of this legislation is not 
to unduly restrict trade, but to provide 
a strong incentive for preserving a 
$300 million industry. Rhode Island 
alone harvests over 5 million pounds 
of lobster per year, worth close to $17 
million. Over 800 lobstermen are em
ployed in my State, and their liveli
hood depends on the continued regen
eration of a healthy lobster popula
tion. This can only occur if we take 
adequate steps to prevent the taking 

of lobsters below the minimum size, 
and encourage this sound manage
ment practice along the North Ameri
can coast. 

I urge my colleagues to join with us 
in supporting this legislation.e 
• Mr. COHEN. Mr. President, I am 
pleased to join my colleague from 
Maine, Senator MITCHELL, and other 
New England Senators, in sponsoring 
legislation to enhance the ongoing 
Federal effort to protect the North At
lantic lobster (homerus americanus). 

In 1986, the New England lobster in
dustry and the Department of Com
merce took a giant step toward the 
conservation of this lobster species by 
approving a Lobster Fishery Manage
ment Plan [FMPl which included a 
gradual increase in the minimum size 
of lobsters caught in North Atlantic 
waters. The purpose of this regulation 
is to allow mature lobsters to repro
duce, thus leading to an increase in 
the lobster population. 

Approval of this important conserva
tion measure followed years of discus
sion and controversy over the need 
and effectiveness of such a measure. It 
was a difficult step for the lobster in
dustry to take, because it meant that 
many under-sized lobsters previously 
caught and sent to market had to be 
tossed back in the water. However, it 
was a step the lobstermen were willing 
to take because they recognized that 
the depletion of the lobster species 
would result in the elimination of 
their livelihood. Allowing lobsters to 
reach maturity is a vital element in 
the protection of this important spe
cies. 

I want all of my colleagues to think 
long and hard of what life would be 
like without lobster. A truly enjoyable 
experience-the lobster dinner-would 
become a thing of the past, and the 
world would be a darker place because 
of it. 

While New England fishermen have 
found no difficulty with the new mini
mum size regulations, a problem has 
arisen because Canada does not have 
similar minimum size regulations even 
though Canadian lobsters account for 
roughly 50 percent of the U.S. market. 
As long as Canada continues to catch 
and market undersize lobsters in the 
United States, the effectiveness of 
U.S. conservation measures is reduced, 
and the lobster population in the 
North Atlantic will continue to de
cline. 

The legislation we are proposing 
today would prohibit the importation 
of North Atlantic lobsters that do not 
meet the U.S. standard for minimum 
size. I hope that this measure will be 
approved by the Senate, so that lob
stermen along the east coast will not 
see their attempts at conservation cir
cumvented. I fear that if we do not im
plement this import prohibition, the 
New England industry will give up and 
repeal its own conservation measures. 

What will follow is the decline of a 
species very important to Maine lob
stermen and to the Nation as a whole. 

I urge the Senate to expedite pas
sage of this bill.e 

By Mr. DECONCINI (for himself, 
Mr. PELL, Mr. MOYNIHAN, Mr. 
STEVENS, Mr. HATFIELD, Mr. 
CONRAD, Mr. GRASSLEY, Mr. 
MITCHELL, Mr. McCAIN, Mr. 
COCHRAN, Mr. SARBANES, Mr. 
BURDICK, Mr. GRAMM, Mr. 
DURENBERGER, Mr. MELCHER, 
Mr. MATSUNAGA, Mr. REID, Mr. 
STENNIS, Mr. Donn, Mr. CHILES, 
Mr. PACKWOOD, Mr. LUGAR, Mr. 
INOUYE, Mr. SIMON, Mr. HATCH, 
Mr. PROXMIRE, and Mr. 
WIRTH): 

S.J. Res. 315. Joint resolution desig
nating the year 1989 as the "Year of 
the Young Reader"; referred to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

YEAR OF THE YOUNG READER 

e Mr. DECONCINI. Mr. President, 
today I am introducing with Senators 
PELL, MOYNIHAN, STEVENS, HATFIELD, 
CONRAD, GRASSLEY, MITCHELL, MCCAIN, 
COCHRAN, SARBANES, BURDICK, GRAMM, 
DURENBERGER, MELCHER, MATSUNAGA, 
REID, STENNIS, DODD, CHILES, PACK
WOOD, LUGAR, INOUYE, SIMON, HATCH, 
PROXMIRE, and WIRTH a joint resolu
tion declaring 1989 as the "Year of the 
Young Reader." This resolution calls 
upon the President to issue a procla
mation encouraging parents, educa
tors, librarians, government officials, 
corporations, and associations to ob
serve the year with programs and ac
tivities to spark a reading habit in our 
young people. I think we can all agree 
that developing our children and 
young adults into readers today is the 
best way to ensure a literate and in
formed society tomorrow. 

One of the themes for the year will 
be "Give Us Books, Give Us Wings" 
from Paul Hazard's "Books, Children, 
and Men." Like the Year of the 
Reader campaign in 1987, the 1989 
campaign will focus on the positive 
and upbeat aspects of reading, rather 
than the negatives of the neglect of 
reading. Too often our children are 
conditioned to believe that reading is 
work. We need to remind them that 
books open doors to new worlds which 
can provide hours of personal enjoy
ment. After all, to master the skill of 
reading is a joy, not a chore. 

Promotion of the Year of the Young 
Reader has already begun. Organiza
tions and corporations that have 
agreed to participate in this important 
campaign include the American Li
brary Association, the Association of 
Booksellers for Children, CBS Televi
sion, the Children's Book Council, the 
International Reading Association, 
NBC Television, Pizza Hut, and Read
ing is Fundamental, Inc. In addition, 
the 15 State centers for the book, each 
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affiliated with the Library of Con
gress, will sponsor activities and pro
grams to stimulate a love of books and 
reading among our Nation's youth. 

Mr. President, I have heard it said 
many times on this floor that our chil
dren are our future. That future will 
be seriously compromised if we do not 
educate our children to the joy, the 
thrill, truly the intoxication of read
ing. I urge all my colleagues to join me 
in cosponsoring this resolution. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the entire text of the resolu
tion be printed in the RECORD at this 
point. 

There being no objection, the resolu
tion was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

S.J. RES. 315 
Whereas books and reading are the basic 

nourishment of a growing mind and the 
foundation of a child's future education and 
enrichment; 

Whereas developing children into readers 
today is the best way to ensuring a literate 
and informed citizenry tomorrow; 

Whereas the Book Industry Study Group 
and others have reported a decline in book 
reading among young people in recent 
years; 

Whereas since 1983 the National Commis
sion on Excellence, the Commission on 
Reading, and the Librarian of Congress 
have urged this Nation to give renewed at
tention to encouraging a love of books and 
reading among our young people; Now, 
therefore, be it 

Resolved by the Senate and the House of 
Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That 1989 is 
designated the "Year of the Young 
Reader,'' and the President is authorized 
and requested to issue a proclamation en
couraging parents, educators, librarians, 
government officials, members of the book 
community, corporations, associations, and 
the people of the United States to observe 
such year with appropriate programs, cere
monies, and activities aimed at giving our 
children and young adults the gift, the joy, 
and the promise of reading.e 

Mr. SARBANES. Mr. President, I 
am very pleased to join in introducing 
a resolution to designate 1989 as the 
"Year of the Young Reader." It has 
long been my view that young people 
are our Nation's greatest resource, and 
as we confront a world that is increas
ingly complex, both technologically 
and economically, it becomes even 
more important to do all we can to en
courage and stimulate a love of read
ing and an appreciation of the impor
tance of books and literature in our 
youth of today. Books and reading are 
critical elements in providing useful 
nourishment for growing minds. In
stilling in our children a joy of reading 
and an understanding of its impor
tance is one of the finest gifts we can 
offer. It is also the best way to ensure 
the continuation of an informed and 
literate populace which is critical to a 
democratic society. 

The introduction of this resolution 
seems especially appropriate as we 
come to the conclusion of the 31st 

annual observation of "National Li
brary Week," which as you know was 
celebrated April 17-23. Libraries have 
always been an integral part of all 
that our country embodies; freedom of 
information, an educated citizenry, 
and an open and enlightened society
and of course libraries provide a 
unique and vital service in our commu
nities by making available a multitude 
of resources and programs to every cit
izen in the community. But libraries 
are not merely passive repositories of 
materials. They are engines of learn
ing, and are at the very center of ef
forts to develop our Nation's young 
people into enthusiastic and thought
ful readers. I am pleased to meet regu
larly with members of the Maryland 
Library Association, and I am proud 
that Maryland's library community 
has expressed its strong support for 
this legislation. 

The passage of this resolution would 
provide a unified theme to support na
tional activities focused on effective 
reading promotional strategies. Such 
activities might include programs and 
special events to highlight especially 
important authors and books, educate 
parents on the variety and characteris
tics of good children's books, and illus
trate the special, enduring qualities of 
children's literature. 

Our Nation's young readers, who de
velop an interest in the ability to un
derstand and apply the vast sum of 
knowledge and information available 
in books, are likely to enter our society 
as productive and contributing adults. 
Such efforts deserve every support 
and encouragement our Government 
can provide, and I urge the prompt 
passage of this important resolution.• 

ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS 

s. 182 

At the request of Mr. RIEGLE, the 
name of the Senator from Arizona 
[Mr. DECONCINI] was added as a co
sponsor of S. 182, a bill to amend title 
3, United States Code, and the Uni
form Time Act of 1966 to establish a 
single poll closing time in the conti
nental United States for Presidential 
general elections. 

s. 909 

At the request of Mr. REID, the 
name of the Senator from Arizona 
[Mr. DECONCINI] was added as a co
sponsor of S. 909, a bill to require that 
all amounts saved as a result of Feder
al Government contracting pursuant 
to Office of Management and Budget 
Circular A-76 be returned to the 
Treasury, that manpower savings re
sulting from such contracting be made 
permanent, and that employees of an 
executive agency be consulted before 
contracting determinations by the 
head of that executive agency are 
made pursuant to that circular. 

s. 1052 

At the request of Mr. SPECTER, the 
name of the Senator from West Vir
ginia [Mr. ROCKEFELLER] was added as 
a cosponsor of S. 1052, a bill to estab
lish a National Center for the United 
States Constitution within the Inde
pendence National Historical Park in 
Philadelphia, PA. 

s. 1301 

At the request of Mr. LEAHY, the 
name of the Senator from South Caro
lina [Mr. THURMOND] was added as a 
cosponsor of S. 1301, a bill to amend 
title 17, United States Code, to imple
ment the Berne Convention for the 
Protection of Literary and Artistic 
Works, as revised on July 24, 1971, and 
for other purposes. 

s. 1346 

At the request of Mr. MATSUNAGA, 
the name of the Senator from Colora
do [Mr. WIRTH] was added as a co
sponsor of S. 1346, a bill to amend the 
National Labor Relations Act to give 
employers and performers in the per
forming arts rights given by section 
8<e> of such act to employers and em
ployees in similarly situated indus
tries, to give employers and perform
ers in the performing arts the same 
rights given by section 8<f) of such act 
to employers and employees in the 
construction industry, and for other 
purposes. 

s. 1511 

At the request of Mr. D' AMATO, his 
name was added as a cosponsor of S. 
1511, a bill to amend title IV of the 
Social Security Act to replace the 
AFDC Program with a comprehensive 
program of mandatory child support 
and work training which provides for 
transitional child care and medical as
sistance, benefits improvement, and 
mandatory extension of coverage to 
two-parent families, and which reflects 
a general emphasis on shared and re
ciprocal obligation, program innova
tion, and organizational renewal. 

s. 1522 

At the request of Mr. RIEGLE, the 
names of the Senator from Illinois 
[Mr. DIXON] and the Senator from 
Florida [Mr. CHILES] were added as co
sponsors of S. 1522, a bill to amend the 
Internal Revenue Code of 1986 to 
extend through 1992 the period during 
which qualified mortgage bonds and 
mortgage certificates may be issued. 

s. 1751 

At the request of Mr. LAUTENBERG, 
the name of the Senator from Utah 
[Mr. HATCH] was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 1751, a bill to require vessels to 
manifest the transport of municipal or 
other nonhazardous commercial 
wastes transported offshore to ensure 
that these wastes are not illegally dis
posed of at sea. 

s. 2075 

At the request of Mr. DASCHLE, the 
name of the Senator from Nevada 
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[Mr. REID] was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 2075, a bill to amend the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1986 to permit tax
free purchases of certain fuels, includ
ing purchases by farmers. 

s. 2082 

At the request of Mr. MATSUNAGA, 
the name of the Senator from Minne
sota [Mr. DURENBERGER] was added as 
a consponsor of S. 2082, a bill to 
amend the Internal Revenue Code of 
1986 to exempt retired public safety 
officers from the early withdrawal tax 
on pension distributions. 

s. 2111 

At the request of Mr. HATFIELD, the 
name of the Senat.or from Maryland 
[Ms. MIKULSKI] was added as a co
sponsor of S. 2111, a bill to amend the 
patent law, title 35, United States 
Code, to prohibit the patenting of ge
netically altered or modified animals. 

s. 2174 

At the request of Mr. BURDICK, the 
name of the Senator from North Caro
lina [Mr. SANFORD] was added as a co
sponsor of S. 2174, a bill to amend the 
Department of Transportation Act so 
as to reauthorize local rail service as
sistance. 

s. 2195 

At the request of Mr. HARKIN, the 
names of the Senator from Washing
ton [Mr. ADAMS], the Senator from Ar
kansas [Mr. BUMPERS], the Senator 
from Illinois [Mr. SIMON], the Senator 
from Connecticut [Mr. Donn], and the 
Senator from Mississippi [Mr. CocH
RAN] were added as cosponsors of S. 
2195, a bill to authorize the Rail Serv
ice Assistance Program under the De
partment of Transporation Act 
through fiscal year 1991. 

s. 2205 

At the request of Mr. DECONCINI, 
the names of the Senator from Con
necticut [Mr. Donn] and the Senator 
from Maine [Mr. MITCHELL] were 
added as cosponsors of S. 2205, a bill 
to enact the Omnibus Antidrug Act of 
1988, and for other purposes. 

s. 2256 

At the request of Mr. PROXMIRE, the 
name of the Senator from Maryland 
[Mr. SARBANES] was added as a cospon
sor of S. 2256, a bill to provide for in
termarket coordination. 

s. 2282 

At the request of Mr. REID, the 
name of the Senator from Indiana 
[Mr. QUAYLE] was added as a cospon
sor of S. 2282, a bill to require reau
thorizations of budget authority for 
Government programs at least every 
10 years, to provide for review of Gov
ernment programs at least every 10 
years, and for other purposes. 

s. 2298 

At the request of Mr. GLENN, the 
names of the Senator from North 
Dakota [Mr. BURDICK], the Senator 
from North Dakota [Mr. CONRAD], the 
Senator from Iowa [Mr. HARKIN], the 

Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. KASTEN], 
and the Senator from Montana [Mr. 
MELCHER] were added as cosponsors of 
S. 2298, a bill to require the Adminis
trator of the General Services Admin
istration to encourage the develop
ment and use of plastics derived from 
certain commodities, and to include 
such products in the General Services 
Administration inventory for supply to 
Federal agencies, and for other pur
poses. 

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 141 

At the request of Mr. NICKLES, the 
name of the Senator from California 
[Mr. WILSON] was added as a cospon
sor of Senate Joint Resolution 141, a 
joint resolution designating August 29, 
1988, as "National China-Burma-India 
Veterans Appreciation Day." 

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 264 

At the request of Mr. RIEGLE, the 
names of the Senator from New 
Hampshire [Mr. HUMPHREY] and the 
Senator from New York [Mr. MOYNI
HAN] were added as cosponsors of 
Senate Joint Resolution 264, a joint 
resolution to designate the period 
commencing May 8, 1988, and ending 
May 14, 1988, as "National Correction
al Officers Week." 

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 270 

At the request of Mr. RIEGLE, the 
names of the Senator from Mississippi 
CMr. COCHRAN], the Senator from 
Pennsylvania [Mr. HEINZ], the Sena
tor from Rhode Island [Mr. CHAFEE], 
the Senator from Tennessee [Mr. 
SASSER], the Senator from Washington 
[Mr. ADAMS], the Senator from South 
Dakota [Mr. DASCHLE], and the Sena
tor from South Dakota [Mr. PRESSLER] 
were added as cosponsors of Senate 
Joint Resolution 270, a joint resolu
tion designating June 26 through July 
2, 1988, as "National Safety Belt Use 
Week." 

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 294 

At the request of Mr. TRIBLE, the 
names of the Senator from Virginia 
[Mr. WARNER], the Senator from Mon
tana [Mr. MELCHER], the Senator from 
Tennessee [Mr. GORE], the Senator 
from Mississippi [Mr. COCHRAN], the 
Senator from New Jersey [Mr. BRAD
LEY], the Senator from Connecticut 
[Mr. Donn], the Senator from Kansas 
[Mr. DOLE], and the Senator from 
Utah [Mr. HATCH] were added as co
sponsors of Senate Joint Resolution 
294, a joint resolution designating 
August 9, 1988, as "National Neighbor
hood Crime Watch Day." 

AMENDMENT NO. 2005 

At the request of Mr. DIXON, the 
names of the Senator from Delaware 
[Mr. ROTH] and the Senator from New 
Mexico [Mr. DOMENIC!] were added as 
cosponsors of amendment No. 2005 
proposed to S. 2355, an original bill to 
authorize appropriations for fiscal 
year 1989 for military activities of the 
Department of Defense, for military 
construction, and for defense activities 

of the Department of Energy, to pre
scribe personnel strengths for such 
fiscal year for the Armed Forces, and 
for other purposes. 

SENATE CONCURRENT RESOLU
TION 117-SENSE OF THE CON
GRESS RELATIVE TO RELIEF 
FOR THE CITRUS INDUSTRY 
Mr. CHILES <for himself and Mr. 

GRAHAM) submitted the following con
current resolution; which was referred 
to the Committee on Finance: 

S. CON. RES. 117 
Whereas the Government of Japan has 

imposed quotas on over 200 agricultural and 
non-agricultural products, including citrus 
and beef products, as recently as the mid-
1960s justified on a claimed balance of pay
ments problem despite a determination by 
the International Monetary Fund in 1963 
that Japan's balance of payments difficul
ties had been corrected; 

Whereas the Strauss-Ushiba Agreement 
between the United States and Japan en
tered into in 1979 provided for some liberal
ization of Japanese import quotas, including 
a liberalization of a quantitative restriction 
on citrus and beef imports, over a five year 
period ending in April 1984, such liberaliza
tion was gradual and looked not to elimina
tion of such citrus and beef restrictions by 
Japan but another agreement in 1984; 

Whereas, on August 14, 1984, United 
States Trade Representative, William E. 
Brock, announced another agreement (the 
"Brock-Yamamura Understanding") con
cluded with Japan to increase United States 
access to Japanese markets for citrus (as 
well as beef) products based on a U.S. un
derstanding looking to the elimination of 
quantitative restrictions on citrus imports: 
"This concludes negotiations on beef and 
citrus, as I anticipate all import restrictions 
will be eliminated on April 1, 1988."; 

Whereas frequent negotiations were held 
between the United States and Japanese 
governments during 1987 and early 1988 
with regard to United States insistence on 
the elimination of Japanese import barriers 
with respect to citrus and beef products by 
April 1, 1988, such negotiations were con
cluded without success on March 31, 1988, 
and since that time the Japanese Govern
ment has announced the imposition of in
terim quotas for 1988 on oranges and orange 
juice at the same levels in effect in 1987; 

Whereas, the United States-Japan Agree
ment on trade for citrus and beef products 
expired March 31, 1988 without Japanese 
agreement relating to the elimination of 
their quotas and restrictions on citrus and 
beef products, the United States requested 
an emergency meeting of the General 
Agreement on Tariffs and Trade <GATT> 
Council on April 8, 1988, to request the for
mation of an independent GATT panel to 
review the United States complaint against 
Japan; 

Whereas, the Japanese Government ob
jected to the GATT Council on April 8, 1988 
with respect to the United States request 
for the formation of an independent panel 
to review the U.S. complaint that the Japa
nese quotas on citrus and beef were "GATT 
illegal"; 

Whereas on May 3, 1988, the United 
States Trade Representative, Ambassador 
Clayton Yeutter, announced that trade 
talks with Japanese Agriculture Minister 
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Takishi Sato had broken off without a bilat
eral solution wherein the United States has 
sought elimination of the "Japanese citrus 
and beef quotas" by a date certain as well as 
"an immediate end" to the GATT-illegal 
citrus juice blending requirement as well as 
substantial cuts in Japan's citrus tariffs; 

Whereas on May 4, 1988 the GATT Coun
cil met in Geneva, Switzerland and the 
United States sought for the second time 
for the establishment of a panel to review 
its complaint concerning Japan's obstructive 
citrus and beef import practices whereupon 
such a panel was established; 

Whereas on May 6, 1988, Florida Citrus 
Mutual and others filed a petition under 
chapter 1 of title III of the Trade Act of 
1974, alleging that Japan's restrictive quan
titative quotas on citrus (oranges and 
orange juice> and beef products are in viola
tion of the General Agreement on Tariffs 
and Trade; and Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved by the House of Representatives 
fthe Senate concurring), That it is the sense 
of Congress that-

( 1) the United States Trade Representa
tive should continue to vigorously pursue 
the United States complaint against Japan's 
obstructive citrus and beef import practices 
with the GATT Council seeking a favorable 
decision on behalf of the United States that 
Japan is in violation of the General Agree
ment on Tariffs and Trade, 

<2> the United States Trade Representa
tive is urged to initiate an investigation 
under chapter 1 of title III of the Trade Act 
of 1974 in response to the petition filed by 
the Florida Citrus Mutual and others, 

(3) the United States Trade Representa
tive should expeditiously pursue, once initi
ated, its investigation of the alleged unfair 
trade practices described in such petition, 

<4> the President should use the authority 
provided in section 301 of the Trade Act of 
1974 to restore the benefits due the United 
States citrus industry which arise from 
Japan's nonconformity with the GATT pro
visions in the imposition of its quantitative 
restrictions maintained on oranges and 
orange juice as described in petitioners' sec
tion 301 complaint, and 

<5> the President should take appropriate 
action, assuming there is a favorable GATT 
panel determination on citrus and beef 
products, to obtain the recommendation of 
the GATT Contracting Parties that Japan 
eliminate or otherwise bring into conformi
ty with the GATT provisions its citrus and 
beef import practices maintained on imports 
from the United States. 
•Mr. CHILES. Mr. President, I rise 
today to off er a sense of the Congress 
resolution regarding Japan's contin
ued imposition of illegal quotas on 
United States orange juice, fresh or
anges, and beef produced in the 
United States. 

I met with Japanese Ambassador 
Nobuo Matsunaga in March and I told 
him that if his Government refused to 
eliminate these quotas, I would en
courage the United States Trade Rep
resentative to take whatever actions 
are necessary to remove these barriers 
to free trade. I have joined with the 
Florida citrus industry and other 
members of the Florida congressional 
delegation in submitting for review a 
draft 301, unfair foreign trade prac
tices, petition to Clayton Yeutter, U.S. 
Trade Representative. 

I am very pleased with Ambassador 
Yeutter's actions so far, but he needs 
our support to fight these illegal 
quotas. I am told that Japan's Agricul
ture Minister Takashi Sato has re
ceived a petition signed by 25 million 
Japanese people against removing the 
quotas on beef and citrus. 

Mr. President, this resolution calls 
on the President and the United 
States Trade Representative to pursue 
complaints against Japan's obstructive 
citrus and beef import practices, seek
ing a favorable decision on behalf of 
the United States that Japan is in vio
lation of the General Agreement on 
Tariffs and Trade. 

Assuming that the GATT panel does 
determine that the Japanese quotas 
are illegal, the President is encouraged 
to obtain a recommendation from the 
GATT contracting parties that Japan 
eliminate or otherwise bring into con
formity with the GATT provisions its 
citrus and beef import practices. 

I hope that an agreement acceptable 
to U.S. beef and citrus producers can 
be negotiated to make the 301 petition 
null and void. In the meantime, Mr. 
President, Congress must show its 
strong opposition to Japan's continued 
system of illegal quotas.e 

SENATE RESOLUTION 426-PRO
TECTION OF THE EARTH'S 
STRATOSPHERIC OZONE 
LAYER 
Mr. BAUCUS (for himself, Mr. 

CHAFEE, Mr. MITCHELL, Mr. STAFFORD, 
Mr. DURENBERGER, Mr. MATSUNAGA, Mr. 
PELL, and Mr. KERRY) submitted the 
following resolution; which was re
f erred to the Committee on Foreign 
Relations: 

S. RES. 426 
Whereas the Montreal Protocol on Sub

stances that Deplete the Ozone Layer pro
vides a framework for all nations of the 
world to protect the earth's ozone shield; 

Whereas the Ozone Trends Report com
pleted in March 1988 through the effort of 
over 100 international scientists sponsored 
by the National Aeronautics and Space Ad
ministration, the National Oceanic and At
mospheric Administration, the Federal 
Aviation Administration, the World Meteor
ological Organization and the United Na
tions Environment Program found undis
puted observational evidence that the at
mospheric concentrations of source gases 
important in controlling stratospheric ozone 
levels <chlorofluorocarbons, halons, meth
ane, nitrous oxide, and carbon dioxide> are 
increasing on a global scale as a result of 
human activities and that observed losses of 
ozone since 1970 are significantly greater 
than computer models had predicted, espe
cially over the northern hemisphere during 
the winter months where losses ranging 
from 2.3% to 6.2% were observed; 

Whereas the computer models used in the 
formulation of the Montreal Protocol pre
dicted that global ozone depletion would 
reach 0.8% by 1986, the Ozone Trends 
Report measured global ozone depletion of 
2.5%; 

Whereas there has been a large, sudden, 
and unexpected decrease in spring-time Ant-

arctic ozone with decreases greater than 
50% in the total column, and greater than 
95% between an altitude of 15 to 20 kilome
ters; 

Whereas the Ozone Trends Report found 
that, since 1979, ozone appears to have de
creased by 5% or more at all latitude south 
of 60 degrees south throughout the entire 
year; 

Whereas the Ozone Trends Report has 
raised serious questions about the adequacy 
of the control measures that are set forth in 
the Montreal Protocol; 

Whereas ozone depleting chlorofluorocar
bons are powerful greenhouse gases project
ed to be responsible for 15-20% of expected 
global warming and uncontrolled climate 
change; 

Whereas the seven major industrial na
tions including Canada, England, France, 
Italy, Japan, West Germany and the United 
States represent over two-thirds of the 
world's use of chlorofluorocarbons; 

Whereas the leaders of these seven na
tions will conduct a Summit in June to dis
cuss matters of mutual concern; 

Whereas at last year's summit meeting 
the leaders of these nations committed to 
take effective action to address the world
wide impact of stratospheric ozone deple
tion: Now therefore, be it 

Resolved, That it is the sense of the 
Senate that the President of the United 
States should call upon the leaders of the 
major industrial nations of the world at the 
June Summit to take effective action to pro
tect the earth's stratospheric ozone layer by 
agreeing to < 1 > deposit, not later than 1 Oc
tober 1988, all instruments of ratification, 
acceptance, approval of the Montreal Proto
col; (2) immediately call for a meeting of the 
parties to the Protocol as soon as possible to 
consider the latest scientific evidence and to 
consider the necessity for further control 
measures; and (3) implement, within one 
year, domestic prohibitions on all non-essen
tial uses of ozone depleting substances listed 
in Annex A of the Montreal Protocol. 
•Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, today 
I am introducing a sense of the Senate 
resolution calling on the seven leading 
economic nations of the world to take 
forthright action to address the threat 
posed to the Earth's atmosphere by 
chlorofluorocarbon. 

Last September, the world's coun
tries entered into an agreement to con
trol CFC's. This agreement known as 
the Montreal protocol is a monumen
tal achievement of worldwide coopera
tion to protect the Earth's atmos
phere. Yet the protocol has not gone 
into force. 

The Montreal protocol to date has 
only been ratified by the United 
States and Mexico. Eleven countries 
representing two-thirds of the world's 
production must ratify the protocol 
for it to take effect. The protocol must 
be enacted this year if CFC production 
will be frozen on January 1, 1989. 

When the protocol was negotiated, 
we were told by the scientific commu
nity that by acting quickly long-term 
damage to the Earth's protective 
ozone shield could be avoided. The 
adequacy of the protocol is now being 
questioned. 

Last month, the ozone trends report 
representing the views of over 100 sci-
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entists concluded that the Antarctic 
ozone hole had become a permanent 
tear in the Earth's atmosphere and 
that significant depletion was occur
ring in the Northern Hemisphere 
during the winter months. 

Time is running out. Action is 
needed to begin addressing this prob
lem. 

At the economic summit of the 
seven economic nations of the world 
last year, a commitment was made to 
take effective action to address the 
problem. 

As of today, the protocol has not 
gone into force. Yet, serious questions 
are being raised as to the adequacy of 
this agreement. 

The seven nations who will partici
pate in the upcoming summit in June 
are responsible for over two-thirds of 
the world's production and use of 
ozone-depleting substances. 

These nations must immediately 
ratify the protocol, agree to review the 
scientific basis of the protocol and 
begin to immediately cease nonessen
tial uses of these substances.e 

SENATE RESOLUTION 427-DI
RECTING REPRESENTATION 
BY THE SENATE LEGAL COUN
SEL 
Mr. BYRD (for himself and Mr. 

DOLE) submitted the following resolu
tion; which was considered and agreed 
to: 

S. RES. 427 
Whereas, in the case of Monte Lee v. 

Joseph R. Biden, Jr., et al., Civil Action No. 
88-2090, pending in the United States Dis
trict Court for the Central District of Cali
fornia, the plaintiff has named all Members 
of the Committee on the Judiciary as de
fendants; 

Whereas, pursuant to sections 703(a) and 
704(a)(l) of the Ethics in Government Act 
of 1978, 2 U.S.C. §§ 288b(a) and 288c(a)(l) 
(1982), the Senate may direct its counsel to 
defend Members of the Senate in civil ac
tions relating to their official responsibil
ities: Now, therefore be it 

Resolved, That the Senate Legal Counsel 
is directed to represent the Members of the 
Committee on the Judiciary in the case of 
Monte Lee v. Joseph R. Biden, Jr., et al. 

AMENDMENTS SUBMITTED 

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
AUTHORIZATION ACT 

LEVIN AMENDMENT NO. 2008 
Mr. LEVIN proposed an amendment 

to the bill CS. 2355 > to authorize appro
priations for fiscal year 1989 for mili
tary activities of the Department of 
Defense, for military construction, and 
for defense activities of the Depart
ment of Energy, to prescribe personnel 
strengths for such fiscal year for the 
Armed Forces, and for other purposes; 
as follows: 

At the appropriate place in the bill insert 
the following new section: 
SEC. . TRAINING IN ADVANCED MANUFACTURING 

TECHNOLOGIES. 

Ca) Fmrns FOR PuRcHAsE AND INSTAu.ATION 
OF EQUIPMENT.-Of the funds appropriated 
pursuant to section 201, not more than 
$31,000,000 of the amount appropriated for 
fiscal year 1989, may be obligated for the 
purchase of high technology manufacturing 
equipment and the installation of such 
equipment in a private, nonprofit center for 
advanced technologies for the purpose of 
training, in a production facility, machine 
tool operators in skills critical to the de
fense technology base to build, operate, and 
maintain such equipment. 

(b) REQUIREMENTs.-Funds may not be ob
ligated for the purpose described in subsec
tion (a) until-

(1) the Secretary of Defense, the Secre
tary of Commerce, the Secretary of Labor, 
and the Secretary of Education enter into a 
memorandum of understanding concerning 
the participation of their respective depart
ments in a project to demonstrate the train
ing of machine technicians in a production 
facility; 

<2> the Secretary of Defense approves the 
obligation of such funds for such purpose; 
and 

(3) a period of 60 days elapses after the 
Secretary of Defense submits to the Com
mittees on Armed Services of the Senate 
and the House of Representatives a report 
that sets forth a detailed explanation of 
proposed Federal expenditures, a descrip
tion of the cost-sharing arrangements be
tween the Government agencies concerned 
and the private sector, and a description of 
how the proposed program furthers the in
dustrial and technological goals of the De
partment of Defense. 

ADAMS <AND EV ANS> 
AMENDMENT NO. 2009 

Mr. ADAMS (for himself and Mr. 
EVANS) proposed an amendment to the 
bill S. 2355, supra; as follows: 

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

The Secretary of Defense may make 
grants, conclude cooperative agreements, 
and supplement funds made available under 
Federal programs administered by agencies 
other than the Department of Defense in 
order to assist State and local governments 
and regional organizations composed of 
State and local governments, in planning 
and supporting community adjustments re
quired by the closure of N-Reactor, Han
ford, Washington. Provided further that the 
Department of Energy is authorized to pro
vide funds for such activities. 

KENNEDY <AND COHEN> 
AMENDMENT NO. 2010 

Mr. KENNEDY (for himself and Mr. 
COHEN) proposed an amendment to 
the bill S. 2355, supra; as follows: 

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

Of the funds appropriated pursuant to 
section 102Ca)(4), $54,000,000 shall be avail
able for procurement of SIDEKICK elec
tronic warfare equipment. 

PRESSLER AMENDMENT NO. 2011 
Mr. PRESSLER proposed an amend

ment to the bill S. 2355, supra; as fol
lows: 

On page 162, line 18: Strike the words 
"inside the United States"; and 

On page 167, lines 15-21: Strike subsection 
<2> in its entirety. 

DIXON AMENDMENT NO. 2012 
Mr. DIXON proposed an amend

ment which was subsequently modi
fied, to amendment No. 2005, as modi
fied, proposed by him to the bill S. 
2355, supra; as follows: 

Strike all after parenthesis (2) on line 3 
and add the following: 
SEC. 923. CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT OF MILI

TARY INSTALLATIONS. 
(a) IN GENERAL.-The Secretary of De

fense shall-
(1) close all military installations recom

mended by the Commission on Base Re
alignment and Closure in the report trans
mitted to the Secretary pursuant to the 
charter establishing such Commission; 

<2> realign all military installations recom
mended for realignment by such Commis
sion in such report; and 

(3) initiate all such closures and realign
ments no later than September 30, 1991, 
and complete all such closures and realign
ments no later than September 30, 1995. 

Cb> CoNDITIONs.-(1) The Secretary may 
not carry out the closure or realignment of 
any military installation under this section 
unless-

< A> within 15 calendar days after the date 
on which the Commission transmits the 
report described in subsection (a)(l) to the 
Secretary, the Secretary transmits to the 
appropriate committees of Congress a 
report containing a statement that the Sec
retary has approved and proposes to imple
ment all of the military installation closures 
and realignments recommended by the 
Commission in the report described in sub
section <a><l>; 

<B> the Commission has recommended, in 
the report described in subsection (a)(l), the 
closure or realignment, as the case may be, 
of the installation; and 

CC) The Secretary of Defense completes 
the study required by subsection (f)(2) and 
submits the certification required by subsec
tion (C)(3)(B). 

(2) The authority of the Secretary to 
carry out any closure or realignment under 
this section shall terminate on October 1, 
1995. 

(C) THE COMMISSION.-(1) The Commission 
shall consist of 15 members appointed by 
the Secretary of Defense. In addition to the 
members appointed by the Secretary of De
fense on May 3, 1988, the Secretary shall 
appoint 6 additional members <and fill any 
subsequent vacancies on the Commission> 
after consultation with <A> the Chairmen 
and ranking minority members of the ap
propriate committees of Congress and the 
military construction subcommittees there
of and CB) national associations of state and 
local officials. The members shall be chosen 
on the basis of knowledge and experience in 
matters related to federal property or na
tional security affairs, or economic plan
ning, and shall reflect a reasonable geo
graphic balance. 

(2) The Secretary of Defense shall provide 
the Commission with an objective, inde
pendent staff which shall be selected by the 
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Commission. The senior staff shall consist 
of government employees and consultants 
who have not been employed by the Depart
ment of Defense during calendar year 1988. 

(3) The Commission shall-
<A> transmit the report described in sub

section <a><U to the Secretary no later than 
December 31, 1988; and 

<B> on the same date on which the Com
mission transmits such report to the Secre
tary, transmit to the appropriate commit
tees of Congress-

(i) a copy of such report; and 
<ii> a statement certifying that the Com

mission has identified any military installa
tions to be closed or realigned after review
ing all military installations inside the 
United States, including all military instal
lations under construction and all military 
installations planned for construction, 
and that no installation identified to be 
closed or realigned is of a higher priority to 
the national defense than any installation 
<domestic or foreign> that has not been 
identified by the Commission or the Secre
tary of Defense for closure or realignment. 

(d) IMPLEMENTATION.-0) In closing or re
aligning a military installation under this 
section, the Secretary-

<A> subject to the availability of funds au
thorized and appropriated to the Depart
ment of Defense for planning and design, 
minor construction, and operation and 
maintenance, and the availability of funds 
in the Account established under subsection 
(g)(l), may take all actions necessary to im
plement such closure or realignment, in
cluding acquiring land, constructing replace
ment facilities, relocating activities, and 
conducting advance planning and design; 

<B> subject to the availability of funds au
thorized and appropriated to the Depart
ment of Defense for economic adjustment 
assistance and community planning assist
ance and the availability of funds in the Ac
count, shall provide-

(i) economic adjustment assistance to any 
community located near a military installa
tion being closed or realigned; and 

(ii) community planning assistance to any 
community located near a military installa
tion to which functions are to be trans
ferred as a result of such closure or realign
ment; 
if the Secretary determines that the finan
cial resources available to the community 
(by grant or otherwise> are inadequate; 

<C> subject to the availability of funds au
thorized and appropriated to the Depart
ment of Defense for environmental restora
tion and the availability of funds in the Ac
count, may carry out activities for the pur
pose of environmental restoration, including 
reducing, removing, and recycling hazardous 
wastes and removing unsafe buildings and 
debris; 

<D> except as provided in paragraph (2), 
may sell or exchange, at not less than fair 
market value, any real property or facility 
under the jurisdiction of the Department of 
Defense and located at such an installation; 
and 

<E> shall deposit any amount received 
from such sale or exchange, and from any 
transfer or exchange made under paragraph 
(2), into the Account. 

<2><A> Before any sale or exchange or 
other conveyance of any real property or fa
cility is made under this section, the Secre
tary shall inform other instrumentalities of 
the Federal Government of the availability 
of such property or facility and, in response 
to an offer submitted by such an instrumen
tality within a reasonable period specified 

by the Secretary, shall transfer such proper
ty or facility for fair market value to such 
instrumentality if such instrumentality 
agrees to reimburse the Secretary for such 
transfer in an amount equal to the fair 
market value of the property or facility and 
such instrumentality has the necessary 
funds available <within a reasonable period 
specified by the Secretary> for such pur
pose. 

(B) After carrying out subparagraph <A> 
with respect to any real property or facility 
under the jurisdiction of the Department of 
Defense and located at an installation 
scheduled for closure or realignment under 
this section, the Secretary-

(i) may transfer such property or facility 
to any other instrumentality of the Federal 
Government at less than fair market value 
or without reimbursement; or 

<ii> subject to subparagraph <C> and in 
any case in which savings will be realized by 
the Department of Defense from a convey
ance of a property or facility, may-

(1) sell or exchange such real property or 
facility at less than fair market value if it is 
to be used for a commercial or industrial 
purpose in accordance with a reuse plan for
mulated by the community involved; or 

(II) convey such property or facility with
out reimbursement to a State or local gov
ernment if such property or facility is to be 
used by such government for airport, educa
tion, or health purposes in accordance with 
such a reuse plan. 

<C><D Any property or facility conveyed 
under subparagraph <B><ii> may be con
veyed only as part of economic adjustment 
assistance made available to a community 
located near an installation scheduled for 
closure or realignment. 

<ii> The Secretary shall provide that all 
right, title, and interest in and to any real 
property or facility conveyed under sub
paragraph <B><ii> shall revert to the United 
States, which shall have right of immediate 
entry thereon, if such property or facility is 
used for any purpose other than the one for 
which it was conveyed under such clause. 

(e) WAIVER.-The Secretary may carry out 
the authority provided in subsection (d) 
without regard to-

< 1 > any provision of the Federal Property 
and Administrative Services Act of 1949 <40 
U.S.C. 471 et seq.) restricting the Secretary 
of Defense from disposing of real property 
and facilities; 

(2) any provision of law restricting the use 
of funds for closing or realigning military 
installations included in appropriation or 
authorization Acts, other than this Act; 

(3) the procedures set forth in sections 
2662 and 2687 of title, 10, United States 
Code; and 

<4> the National Environmental Policy Act 
of 1969 (42 U.S.C. et seq.). 

(f) REPORTS.-<1) As part of each annual 
request for authorization of appropriations, 
the Secretary shall transmit to the appro
priate committees of Congress-

<A> a schedule of the closure and realign
ment actions proposed to be carried out 
under this section in the fiscal year for 
which the request is made and an estimate 
of the total expenditures required and cost 
savings to be achieved by each such closure 
and realignment and of the time period in 
which the savings are to be achieved in each 
case, together with the Secretary's assess
ment of the environmental consequences of 
such actions; and 

<B> a description of the military installa
tions, including military installations under 
construction and those planned for con-

struction, to which functions are to be 
transferred as a result of such closures and 
realignments, together with the Secretary's 
assessment of the environmental conse
quences of such transfers. 

<2><A> The Secretary shall conduct a 
study of the military installations of the 
United States outside the United States to 
determine if efficiencies can be realized 
through closure or realignment of the over
seas base structure of the United States. 
Not later than September 15, 1988, the Sec
retary shall transmit a report of the find
ings and conclusions of such study to the 
Commission and to the appropriate commit
tees of Congress. The Commission shall con
sider the impact of the Secretary's study in 
developing its recommendations. 

<B> Upon request of the Commission, the 
Secretary shall provide the Commission 
with such information about overseas bases 
as may be helpful to the Commission in is 
deliberations. 

<C> The Commission, based on its analysis 
of military installations in the United States 
and its review of the Secretary's study of 
the overseas base structure, may provide the 
Secretary with such comments and sugges
tions as it deems appropriate regarding the 
Secretary's study of the overseas base struc
ture. 

(3) When a decision is made to carry out a 
construction project under subsection <d><l> 
and the cost of the project will be greater 
than the maximum amount for a minor con
struction project, the Secretary shall notify 
in writing the appropriate committees of 
Congress of the nature of and justification 
for the project and the amount proposed to 
be expended for such project. 

<g> AccouNT.-<1> There is hereby estab
lished on the books of the Department of 
the Treasury the Department of Defense 
Base Closure Account which shall be admin
istered by the Secretary as a single account. 

<2> There shall be deposited into the Ac
count-

<A> funds appropriated to the Account; 
<B> any funds that the Secretary may, 

subject to approval in an appropriation Act, 
traruifer to the Account from funds appro
priated to the Department of Defense for 
any purpose, except that such funds may be 
transferred only after the date on which the 
Secretary transmits written notice of, and 
justification for, such transfer to the appro
priate committees of Congress; and 

<C> any amount described in subsection 
(d)(l)(E) and any other funds received by 
the Secretary in connection with any clo
sure or realignment of a military installa
tion under this section. 

(3) There is authorized to be appropriated 
to the Account for any fiscal year after 
fiscal year 1989 the sum of $300,000,000. 

(4) The Secretary may use the funds in 
the Account only for the purposes described 
in subsection (d). 

<5> No later than 60 days after the end of 
each fiscal year in which the Secretary car
ries out activities under this section, the 
Secretary shall transmit a report to the ap
propriate committees of Congress of the 
amount and nature of the deposits into, and 
the expenditures from, the Account during 
such fiscal year and of the amount of ex
penditures made pursuant to subparagraphs 
<A> though <C> of subsection <d><l>. 

(6) Unobligated funds which remain in the 
Account after the termination of the au
thority of the Secretary under this section 
shall be held in the Account until trans
ferred by an appropriate Act enacted after 
the appropriate committees of Congress re-
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ceive the report transmitted under para
graph (7). 

<7> No later than 60 days after the termi
nation of the authority of the Secretary to 
carry out an alignment or closure under this 
section, the Secretary shall transmit to the 
appropriate committees of Congress a 
report containing an accounting of-

<A> all the funds deposited into and ex
pended from the Account or expended 
under subparagraphs <A>. <B>. and <C> of 
subsection <d>O>; and 

<B> any amount remaining in the account. 
(h) CONGRESSIONAL DISAPPROVAL PROCE

DURES.-0) Notwithstanding any other pro
vision of this section, the Secretary of De
fense may not take any action with regard 
to the report of the Commission on Base 
Realignment and Closure if, within 45 ses
sion days after the date on which Congress 
receives the report of the Secretary de
scribed in subsection <b>O><A>. Congress 
enacts a joint resolution disapproving the 
plan of the Commission. 

<2> For the purpose of paragraph <l>, 
"joint resolution" means only a joint resolu
tion introduced after the date on which the 
report of the Secretary referred to in sec
tion <b>O><A> is received by Congress the 
matter after the resolving clause of which is 
as follows: "That Congress disapproves the 
recommendations of the Commission on 
Base Realignment and Closure established 
by the Secretary of Defense as submitted to 
the Secretary of Defense on - <the blank 
space being appropriately filled in>.". 

(3) A resolution described in paragraph (2) 
introduced in the House of Representatives 
shall be referred to the Committee on 
Armed Services of the House of Representa
tives. A resolution described in paragraph 
(2) introduced in the Senate shall be re
ferred to the Committee on Armed Services 
of the Senate. Such a resolution may not be 
reported before the 8th day after its intro
duction. 

(4) If the committee to which is referred a 
resolution described in paragraph <2> has 
not reported such resolution <or an identical 
resolution> at the end of 15 calendar days 
after its introduction, such committee shall 
be deemed to be discharged from further 
consideration of such resolution and such 
resolution shall be placed on the appropri
ate calendar of the House involved. 

(5)(A) When the committee to which a 
resolution is referred has reported, or has 
been deemed to be discharged (under para
graph (4)) from further consideration of, a 
resolution described in paragraph <2>, it is at 
any time thereafter in order <even though a 
previous motion to the same effect has been 
disagreed to> for any Member of the respec
tive House to move to proceed to the consid
eration of the resolution, and all points of 
order against the resolution> are waived. 
The motion is highly privileged in the 
House of Representatives and is privileged 
in the Senate and is not debatable. The 
motion is not subject to fiscal year, or to a 
motion to postpone, or to a motion to pro
ceed to the consideration of other business. 
A motion to rconsider the vote by which the 
motion is agreed to or disagreed to shall not 
be in order. If a motion to proceed to the 
consideration of the resolution is agreed to, 
the resolution shall remain the unfinished 
business of the respective House until dis
posed of. 

<B> Debate on the resolution, and on all 
debatable motions and appeals in connec
tion therewith, shall be limited to not more 
than 10 hours, which shall be divided equal
ly between those favoring and those oppos-

ing the resolution. A motion further to limit 
debate is in order and not debatable. An 
amendment to, or a motion to postpone, or a 
motion to proceed to the consideration of 
other business, or a motion to recommit the 
resolution is not in order. A motion to re
consider the vote by which the resolution is 
agreed to or disagreed to is not in order. 

<C> Immediately following the conclusion 
of the debate on a resolution described in 
paragraph (2), and a single quorum call at 
the conclusion of the debate if requested in 
accordance with the rules of the appropri
ate House, the vote on final passage of the 
resolution shall occur. 

<D> Appeals from the decisions of the 
Chair relating to the application of the 
rules of the Senate or the House of Repre
sentatives, as the case may be, to the proce
dure relating to a resolution described in 
paragraph <2> shall be decided without 
debate. 

<6> If, before the passage by one House of 
a resolution of that House described in 
paragraph (2), that House receives from the 
other House a resolution described in para
graph (2), then the following procedures 
shall apply: 

<A> The resolution of the other House 
shall not be referred to a committee. 

<B> With respect to a resolution described 
in paragraph <2> of the House receiving the 
resolution-

(i) the procedure in that House shall be 
the same as if no resolution had been re
ceived from the other House; but 

<ii> the vote on final passage shall be on 
the resolution of the other House. 

<7> This subsection is enacted by Con
gress-

<A> as an exercise of the rulemaking 
power of the Senate and House of Repre
sentatives, respectively, and as such it is 
deemed a part of the rules of each House, 
i:-espectively, but applicable only with re
spect to the procedure to be followed in that 
House in the case of a resolution described 
in paragraph (2), and it supersedes other 
rules only to the extent that it is inconsist
ent with such rules; and 

<B> with full recognition of the constitu
tional right of either House to change the 
rules <so far as relating to the procedure of 
that House> at any time, in the same 
manner, and to the same extent as in the 
case of any other rule of that House. 

(i) DEFINITIONS.-ln this section: 
O > The term "Account" means the De

partment of Defense Base Closure Account 
established by subsection (g)(l). 

<2> The term "appropriate committees of 
Congress" means the Committees on Armed 
Services and the Committees on Appropria
tions of the Senate and the House of Repre
sentatives. 

(3) The terms "Commission on Base Re
alignment and Closure" and "Commission" 
mean the commission established by the 
Secretary of Defense in the charter signed 
by the Secretary on May 3, 1988. 

<4> The term "charter establishing such 
Commission" means the charter referred to 
in paragraph (3). 

<5> The term "military installation" 
means a base, camp, post, station, yard, 
center, homeport facility for any ship, or 
other activity under the jurisdiction of the 
Secretary of a military department. 

<6> The term "realignment" includes any 
action which both reduces and relocates 
functions and civilian personnel positions. 

<7> The term "Secretary" means the Sec
retary of Defense. 

(8) The term "United States" means the 
50 States, the District of Columbia, the 

Commonwealth of Puerto Rico, Guam, the 
Virgin Islands, American Samoa, and any 
other commonwealth, territory, or posses
sion of the United States. 

WEICKER AMENDMENT NO. 2013 
Mr. WEICKER proposed an amend

ment to the bill S. 2355, supra; as fol
lows: 

On page 171, after line 2, insert the fol
lowing: 
SEC. 924. AIR TRAVEL EXPENSES OF DEFENSE CON

TRACTOR PERSONNEL. 
<a> IN GENERAL.-Chapter 141 of title 10, 

United States Code, is amended by adding 
at the end the following new section: 
§ 4118. Air travel expenses of contractor person

nel 
"(a) NEGOTIATED AIR FARE DISCOUNTS.

The Administrator of General Services shall 
enter into negotiations with commercial air 
carriers with a view to achieving agreements 
that permit personnel of contractors travel
ing solely in the performance of contracts 
awarded by the Department of Defense to 
be transported by such carriers at the same 
discount air passenger transportation rates 
as such carriers charge for travel by Federal 
Government employees traveling at Govern
ment expense. 

"(b) REQUIREMENT To USE DISCOUNT 
FAREs.-Each contract awarded by the De
partment of Defense shall include a clause 
that requires contractor personnel, when 
traveling by commercial air carrier solely in 
the performance of one or more contracts 
awarded by the Department of Defense (in
cluding such contract>. to travel under con
ditions that qualify such personnel for a dis
count rate available under an agreement en
tered into under subsection <a>. Travel 
under such conditions shall not be required 
under such clause if it is determined, under 
regulations prescribed by the Secretary of 
Defense, that travel under other conditions 
is necessary for performance of one or more 
of such contracts.". 

<b> The table of sections at the beginning 
of such chapter is amended by adding at the 
end the following new item. 
"4118. Air travel expenses of contractor per

sonnel.". 
(C) EFFECTIVE DATE.-Subsection (b) of sec

tion 4118 of title 10, United States Code (as 
added by subsection <a», shall apply with 
respect to contract solicitations issued on or 
after the date on which the first agreement 
between the Administrator of General Serv
ices and a commercial air carrier is entered 
into under subsection (a) of such section 
4118. 

WILSON <AND OTHERS) 
AMENDMENT NO. 2014 

Mr. WILSON (for himself, Mr. 
HATCH, Mr. PELL, Mr. MOYNIHAN, Mr. 
PRESSLER, Mr. DASCHLE, Mr. STEVENS, 
and Mr. MURKOWSKI) proposed an 
amendment to the bill S. 2355, supra; 
as follows: 

On age 232, between lines 14 and 15, insert 
the following: 
SEC. 2811. FINANCIAL ASSISTANCE TO PUBLIC 

SCHOOL DISTRICTS AFFECTED BY 
MILITARY FAMILY HOUSING 
PROJECTS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.-0) Subchapter II of 
chapter 169 of title 10, United States Code, 
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is amended by adding at the end the follow
ing new section: 
"§ 2835. Assistance to public school districts af

fected by military family housing projects 
"(a) PAYMENT OF ASSISTANCE.-If a project 

for the acquisition of family housing subject 
to this subchapter affects one or more 
public school districts in the United States 
as described in subsection (b), the Secretary 
of the military department carrying out 
such project shall, subject to subsection (e), 
pay to the public school district or districts, 
as the case may be, the amount determined 
by multiplying the total number of square 
feet of the floor space of the family housing 
acquired in such project by $1.50, as adjust
ed under subsection <k>. 

"(b) SCHOOL DISTRICTS ELIGIBLE FOR PAY
MENT.-A public school district is eligible to 
receive a payment under subsection <a> in 
connection with a family housing project 
only if such school district demonstrates to 
the Secretary concerned that-

"( 1> the total number of students enrolled 
in public schools in such school district is 
likely to be substantially increased over the 
number of students that would otherwise be 
enrolled in such public schools except for 
the enrollment of students whose parents 
are employed <or will be employed> on such 
project or live <or will live> in the family 
housing proposed to be acquired; and 

"(2) such school district does not have suf
ficient financial resources or facilities to 
provide adequately for the educational 
needs of the increased number of students. 

"(C) .ALLOCATION OF PAYMENT.-<1) In the 
event that a family housing project under 
this subchapter affects more than one 
public school district as described in subsec
tion <b><l>, the Secretary concerned shall al
locate among such districts the total 
amount required to be paid under subsec
tion <a>. 

"(2) The amount of the allocation of a 
public school district referred to in para
graph (1) shall be determined by multiply
ing the total amount to be paid under sub
section (a) by the percentage determined by 
dividing-

"<A> the total number of students enrolled 
in public schools in such school district that 
exceeds the number of students that would 
otherwise be enrolled in such public schools 
except for the enrollment of students whose 
parents are referred to in subsection (b)(l), 
by 

"(B) the total number of students enrolled 
in public schools in all school districts re
f erred to in paragraph (1) that exceeds the 
number of students that would otherwise be 
enrolled in such public schools except for 
the enrollment of students whose parents 
are referred to in subsection (b)(l). 

"(d) SoURcE OF FuNns.-Amounts required 
to be paid under subsection (a) in connec
tion with a family housing project carried 
out by the Secretary of a military depart
ment may be paid out of funds available to 
such department for military construction. 

"(e) PAYMENTS SUBJECT TO AVAILABILITY OF 
FuNns.-Payments under this section shall 
be subject to the availability of funds in ac
cordance with subsection (d). If sufficient 
funds are not available for payment under 
this section in any fiscal year, school dis
tricts otherwise eligible for the payment 
shall be paid under this section in the first 
succeeding fiscal year. Payment of such 
school districts shall be made in the order in 
which applications for payment are received 
under this section. 

"(f) NOTICE OF FAMILY HOUSING PROJECT; 
ADDITIONAL INFORMATION.-( 1) At least 45 

days before awarding a contract in connec
tion with a family housing project referred 
to in subsection (a), the Secretary con
cerned shall transmit application materials 
for payment under subsection <a> and the 
following information to each public school 
district that may realize a substantial in
crease in its student population as the result 
of such project: 

"<A> A written description of the proposed 
project, including the number of persons 
from outside the school district concerned 
who are expected to be employed on such 
project. 

"CB> Instructions for making application 
for payment under subsection <a>. 

"(C) An estimate of the number of fami
lies that will occupy the family housing. 

"(D) A description of the matters that the 
school district must demonstrate to the Sec
retary in order to establish eligibility under 
subsection <b>. 

"(E) Any other information the Secretary 
considers appropriate. 

"<2> The Secretary concerned shall fur
nish a public school district such informa
tion (in addition to the information fur
nished under paragraph (1)) as the school 
district may request for the purpose of fa
cilitating preparation of documents neces
sary to establish the eligibility of such 
school district under subsection (b). 

"(g) APPLICATIONS.-(!) Application for 
payment under this section must be submit
ted by a public school district to the Secre
tary concerned not later than 60 days after 
the date on which the Secretary transmits 
to such school district the information de
scribed in subsection (f)( 1 >. The Secretary 
may, under exceptional circumstances <as 
determined by the Secretary), increase the 
period within which an application may be 
submitted by a school district. 

"(2) Each application submitted by a 
public school district under this section in 
connection with a family housing project 
shall contain such documentation as the 
Secretary concerned may require to estab
lish the eligibility of such school district 
under subsection <b>. 

"(3) Not later than 30 days after the date 
on which the Secretary concerned receives 
an application for a payment under this sec
tion, the Secretary shall approve or disap
prove the application. 

"(h) TIME FOR PAYMENT.-Subject to sub
section (e), a payment required under sub
section <a> in the case of any public school 
district shall be made not later than 30 days 
after the date on which the application for 
such payment is approved by the Secretary 
concerned. 

"(i) USE OF FuNDS.-Funds received by a 
public school district under this section in 
connection with a family housing project 
may be used only for the construction or 
other acquisition of educational facilities 
for schools affected by such project <as de
termined pursuant to subsection (b)(l)). 

"(j) RELATIONSHIP TO OTHER SOURCES OF 
FuNDs.-< 1 > A public school district may use 
amounts received under this section only to 
supplement and, to the extent practicable, 
increase the level of funds that would, with
out regard to payments under this section, 
otherwise be made available to such school 
district from sources outside the Federal 
Government for the acquisition of educa
tional facilities by such school district, and 
in no case may such amounts be used to sup
plant such funds. 

"(2) The Secretary of Education shall take 
into consideration, for the purposes of de
termining the priority of a school district 

for assistance under the Act of September 
23, 1950 (Public Law 815, Eighty-first Con
gress>, and the amount of assistance to be 
paid to such school district under such Act, 
the amount of any payment made to such 
school district under this section. The Secre
tary of a military department shall furnish 
the Secretary of Education such informa
tion as may be necessary to carry out this 
paragraph. 

"(k) ANNuAL ADJUSTMENT OF AMOUNT OF 
PAYMENT.-Effective on January 1 of each 
year, the rate per square foot paid under 
subsection <a> shall be increased by the per
centage by which the Consumer Price Index 
<all items-United States city average) pub
lished for September of the preceding year 
by the Department of Commerce exceeds 
such index for September of the year before 
such preceding year. 

"(}) CONSULTATION REQUIREMENT.-The 
Secretary of each military department shall 
consult with the Secretary of Education in 
carrying out this section. 

"(m) DEFINITION.-ln this section, the 
term 'acquisition', with respect to family 
housing or educational facilities, includes 
construction, leasing, addition, extension, 
expansion, alteration, and relocation of 
family housing or educational facilities, re
spectively.". 

<2> The table of sections at the beginning 
of such chapter is amended by inserting 
after the item relating to section 2811 the 
following: 

"2835. Assistance to public school districts 
affected by military family 
housing projects.". 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.-(1) The amendment 
made by subsection (a) shall take effect 
with respect to family housing projects for 
which contract solicitations are issued on or 
after October 1, 1988. 

(2) The first adjustment under section 
2835(k) of title 10, United States Code <as 
added by subsection <a» shall take effect on 
January 1, 1990, and shall be computed on 
the basis of a comparison of the Consumer 
Price Index <referred to in such section> 
published for September 1989 with the Con
sumer Price Index published for September 
1988. 

NOTICES OF HEARINGS 

SELECT COMMITTEE ON INDIAN AFFAIRS 
Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, I would 

like to announce that the Select Com
mittee on Indian Affairs will be hold
ing the following: 

A hearing on Wednesday, May 11, 
1988, in Senate Russell 485, beginning 
at 9 a.m., on S. 1976, the Indian Child 
Welfare Act Amendments; 

A markup on Friday, May 13, 1988, 
in Senate Russell 485, beginning at 10 
a.m., on S. 555, a bill to provide for 
Federal regulations of gaming activi
ties on Indian lands, and for other 
purposes; 

A hearing on Wednesday, May 18, 
1988, in Senate Russell 485, beginning 
at 9 a.m., on S. 2250, a bill to amend 
the Indian Religious Freedom Act; and 

An oversight hearing on Thursday, 
May 26, 1988, in Senate Russell 485, 
beginning at 2 p.m., on the Federal ac
knowledgement petition [FAPl proc-



May 10, 1988 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE 10271 
ess for Federal recognition of Indian 
tribes. 

Those wishing additional informa
tion should contact the Indian Affairs 
Committee at 224-2251. 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURAL PRODUCTION 

AND STABILIZATION OF PRICES 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I wish to 
announce that the Subcommittee on 
Agricultural Production and Stabiliza
tion of Prices of the Committee on Ag
riculture, Nutrition, and Forestry will 
hold a hearing on the wheat supply 
situation; reviewing current stocks and 
production estimates for the upcoming 
harvest season on May 17, 1988, at 10 
a.m. in room 332 Russell Senate Office 
Building. 

Senator JOHN MELCHER will preside. 
For further information please con
tact George Paul of the subcommittee 
staff at 224-5207. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I wish to 
announce that the Subcommittee on 
Agricultural Production and Stabiliza
tion of Prices of the Committee on Ag
riculture, Nutrition, and Forestry will 
hold a hearing on current and expect
ed world wheat demand and the status 
of the U.S. marketing tools on May 25, 
1988, at 10 a.m. in room 332 Russell 
Senate Office Building. 

Senator JOHN MELCHER will preside. 
For further information please con
tact George Paul of the subcommittee 
staff at 224-5207. 

COMMITTEE ON RULES AND ADMINISTRATION 

Mr. FORD. Mr. President, I wish to 
announce that the Committee on 
Rules and Administration will hold a 
hearing at 9 a.m., on Tuesday, May 17, 
in SR-301, Russell Senate Office 
Building. The committee will be re
ceiving testimony on Senate Resolu
tion 260, introduced by Senators 
KASSEBAUM and INOUYE, to amend 
standing rule XXV of the Senate to 
improve legislative efficiency, and for 
other purposes; and S. 1835, intro
duced by Senator EVANS, the Individ
ual Appropriations Act, to provide 
that each title of any bill or joint reso
lution making continuing appropria
tions that is reported by a committee 
of conference and is agreed to by both 
Houses of the Congress in the same 
form during a 2-year period shall be 
presented as a separate joint resolu
tion to the President. 

Senators who wish to testify or 
submit a statement for the hearing 
record are requested to have their 
staffs contact Carole Blessington of 
the Rules Committee staff on exten
sion 40278. Interested individuals and 
organizations who wish to submit a 
statement for the hearing record are 
also requested to contact Ms. Blessing
ton. 

AUTHORITY FOR COMMITTEES 
TO MEET 

COMMITTEE ON FINANCE 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Commit
tee on Finance be authorized to meet 
during the session of the Senate on 
May 10, 1988, to consider recommen
dations to the administration for the 
implementation of the United States
Canada Free Trade Agreement. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

COMMITTEE ON COMMERCE, SCIENCE, AND 
TRANSPORTATION 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Commit
tee on Commerce, Science, and Trans
portation, be authorized to meet 
during the session of the Senate on 
May 10, 1988, to hold a hearing on the 
nomination of Lemoine V. Dickinson, 
Jr., of Virginia, to be a member of the 
National Transportation Safety Board. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

SELECT COMMITTEE ON INTELLIGENCE 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Select 
Committee on Intelligence be author
ized to meet during the session of the 
Senate on Tuesday, May 10, 1988, to 
hold a hearing on intelligence matters. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURAL PRODUCTION 

AND STABILIZATION OF PRICES AND SUBCOM· 
MITTEE ON NUTRITION AND INVESTIGATIONS 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Subcom
mittee on Agricultural Production and 
Stabilization of Prices and the Sub
committee on Nutrition and Investiga
tions of the Committee on Agriculture, 
Nutrition, and Forestry, be authorized 
to meet during the session of the 
Senate on Tuesday, May 10, 1988, to 
hold a joint hearing on commodity 
availability for food distribution pro
grams. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

SUBCOMMITTEE ON THE HANDICAPPED 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Subcom
mittee on the Handicapped, of the 
Committee on Labor and Human Re
sources, be authorized to meet during 
the session of the Senate on Tuesday, 
May 10, 1988, to conduct a hearing on 
"Protection and Advocacy for Mental
ly Ill Individuals." 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS 

TRIBUTE TO TAYLOR, MI 
e Mr. RIEGLE. Mr. President, I rise 
today to pay tribute to the city of 
Taylor, MI on its 20th anniversary. 
Taylor-named after the 12th Presi-

dent of the United States, Zachary 
Taylor-became a city on May 13, 
1968. The history of Taylor is one of 
continued economic expansion. From 
WW II to 1970 the population of 
Taylor Township grew from 5,000 to 
70,200. Due to the population boom, 
there was an increased need for muni
ciple services that a township could 
not provide, such as police and fire de
partments. Taylor has now proven to 
be self sufficient on all of these fronts. 

Taylor has been a vital asset to this 
country. Before the 1960's Taylor was 
primarily a farming and dairy commu
nity, producing much of the State's 
agriculture. Many of the residents also 
worked on the construction of many of 
the huge ships that sailed the Great 
Lakes. One of those ships, the U .S.S. 
Columbia, had been designated as an 
historical site and can be found on 
Boblo Island, located on the Detroit 
River. 

In the last 20 years, the growth in 
Taylor has been primarily commercial 
and residential with many of its resi
dents working for the auto industry. 
Throughout the ups and downs of the 
auto industry, Taylor has managed to 
stand tall and steady as an independ
ent city. Today Taylor is stronger than 
ever. After visiting recently with some 
of the residents, I have realized that 
their community spirit is alive and 
well. I feel it fitting to pay tribute to 
Taylor and wish them a festive week 
of celebration during their 20th anni
versary .e 

THE PUBLIC PRINTER 
e Mr. HATFIELD. Mr. President, in 
the April 1988 issue of the publication 
Government Executive there is an ar
ticle that can make Government man
agers proud. It contains a description 
of the work done at the Government 
Printing Office by the Public Printer, 
Ralph Kennickell, Jr., since he took 
up his responsibilities there in 1984. 

I commend this account of his re
markable successes to my colleagues 
for their reading pleasure. I also con
gratulate the Public Printer for his 
achievements in making a Govern
ment agency run more efficiently and 
for creating the environment for a 
new cooperative relationship between 
labor and management at the GPO. 

Mr. President, I ask that the article 
to which I have referred be printed in 
the RECORD at this point. 

The article follows: 
[From Government Executive, April 19881 

PuBLIC PRINTER TURNS HIS AGENCY AROUND 

<By Alan Paller) 
He may not be charged with securing the 

nation's defense, providing economic securi
ty for the elderly or improving the health of 
the American populace, but from a manage
ment perspective, the public printer has one 
of the tougher jobs in Washington. 

Confronting muscular unions and de
manding, perpetually unsatisfied customers, 
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he controls the largest job printing shop in 
the world. His shop had revenues of $871 
million in 1987. 

Though armed with a congressional man
date to print most government documents, 
the public printer and his agency, the Gov
ernment Printing Office <GPO>, were in
creasingly shunned by their clientele during 
the 1970s. Federal agencies with printing 
needs invested endless hours and truly inno
vative thinking to avoid having to rely on 
GPO. Customer comments about GPO serv
ice were unprintable. GPO employees were 
characterized as shirkers, as people who 
simply did not care about quality, accuracy 
or timeliness. 

Today, much of that has changed. Work
ers at all levels of GPO are going out of 
their way to serve. In what must be consid
ered one of the most impressive turna
rounds in government service, GPO's repu
tation for service is at its highest level in a 
decade. Though there is still much to be 
done, GPO provides a case study from 
which other government leaders may learn. 

AN UNLIKELY NEW LEADER 

The revolutionary who brought about this 
change was an unlikely candidate to turn 
around an organization employing about 
5,100 people. He was a small-businessman 
from Savannah, Ga., running a family
owned printing company with 50 employees. 
Few would have expected GPO's predomi
nantly black work force, which is represent
ed by 17 of the toughest labor unions in gov
ernment, to rally to this Southerner's goals. 
But rally they did. 

When Ralph E. Kennickell, Jr. was con
firmed by the Senate as the public printer 
in December 1984, at age 39, he was the 
youngest person ever to hold the position. 
But in his first three years leading GPO, 
Kennickell has compiled an impressive 
record of success. 

Some of the measures of success are easy 
to see. Cash balances have gone up 150 per
cent. Employment has dropped by about 300 
workers, without reductions in · output. 
Waste is down. 

Harder to see, but perhaps more impor
tant, is the change in mood around GPO. 
Employees seem excited about their work 
and their organization. 

Kennickell took a four-pronged approach 
to turning GPO around. His first task was 
to tear up the four-page GPO mission state
ment and replace it with one sentence. 
"GPO,'' Kennickell wrote, "will be a 
demand-driven, service oriented agency." In 
that one sentence, he told his customers 
that their needs came first, and he told his 
people that service to GPO's customers was 
his and their top priority. To make certain 
GPO employees knew their mission, he put 
it on a 40-foot banner mounted in the GPO 
cafeteria. 

Complaints among GPO client agencies 
often had centered on communication. With 
a view to improving service through better 
communication, Kennickell put GPO ac
count representatives on the road, visiting 
clients to show them how they could reduce 
their printing costs by, for example, order
ing standard-size publications. The account 
reps also help their clients fill out GPO 
paper work and choose the paper and ink 
that will produce the best-looking product 
within the agency's budget. 

INVESTING IN PEOPLE 

Kennickell's second step was an invest
ment in the rank-and-file workers. He met 
with career leaders of the agency and asked 
for their ideas on improving service. Then 
he implemented those ideas. 

He also met with more than 4,000 of 
GPO's employees to press the flesh and to 
let them know who he was. Many of those 
employees had never before seen a Public 
Printer, except in a photograph. In those 
meetings, he spoke of fairness and equal op
portunity. 

And he did more than just talk about 
equal opportunity. He tripled the training 
budget, expanded the upward mobility pro
gram, and rewrote the incentive program so 
that managers could give instant bonuses 
for outstanding performance. 

The upward mobility program focuses on 
employees below GS 9, although compre
hensive career guidance services are provid
ed for all grades. Formal programs have 
been set up to enable clerical employees to 
advance to technical positions and on to the 
professional ranks, and semi-skilled workers 
to advance to journeymen in the crafts. As 
often as they can, agency managers fill va
cancies by promoting from within, waiving 
requirements for gathering outside appli
cants for the slots. 

As part of the upward mobility effort, 
headquarters and field employees can get 
assistance in filling out SF-171 forms, 
attend career planning seminars and receive 
periodic publications on steps to enhance 
their competitiveness for higher level posi
tions. GPO's career guidance publications 
have been used by other government agen
cies for their employees, and the latest, The 
ABC's of Career Advancement, was picked 
up by the Office of Personnel Management 
for distribution to small agencies. 

Kennickell's concern for opportunity is 
emphasized again and again through his 
personal monitoring of the use each manag
er makes of the training and bonus budgets. 
"I get antsy and make comments when a 
manager is not spending enough in those 
areas.'' 

His investment in the employees paid off 
quickly. The most important effect was im
proved customer service. But it also became 
apparent when one GS 7 artist spontaneous
ly created a poster celebrating the agency's 
work, staying late so that he could still get 
his other work done. 

Although the unions represented at GPO 
are strong and occasionally militant-they 
were among these that staged a bitter strike 
against The Washington Post Co. in the 
mid-1970s-Kennickell's relations with them 
seem good. "He has not always agreed with 
us, and we have not always agreed with him, 
but we have been able to work out amicable 
understandings when we do disagree," says 
Robert Petersen, president of the Columbia 
Typographical Union. 

George E. Lord, chairman of the Joint 
Council of Unions, which represents all the 
unions with workers at GPO, says, "Ralph 
has a real feel for people, which comes from 
his experience in a small business. Mr. K. 
brought that with him to GPO." 

The third Kennickell move was a commit
ment to his managers that they would not 
be punished for failure. There was a big 
"but,'' however. He also told them, "If you 
repeat a historical mistake, you are dead 
meat." 

Most of the GPO managers had never 
before been given the freedom to innovate, 
to use their experience and knowledge, and 
try out new ideas. 

The managers knew what the problems 
were, and they were just as concerned about 
them as were GPO's customers. They also 
knew how to solve those problems. By 
giving his managers freedom and confi
dence, Kennickell unleashed their creativity 

and energy for tackling the service problems 
faced by the agency's clients. 

COMPUTER CONTROL 

Kennickell's fourth important action was 
an on-line computer system that gave him 
and every GPO manager down to the super
visory level immediate access to all key GPO 
performance information. "My executive in
formation system <EIS)," says Kennickell, 
"is an extension of my personality.'' 

The EIS concept emerged out of Kennic
kell's frustration with lengthy computer 
printouts that did not answer even simple 
management questions. 

A few days after he arrived on the job, a 
pile of printouts was put on Kennickell's 
desk. He asked an assistant what he was 
supposed to do with it and was told, "That's 
how you run GPO." 

He looked through a few pages, decided he 
wasn't smart enough to use the listings, and 
threw them away. 

A month later, he received the next edi
tion of the same listings. This time he tele
phoned his personnel director and asked 
"Who's responsible for preparing these? I 
am going to abolish their jobs!" 

"I couldn't manage GPO with those re
ports,'' says Kennickell. "No one could." 

In place of the useless printouts, GPO im
plemented its new EIS, a computer system 
that makes tabular and graphic summaries 
of key data available at the touch of a 
button. The new system offers data that's 
much more timely and comprehensive than 
that provided by the old system. It provides 
instant, easily understandable analysis of 
leave-time used, inventory turnover and 
cash balance control. Spoilage of printed 
products was not tracked by computer in 
the old system, but is now, allowing quicker 
action to deal with spoilage problems. 

The EIS is not for Kennickell's use alone. 
Instead, it is used to show managers 
throughout GPO the data that the public 
printer considers necessary to effectively 
manage the organization. 

To establish the EIS, Kennickell set up a 
team of information systems people and 
told them the key business problems he 
wanted monitored: responsiveness to cus
tomer needs, cash and revenue improve
ments, performance and several others. He 
asked them to ask his managers how they 
wanted to see the data relating to each busi
ness goal. All he demanded was that the 
data be accurate and the graphics be inter
esting and easy for anyone to read and un
derstand. 

When the team had the first version of 
the system together, they asked Kennickell 
where he wanted his terminal. He said he 
didn't want the first terminal; instead, the 
terminals were to go on supervisors' desks, 
where the data could do the most good. 

"I am not afraid of data, and I don't want 
my people to be,'' says Kennickell. "Infor
mation is cheap. I just had to get the right 
information to the right people and I knew 
they could do a better job." 

The impact was immediate. One supervi
sor came to Kennickell to say that he had 
always known there was a problem in his 
area, but it wasn't until he saw the charts 
that he recognized that it could be fixed. 
"We knew that there was a press-downtime 
problem, and with EIS we could track it,'' 
says Jim Hickey, superintendent of the 
GPO press division. "We showed our super
visors the system, and they could see where 
the problems were. That improved produc
tivity.'' 



May 10, 1988 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE 10273 
After a few weeks, during which his man

agers got comfortable with the system, Ken
nickell got his own terminal and immediate
ly started making changes. He made certain 
that every performance chart also showed 
standards, so his people could see how well 
they were doing. He also added "high-inter
est charts" to monitor short-term problems. 

Today he uses the system to monitor costs 
and performance and to show visitors 
graphic summaries of the results of his 
management program. 

Kennickell's management program is not 
a magic wand that has erased all problems. 
Some of GPO's customers still complain of 
contracting officers at GPO who contract
out printing to commercial companies that 
produce shoddy work. They are particularly 
frustrated by GPO's habit of allowing the 
same office that made the contract decide 
whether a customer's claim of shoddy work 
is valid. 

But overall, GPO's clients laud the agency 
for a turnaround in customer service. 

Government's job is providing services and 
Kennickell has drawn a road map to im
proved service that other agencies may wish 
to follow. 

<Alan Paller is president of A UI Data 
Graphics in Washington. He is a director of 
the National Computer Graphics Associa
tion, with responsibility for education and 
training. Books he has written include "If 
You Have to Give a Presentation, Why Not 
Make It a Success?")• 

TRIBUTE TO CANTON 
TOWNSHIP 

• Mr. RIEGLE. Mr. President, I rise 
today to pay tribute to the accom
plishments and growth of Canton 
Township, MI. During these economi
cally trying times, Canton has forged 
ahead creating residential, commer
cial, and industrial growth. Approxi
mately $20 million in private projects 
have been successfully planted in the 
community in the last few years. 
Canton has also expanded its industri
al tax base by millions of dollars and 
created more than 1,000 new jobs. 

For these and many other reasons, 
the 1,200-member Michigan Town
ships Association honored Canton 
Township with their prestigious Excel
lence Award. This honor demonstrates 
the hard work and dedication of the 
township employees and the immeas
urable contributions by many local 
volunteers. 

Canton Township was also honored 
for its outstanding environmental ef
forts. Last November, Canton received 
the Michigan Plaque from the Keep 
Michigan Beautiful Committee for its 
tree-planting program. The township 
recognizes the need to provide pleas
ant surroundings for everyone. 

These are no small accomplish
ments. Canton Township is the only 
community in the entire State of 
Michigan which has received both of 
these distinguished awards. I believe 
the continuing growth and advance
ment of this community deserves spe
cial recognition and it is for this 
reason that I rise today to honor 
Canton Township.e 

PATIENTS IN NEED 
e Mr. DANFORTH. Mr. President, I 
am submitting an article to the 
RECORD that appeared in the St. Louis 
Post Dispatch on April 7, 1988, con
cerning G.D. Searle & Co.'s recently 
expanded patients in need program. 
Mr. President, this is an extremely im
portant program that may save hun
dreds, even thousands, of lives. G.D. 
Searle & Co. is offering free hyperten
sion drugs to those who earn too much 
to qualify for public programs, but 
cannot afford private insurance. These 
are honest, hard working people who 
often are forced to choose between ne
cessities, such as heat and food, and 
medicine that could save lives. Mr. 
President, I am very proud to repre
sent the State of Missouri where com
panies like G.D. Searle are doing such 
important humanitarian work. 

The article follows: 
DRUG GIVEAWAY PRAISED 

The expansion of a drug company's pro
gram of free medicine for the working poor 
will help curb a significant problem in treat
ing high-blood pressure victims, a St. Louis 
blood pressure specialist said Wednesday. 

"Money, or the lack of it, is a major issue 
in patients not taking life-saving medicine," 
said Dr. H. Mitchell Perry Jr., director of 
the hypertension division and hypertension 
clinic at the Washington University School 
of Medicine. 

Perry was commenting on the announce
ment in St. Louis and nine other cities that 
G.D. Searle & Co. was expanding its Pa
tients in Need Program, which offers free 
drugs to persons who cannot qualify for 
Medicare or Medicaid but cannot afford pri
vate insurance. 

Searle, the drug subsidiary of Monsanto 
Co., says it will provide seven heart disease 
and blood pressure drugs to patients who 
have an annual household income of $8,000 
or less for one or two people, or $11,000 or 
less for three or more people. 

"The poor have the most severe kinds of 
hypertension," said Perry, a past president 
of the St. Louis and Missouri heart associa
tions. "Some patients have to choose be
tween hunger and hypertension. A signifi
cant number of patients slip through the 
net." He was referring to patients who earn 
too much to qualify for government aid but 
not enough to buy private insurance. 

According to state statistics, more than 
580,000 Missouri residents have incomes 
below the poverty level and nearly 700,000 
under age 65 lack health insurance. Searle 
officials estimated that 1.5 million state 
residents suffer from high blood pressure, 
including 425,000 in St. Louis and St. Louis 
County. Heart disease killed more than 
18,000 Missourians in 1986. 

At a press conference at Washington Uni
versity School of Medicine, a Searle official 
presented certificates worth $25,000 each in 
free medicine to representatives of four area 
clinics-Metro Community Health Center, 
Family Care Center of Carondelet, People's 
Clinic and the Washington University Clin
ics. The company distributed $100,000 in 
certificates in each of nine other cities. 

Physicians give the certificates and pre
scriptions to patients, who take them to a 
pharmacist. Searle pays the pharmacist to 
fill the prescription. 

Searle launched its free drug program in 
February 1987 by making two drugs avail-

able to the working poor for the treatment 
of high blood pressure and angina, which is 
chest pain associated with heart disease. 
The company said 33,000 certificates for 
20,000 patients have been redeemed. 

The new Patients in Need program in
cludes five other medications which treat ir
regular heartbeats, angina, high blood pres
sure and congestive heart failure. The com
pany said it will place no time limit or dollar 
restriction on the program.• 

WARTIME REPARATIONS 
•Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, on April 
20, the Senate considered and passed 
S. 1009, a bill to accept the findings 
and implement the recommendations 
of the Commission on Wartime Relo
cation and Internment of Civilians. 

It was, Mr. President, a difficult de
cision for me to vote against the bill. 
The internment and relocation of the 
Japanese Americans on the west coast 
during World War II was a grievous 
error but it was an error made in good 
faith by American leaders who were 
engaged in a world war. The U.S. Gov
ernment should make an official apol
ogy to those who suffered this indigni
ty and breach of their constitutional 
rights. It is a very sad chapter in our 
history. I was therefore pleased that 
S. 1009 included such an apology. 

Although I believe the United States 
owes these citizens and resident aliens 
a formal apology, I regretfully came to 
the conclusion that, taken in its en
tirety, S. 1009 was not wise. I was trou~ 
bled by the condemnation in the bill 
of our war-time leaders and the com
pensation aspects of the bill. 

Many of these Americans fought 
with great valor and distinction in the 
European theater later in the war, in
cluding our colleagues Senators 
INOUYE and MATSUNAGA. As everyone 
in this Chamber knows, both served 
with honor and were decorated for 
heroism in combat. Senator INOUYE 
lost his arm in combat. All of us who 
enjoy freedom today must be thankful 
for their service and valor. I proudly 
salute them and all other Japanese 
Americans who served this country 
with such great distinction. 

It is clear that if we knew then what 
we know now, we would not have in
terned these Americans. But it is also 
important to understand the setting in 
which this decision was made. One 
must remember that the Government 
of Japan launched an unprovoked, sur
prise attack on Pearl Harbor on De
cember 7, 1941, resulting in the deaths 
of hundreds of American servicemen. 

The decision to intern these Ameri
cans of Japanese ancestry was based 
on an Executive order issued by Presi
dent Roosevelt in February 1942. The 
Congress enacted legislation authoriz
ing enforcement of that order and the 
Supreme Court sustained the intern
ment of the ·Japanese Americans. 
Thus, all three branches of Govern-
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ment approved and authorized this 
action. 

As I understand it, the decisions of 
the President and the military officers 
who carried it out were based on mili
tary intelligence information which 
suggested that the Government of 
Japan had organized networks among 
ethnic Japanese in this country for 
the purpose of espionage and sabo
tage. I also understand that the FBI 
took a contrary view; namely, that 
they had no information supporting 
that conclusion. 

We now know that the military in
telligence was wrong, but in those 
early days of World War II, I believe 
that our national leaders made the de
cisions that they thought best for our 
country. We now know that the deci
sion to intern the Japanese Americans 
on the west coast was wrong. An apol
ogy is clearly needed. But I am trou
bled by the tone of the language in S. 
1009. It is one thing to conclude that 
the decision was wrong, but it is quite 
another thing to condemn those who 
made it. I, for one, do not wish to asso
ciate myself with a condemnation of 
President Roosevelt, General Marshall 
and the others who led us to victory in 
that terrible war. 

With respect to the compensation 
question, I agree that more than an 
apology is needed. But S. 1009 goes too 
far. 

Congress has previously approved 
several measures to compensate these 
individuals for their losses. For exam
ple: 

The 1948 Japanese-American Claims 
Act which established a procedure for 
affected individuals to file a claim for 
the loss of real and personal property. 
Over $37 million was paid in settle
ment of 26,578 claims. 

An amendment to the Social Securi
ty Act in 1972 which provided that 
those persons who were over 18 when 
they were in the relocation camps are 
deemed to have earned and contribut
ed to the Social Security system for 
work performed in the camps. 

An amendment to the Federal civil 
service retirement provisions in 1978, 
to allow civil service retirement credit 
for the time spent in detention after 
the age of 18. 

S. 1009 goes much further. It pro
vides for the payment of a $20,000 tax 
free payment to each individual who 
was interned. No one knows the total 
cost, but the bill authorized $1.3 bil
lion for this program. 

The bill, in section 206, also estab
lished the "Civil Liberties Public Edu
cation Fund Board of Directors" 
which will be responsible for disburs
ing up to $100 million to sponsor 
public education about the relocation 
and internment of the Japanese Amer
icans, to fund comparable studies of 
similar civil liberties abuses, and for 
the general welfare of the ethnic Japa
nese community of the United States. 

Those are worthy goals, Mr. Presi
dent, but there are other ethnic 
groups in this country who have been 
the victims of Government misconduct 
in the past. In particular American In
dians and American blacks have cause 
for complaint against past actions of 
our Government. Is it fair to do this 
for Japanese Americans and not do 
the same for other Americans? 

Mr. President, money cannot restore 
the loss of liberty and the indignation 
suffered by the loyal Americans who 
were interned during the war. And 
money cannot bring to life the Ameri
cans who died during the war. There is 
much we can learn from history, but 
we must also be honest about history 
and recognize that those who made 
and enforced these decisions in the 
early days of World War II thought 
they were doing what was right. 

Finally, Mr. President, I am troubled 
by the great cost of this program 
when there are so many other pressing 
demands on our budget. We do not 
have adequate money for child sup
port, the war against drugs, and other 
urgent social and defense needs. Under 
these circumstances, I have reluctant
ly concluded that although the Japa
nese Americans suffered a grievous 
breach of their constitutional rights, 
S. 1009 is not the appropriate 
remedy.e 

RETIRED SENIOR VOLUNTEER 
PROGRAM 

• Mr. DANFORTH. Mr. President, on 
April 20, 1988, residents of Barton, 
Jasper, Newton, and McDonald coun
ties participated in a nationwide bal
loon launch sponsored by the national 
RSVP Association honoring the signif
icant contributions of our Nation's 
senior volunteers. 

The Retired Senior Volunteer Pro
gram seeks opportunities for people 
age 60 and over to better their commu
nities through creative use of their 
energy and expertise. Beginning local
ly in 1981 with 31 volunteers, there are 
currently over 300 senior volunteers 
throughout the four counties. The vol
unteers are involved in projects rang
ing from carpentry work to helping 
others with tax forms to friendly visi
tation and ombudsman services. In ad
dition to serving in over 50 public and 
nonprofit settings, RSVP volunteers 
increase community knowledge about 
senior citizens through their skit 
troupe, "The Street Players." They 
are also the key to the success of such 
annual events as the Over 60 Olympics 
and the Missouri Silver Haired Legisla
ture. 

Last year volunteers contributed ap
proximately 40,000 hours of communi
ty service. Their efforts represent a 
significant contribution to their com
munities' quality of life and should be 
a model of community involvement for 
all Americans.• 

KESSLER INSTITUTE FOR 
REHABILITATION 

e Mr. BRADLEY. Mr. President, 
Sunday, May 22, is a special day in 
New Jersey. The Kessler Institute for 
Rehabilitation is celebrating its 40th 
year of work on behalf of the physical
ly disabled of New Jersey. 

As New Jersey's largest and oldest 
rehabilitation hospital, the Kessler In
stitute has long been at the forefront 
of medical technology. It has been a 
pioneer in the effort to provide people 
with the highest quality of medicine 
and rehabilitation services. The 
Kessler Institute has grown from a 
small rehabilitative hospital into a 
large teaching institution with an 
international reputation for providing 
a wide range of rehabilitative services. 

For 40 years, the Kessler Institute 
has helped people to overcome physi
cal handicaps. By removing physical 
barriers, the doctors and staff of the 
Kessler Institute give new independ
ence, mobility, and hope to the dis
abled. 

I commend the Kessler Institute for 
improving the lives of thousands of 
New J erseyans, and wish them well as 
they continue their valuable work. I 
am sure we will be hearing a lot more 
from the Kessler Institute in the years 
to come.e 

CONNECTICUT'S SMALL BUSI
NESS PERSON OF THE YEAR 

• Mr. WEICKER. Mr. President, as a 
devoted proponent of small business in 
America, it is with pride that I rise 
today in recognition of the achieve
ments of N. Don Edwards, the "Small 
Business Person of the Year" from 
Connecticut. Here is an entrepreneur 
who epitomizes all the virtues of small 
business. He began his specialty adver
tising business in 1962 in the basement 
of his family's home with money from 
a second mortgage against that home 
and as much as he could borrow else
where. Twenty-five years later, his 
firm employs 20 and generates total 
sales of just under $5 million. 

A tireless advocate of small business, 
Mr. Edwards was selected as one of 
three small business advocates to testi
fy before the Senate Committee on 
Small Business in support of a perma
nent White House Conference on 
Small Business. He was also a confer
ence delegate to both the first and 
second White House Conferences on 
Small Business and has been a recipi
ent of numerous awards, including the 
"Small Business Person of the Year 
Award" in 1984 presented by the 
Southwestern Area Connecticut Com
merce and Industry Association and 
the "Jaycee's Outstanding Young Man 
of the Year Award" for Distinguished 
Community Service in 1967. Mr. Ed
wards is a valued member of my Small 
Busines Advisory Committee, as well 
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as a member of the State of Connecti
cut Small Business Development 
Center Advisory Board. And this is 
only the tip of the iceberg. The list of 
Mr. Edward's contributions to 
strengthen the role of small business 
in the State of Connecticut and in the 
Nation is far longer than I can cite 
here. Let me just give you a clue as to 
his reputation in Connecticut: he is re
f erred to as "Mr. Motivation." 

While the N. Donald Edwards Co. is 
now a well established enterprise in 
Stamford, CT, providing specialty pro
motional items, motivational market
ing services, incentives, awards and 
corporate recognition products, the 
path to his current success was not 
devoid of struggle. The son of an Ital
ian immigrant, Mr. Edward's child
hood surroundings were humble. In a 
factory-owned apartment without run
ning water-the plumbing consisted of 
a hand-pump well in the backyard
Mr. Edwards learned a valuable lesson 
from his father: If you give more than 
is expected, you will be successful. The 
N. Donald Edwards Co. slogan today 
echoes those fine sentiments: "With 
More Service Than Seems Necessary." 

Perhaps it was also Mr. Edward's 
father who inspired him to state re
cently, and I quote: 

The whole theme-today in America-is 
entrepreneurship • • • I think the change 
has come about because people want to 
grow to their full potential. There's a burn
ing desire to be the captain of their own 
ship, to control their own destiny and to be 
able to direct their business from stem to 
stern, from tears to cheers of creating and 
managing a business. 

It is those sentiments-magnified by 
Mr. Edward's ceaseless devotion to the 
rightness of small business in Amer
ica-that I salute today. I extend my 
warmest congratulations to Mr. Ed
wards on his selection as "Connecti
cut's Small Business Person of the 
Year" and look forward to hearing 
about his future contributions and 
success.e 

TRIBUTE TO BOB BALHORN 
•Mr. PRYOR. Mr. President, last 
month one of my constituents, Bob 
Balhorn, of Little Rock, AR, was cited 
by the Director of the Little Rock 
Office of the Department of Housing 
and Urban Development CHUDJ for 
his work on behalf of fair housing and 
equal opportunities in the real estate 
field. Bob serves as executive director 
of the Arkansas Realtors Association. 

I applaud Bob's efforts in fostering 
the spirit of cooperation between the 
State Realtors Association and the 
Little Rock HUD Office in the fair 
housing arena, as well as other hous
ing and real estate concerns. 

I off er my sincerest congratulations 
to Bob for this distinct award, and join 
with all Arkansas realtors, indeed the 
entire State, in wishing him continued 
success.• 

1987 ROLLCALL OF HEROES 
•Mr. HEINZ. Mr. President, I rise 
today for a most solemn and somber 
purpose. On behalf of the Fraternal 
Order of Police, I would like to take 
this opportunity to pay tribute to the 
143 law enforcement officials who lost 
their lives last year while diligently 
performing their duties. Almost half 
of these deaths were the result of f elo
nious assault; the rest were caused by 
tragic accidents and mishaps. Al
though the cause of death may have 
varied from officer to officer, the qual
ity of conscientious service they ren
dered did not. For these dedicated men 
and women, and for the officers who 
gave their lives in years past, we ex
press our deepest thanks for their 
great courage and willingness to go to 
such lengths to protect our citizens 
and communities. 

The finest public servants and the 
most outstanding citizens make up our 
country's policy forces. They are the 
individuals who man the thin blue line 
that protects law-abiding citizens from 
injury and loss of property and life. I 
can only hope that the recognition we 
give here today will help their family 
and friends realize that these officers 
did not die in vain. 

Since 1969, FOP National Chaplain 
Virgil D. Penn, Jr., has conscientiously 
compiled an annual roll of officers 
around the country who gave their 
lives in the course of duty during the 
previous year. Known as the "Rollcall 
of Heroes," it is an acknowledgement 
of their sacrifice and a small way for 
us to give support to their families and 
loved ones who must carry on with 
their own lives, notwithstanding their 
and our tragic loss. 

Mr. President, I ask that the re
marks of Chaplain Penn be placed in 
the RECORD, along with the list of slain 
officers, the "Roll call of Heroes." 

The material follows: 
REMARKS OF CHAPLAIN PENN 

Once again it is our solemn duty to report 
the demise of our law Enforcement Officers 
who have given their lives while protecting 
the lives and property of the citizens of 
American. 

During 1987 143 Officers made the su
preme sacrifice in the line of duty. There 
were 71 fatalities due to felonious assault 
and 72 accidently, a total of 143. In 1986, 70 
men and women were killed feloniously and 
56 accidently, a total of 126 who sacrificed 
their lives while protecting the citizens of 
America. 

As we have pointed out in the past, this 
does not include all the Law Enforcement 
Officers who have suffered physical and 
mental injuries which will continue to 
plague them the rest of their lives. They are 
unknown heroes who deserve honors that 
are never bestowed upon them. 

Each year we are privileged and honored 
to have Senator JOHN HEINZ of Pennsylva
nia read "The Rollcall of Heroes" before 
Congress. We owe him the respect and grati
tude of all our Officers for performing this 
poignant duty. It makes our Legislators 
aware of the hazards of police work, and the 

sacrifices made in this line of our profes
sion. 

1987 NATIONAL POLICE PRAYER 1987 

Almightly God Father of all mercies we 
pray that you will welcome these brave Offi
cers in your heavenly home. They have 
proved their dedication to God and Coun
try, manifested by their supreme sacrifice. 
We pray you will comfort their families and 
friends who mourne their departure. Give 
them the strength to endure their loss and 
remove all rebellion from their hearts, 
knowing these heroes are now in the care of 
Thy Almighty hands. For this we beg in the 
honor of Your name and Thy Son our Sav
iour Jesus Christ. AMEN. 

FELONIOUS POLICE KILLINGS-1987 
PRELIMINARY INFORMATION 

Patrolman Richard James Davidson, 
Shreveport, Louisiana, Police Department, 
01/02/87. 

Lieutenant Grover C. Cooper, Fort Pierce, 
Florida, Police Department, 01/12/87. 

Deputy Sheriff Dale Conway Stiles, Pecos 
County, Texas, Sheriff's Department, 01/ 
12/87. 

Patrolman James Adrian Wouters, Fort 
Pierce, Florida, Police Department, 01/13/ 
87. 

Officer Robert L. Smith, Charlotte, North 
Carolina, Police Department, 01/15/87. 

Trooper Alexander M. Cochran, III, Vir
ginia State Police, 01/15/87. 

Patrolman Jeffrey Manning Phegley, 
Morrow, Ohio, Police Department, 01/12/ 
87. 

Texas Ranger Stanley Keith Guffey, 
Texas Department of Public Safety, 01/22/ 
87. 

Special Agent Raymond J. Stastny, Drug 
Enforcement Administration, Atlanta, Geor
gia, 01/26/87. 

Sergeant Kenneth John Koeller, Jr., Jen
nings, Missouri, Police Department, 01/28/ 
87. 

Private Bruce Williford, Richmond 
County, Georgia, Sheriff's Department, 02/ 
02/87. 

Sergeant Willie Donald Cameron, Atlanta, 
Georgia, Police Department, 02/06/87. 

Patrolman Russell Wynn Harper, Missou
ri State Highway Patrol, 02/08/87. 

Deputy Sheriff David R. Clark, Onondaga 
County, New York, Sheriff's Department, 
02/11/87. 

Patrolman John A. Carrillo, Albuquerque, 
New Mexico, Police Department, 02/21/87. 

Deputy Robert Lewis Elliott, Miami 
County, Ohio, Sheriff's Department, 02/25/ 
87. 

Detective Louis R. Miller, New York City, 
New York, Police Department, 03/11/87. 

Deputy Sheriff Craig D. Dodge, Lancaster 
County, Nebraska, Sheriff's Department, 
03/14/87. 

Conservation Officer Robert C. Banker, 
Kentucky Department of Fish and Wildlife, 
03/19/87. 

Officer Benjamin Warren Worchester, 
HayWard, California, Police Department, 
03/25/87. 

Chief Deputy Melvin Kenneth Drum, 
Ochiltree County, Texas, Sheriff's Depart
ment, 03/28/87. 

Patrolman Daniel Scott Wasson, Milford, 
Connecticut, Police Department, 04/12/87. 

Trooper David Bruce Ladner, Mississippi 
Highway Safety Patrol, 04/12/87. 

Sergeant John E. Hatfull, Indiana, State 
Police 04/13/87. 

Officer Clifford W. George, Cincinnati, 
Ohio, Police Department, 04/16/87. 
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Officer Ronald Midgley Grogan, Palm 

Bay, Florida, Police Department, 04/23/87. 
Officer Gerald Douglas Johnson, Palm 

Bay, Florida, Police Department, 04/23/87. 
Deputy Sheriff Donald Ray Hayes, 

Marion County, South Carolina, Sheriff's 
Department, 05/03/87. 

Patrolman William F. Brey, Pennsauken 
Township, New Jersey, Police Department, 
05/15/87. 

Officer Robert Remington, Metropolitan 
Police Department, Washington D.C. 05/19/ 
87. 

Patrolman James Edward Wier, Denver, 
Colorado, Police Department, 06/03/98. 

Trooper Robert G. Dunning, New York 
State Police, 06/14/87. 

Officer David Nicholas Ronk, Honolulu, 
Hawaii, Police Department, 06/15/87. 

Officer James H. Pagliotti, Los Angeles, 
California, Police Department, 06/22/87. 

Sergeant Walker Kevin Artz, Vigo 
County, Indiana, Sheriff's Office, 07 /01/87. 

Sergeant Ronald D. Slockett, Sugar Land, 
Texas, Police Department, 07 /04/87. 

Sergeant Ira Parker, Inkster, Michigan, 
Police Department, 07/09/87. 

Patrolman Daniel John Dubiel, Inkster, 
Michigan, Police Department, 07/09/87. 

Patrolman Clay Hoover, Inkster, Michi
gan, Police Department, 07/09/87. 

Officer George Scheu, New York City, 
New York, Police Department, 07/11/87. 

Deputy Wesley Scott Alford, Grimes 
County, Texas, Sheriff's Department, 07/ 
19/87. 

Sergeant Alberto Alvarado Velez, Police of 
Puerto Rico, 07 /22/87. 

Sheriff Charles Albert LaRew, Cedar 
County, Missouri, Sheriff's Department, 07 I 
26/87 

Deputy Robert S. Insalaco, Erie County, 
New York, Sheriff's Department, 08/13/87. 

Officer Jeffrey Dale Young, Florida High
way Patrol, 08/18/87. 

Officer Myron Parker, New York City, 
New York, Police Department, 08/20/87. 

Deputy Daniel Ralph Stilwell, Denver 
County, Colorado, Sheriff's Department, 
09/06/87. 

Sergeant Joseph Daniel Bock, Corpus 
Christi, Texas, Police Department, 09/09/ 
87. 

Chief of Police Samuel A. Johnson, 
Dexter, New York, Police Department, 09/ 
11/87. 

Lieutenant John Eaton Bradshaw, Tempe, 
Arizona, Police Department, 09/20/87. 

Agent Edward John Hockom, Aurora, Col
orado, Police Department, 09/21/87. 

Patrolman Timothy Thomas Pollard, 
Ponce Inlet, Florida, Police Department, 09/ 
21/87. 

Patrolman Paul J. Durkin, Youngstown, 
Ohio, Police Department, 09/22/87. 

Officer Robert Venable, New York City 
Transit Police Department, 09/22/87. 

Officer Gregory R. Edwards, Chicago, Illi
nois, Police Department, 09/29/87. 

Deputy Sheriff John Mullen Sack, Peoria 
County, Illinois, Sheriff's Department, 10/ 
01/87. 

Deputy Sheriff Howard Edward Dutton, 
Baldwin County, Alabama, Sheriff's Depart
ment, 10/01/87. 

Officer George William Raffield, Jr., Mid
lothian, Texas, Police Department, 10/23/ 
87. 

Patrolman Roy Joseph Sergei, Boston, 
Massachusetts, Police Department, 10/26/ 
87. 

Officer Andre Barksdale, Detroit, Michi
gan, Police Department, 11/02/87. 

Deputy Sheriff John Robert Saxerud, 
Island County, Washington, Sheriff's 
Office, 11/14/87. 

Deputy Sheriff William Joseph Heffer
nan, Island County, Washington, Sheriff's 
Office, 11/14/87. 

Officer Ray Lynn Barnes, Florida Game 
and Fresh Water Fish Commission, 11/21/ 
87. 

Officer LaVerne Daniel Schulz, South 
Miami, Florida, Police Department, 11/27 / 
87. 

Deputy Sheriff Lonny Gene Brewer, San 
Diego County, California, Sheriff's Office, 
12/05/87. 

Patrolman John Drew Seifert, Ozark, Ala
bama, Police Department, 12/19/87. 

Patrolman Charlie Ray Alcuri, Ozark, Ala
bama, Police Department, 12/19/87. 

Patrolman Lee R. Seward, Chicago, Illi
nois, Police Department, 12/30/87. 

Public Safety Officer Rossevelt Ferrell, 
Public Safety Services, Compton, California, 
3/16/87. 

Patrolman Roy Lee Stanley, Navajo Divi
sion of Public Safety, Windowrock, Arizona, 
12/5/87. 

Patrolman Andy Begay, Navajo Division 
of Public Safety, Windowrock, Arizona, 12/ 
5/87. 

ACCIDENTAL POLICE KILLINGS-1987 
PRELIMINARY INFORMATION 

Officer Francis J. LaSala, New York City, 
New York, Police Department, 01/05/87. 

Officer Patrick L. Grun, Village, Texas, 
Police Department, 01/06/87. 

Dep. Town Marshal Richard C. White, 
Colorado City, Arizona, Town Marshal's 
Office, 01/14/87. 

Chief of Police David Coty Williams, 
Ryan, Oklahoma, Police Department, 01/ 
18/87. 

Deputy Sheriff Charles Robert Anderson, 
Los Angeles County, California, Sheriff's 
Department, 01/24/87. 

Deputy James Stoltenow, Shanawo 
County, Wisconsin, Sheriff's Office, 01/27 / 
87. 

Detective Steven Garibay, Mohave 
County, Arizona, Sheriff's Office, 02/10/87. 

Corporal Henry Corwin Bruns, Missouri 
State Highway Patrol, 02/16/87. 

Officer Jeffrey Norman Ritchey, Duval 
County, Florida, Sheriff's Office, 02/23/87. 

Patrol Agent John Robert McCravey, U.S. 
Border Patrol, El Centro, California, 02/23/ 
87. 

Sergeant Theodore Moos, New Jersey 
State Police, 02/27 /87. 

Trooper James S. Gain, Washington State 
Patrol, 03/02/87. 

Public Safety Officer Manuel Lopez, Jr., 
Sunnyvale, California, Department of 
Public Safety, 03/03/87. 

Officer James David Ketchum, Costa 
Mesa, California, Police Department, 03/10/ 
87. 

Officer John William Libolt, Costa Mesa, 
California, Police Department, 03/10/87. 

Trooper Larry Eugene Small, Maryland 
State Police, 03/10/87. 

Trooper John Edward Sawa, Maryland 
State Police, 03/10/87. 

Deputy Sheriff Waymon D. Allen, Polk 
County, Florida, Sheriff's Office, 03/15/87. 

Trooper Harry Lee Henderson, Virginia 
State Police, 03/17/87. 

Patrolman John Henry Kerr, Picher, 
Oklahoma, Police Department, 03/18/87. 

Patrolman Dennis, J. Gorlewski, Milwau
kee, Wisconsin, Police Department, 03/25/ 
87. 

Detective Lynn Russell Sutter, Bethel 
Park, Pennsylvania, Police Department, 03/ 
28/87. 

Trooper Stephen G. Rouse, Florida High
way Patrol, 03/28/87. 

Captain Otis Grier, Greenwood, South 
Carolina, Sheriff's Office, 04/02/87. 

Traffic Officer Michael Allen Brandt, 
California Highway Patrol, 04/06/87. 

Patrolwoman Maria Michelle Groves, 
Houston, Texas, Police Department, 04/10/ 
87. 

Deputy Keith D. Farley, San Bernardino 
County, California, Sheriff's Office, 04/12/ 
87. 

Trooper Robert Paul Perry, Jr., South 
Carolina Highway Patrol, 04/15/87. 

Deputy Sheriff Frederick Thomas Clark, 
Sr., Hillsborough County, Florida, Sheriff's 
Office, 05/08/87. 

Officer Donna M. Miller, Hillsborough 
County, Florida, Sheriff's Office, 05/08/87. 

Patrolman Jeffrey Lee Bull, Lebanon, 
Maine, Police Department, 05/09/87. 

Officer Roger A. Sterling, Milwaukee, 
Wisconsin, Police Department, 05/11/87. 

Lieutenant Walter Lee Harden, Macon, 
Georgia, Police Department, 05/11/87. 

Officer Randol L. Marshall, Los Angeles, 
California, Police Department, 06/02/87. 

Deputy Harold E. Vanderoef, Suffolk 
County, New York, Sheriff's Department, 
06/04/87. 

Patrolman John J. Stoll, South Milwau
kee, Wisconsin, Police Department, 06/07 / 
87. 

Deputy Sheriff Stephen Paul Miller, Jef
ferson County, Colorado, Sheriff's Depart
ment, 06/17/87. 

Officer Richard L. Fortin, Detroit, Michi
gan, Police Department, 06/21/87. 

Patrolman Robert A. Medina, National 
City, California, Police Department, 06/24/ 
87. 

Lieutenant Gerry Lanell Ivie, Duchesne 
County, Utah, Sheriff's Office, 07/02/87. 

Patrolman Timothy Edward Langley, Hol
lywood, Florida, Police Department, 07 /14/ 
87. 

Deputy Sheriff Benito Eduardo Bravo, Hi
dalgo County, Texas, Sheriff's Department, 
07/21/87. 

Trooper Clifford Raymond Hansell, Wash
ington State Patrol, 07 /22/87. 

Trooper James E. Boland, Michigan State 
Police, 07 /26/87. 

Sergeant George S. Covert, Tolleson, Ari
zona, Police Department, 07 /30/87. 

Trooper William Howard Phillips, West 
Virginia Department of Public Safety, 07/ 
30/87. 

Deputy Sheriff Charles Lee Dillion, Co
manche County, Oklahoma, Sheriff's De
partment, 08/13/87. 

Trooper Clinton Wayne Crawford, Penn
sylvania State Police, 08/17 /87. 

Agent Arthur L. Cash, Drug Enforcement 
Administration, Phoenix, Arizona, 08/25/87. 

Patrolman Thomas M. Phillips, New Orle
ans, Louisiana, Police Department, 08/28/ 
87. 

Officer William M. Morrison, Jr., Chicago, 
Illinois, Police Department, 09/04/87 

Special Agent Jude P. O'Dowd, Federal 
Bureau of Investigation, New York, 09/12/ 
87. 

Officer Alvin P. Kurdys, New York State 
Police, 09/15/87. 

Officer George Todd Herring, Mountain 
Brook, Alabama, Police Department, 09/19/ 
87. 

Officer William D. McCarthy, Philadel
phia, Pennsylvania, Police Department, 09/ 
22/87. 



May 10, 1988 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE 10277 
Deputy Wade Alexander Hansen, Emery 

County, Utah, Sheriff's Department, 09/24/ 
87. 

Trooper Charles Andrew Fry, Colorado 
State Patrol, 09/26/87. 

Deputy Robert Nicol, Jr., Brevard County, 
Florida, Sheriff's Department, 09/30/87. 

Officer Terry Wayne Autrey, California 
Highway Patrol, 09/30/87. 

Officer John James Fitzpatrick, Detroit, 
Michigan, Police Department, 10/09/97. 

Patrolman Lester J. Guishard, Buena Bur
ough, New Jersey, Police Department, 10/ 
14/87. 

Sheriff Wallace L. Larson, Barron County, 
Wisconsin, Sheriff's Department, 10/28/87. 

Patrolman Patricia E. Quinn, Washington 
Township, New Jersey, Police Department, 
11/04/87. 

Patrolman Albert 0. DeSmet, Roseville, 
Michigan, Police Department, 11/05/87. 

Officer Robert Wilson Santos, Police of 
Puerto Rico, 11/11/87. 

Officer Jackson Elmer, Murray City, 
Utah, Police Department, 11/13/87. 

Pilot James D. Taylor, U.S. Customs Serv
ice, San Diego, California, 11/15/87. 

Pilot David L. Crater, U.S. Customs Serv
ice, San Diego, California, 11/15/87. 

Trooper David B. Pulling, Delaware State 
Police, 11/18/87. 

Trooper Thomas J. Consorte, New York 
State Police, 11/23/87. 

Traffic Officer Mark Thomas Taylor, 
California Highway Patrol, 11/26/87. 

Officer Janice M. Vanderveer, Burleson, 
Texas, Police Department, 12/27 /87. 

DRUG ABUSE IN AMERICA 
e Mr. RIEGLE. Mr. President, the 
Senate recently passed legislation des
ignating May 8-14 as "Just Say No 
Week" in an effort to increase the 
public's awareness of the problems re
lated to drug abuse. 

As a former chairman of the Senate 
Subcommittee on Alcoholism and 
Drug Abuse, I am alarmed by the 
growing incidence of drug abuse and 
drug related crimes in Michigan and in 
the United States, and believe we must 
commit our Nation to an all out war 
on drugs. In stopping drug abuse, our 
Nation faces one of its greatest single 
challenges in our history. 

Drug abuse is eroding the very foun
dations of our society that have made 
us a great nation. Drugs rob our chil
dren of their opportunity to achieve 
their potential. Drugs steal from our 
Nation the contributions of individuals 
whose lives are cut short through 
their drug dependency. Drugs threat
en our economic stability and our abil
ity to compete in international mar
kets. Drugs promote crime and encour
age disregard for the law by well-in
tentioned citizens who are frustrated 
and desperate to stop the flow of 
drugs into their neighborhoods. 

How well we meet this challenge in 
the next few months and in the 
coming years will have a lasting effect 
on our Nation well into the next cen
tury. We must wage war against drugs, 
and we must act now. 

Statistics on drug abuse show the 
epidemic size of the problem. Experts 

tell us that nearly 10 percent of all 
Americans or 26 million people use il
legal drugs. A recent study entitled 
"Controlling Drug Abuse: A Status 
Report" by the General Accounting 
Office <GAO> reports that the number 
of cocaine related emergencies report
ed by hospitals jumped by 167 percent 
between 1983 and 1986 and that the 
number of cocaine-related deaths rose 
by 124 percent during the same period. 

It is estimated that during 1987 
alone Americans spent some $140 bil
lion to purchase 178 tons of cocaine, 
12 tons of heroin, and over 60,000 tons 
of marijuana. The use of illegal drugs 
further costs our Nation about $60 bil
lion a year in lost employment, for 
prison and other criminal justice ex
penses, and for drug treatment pro
grams. 

In 1986 the Congress passed and the 
President signed into law the $1. 7 bil
lion Anti-Drug Abuse Act designed to 
aid drug education and rehabilitation 
programs and Federal, State, and local 
law enforcement efforts to combat 
drugs. As a cosponsor of this legisla
tion in the Senate, I believe it gave us 
a good start in addressing the prob
lems of drug abuse. But the most 
recent data suggest that much more 
needs to be done. 

To its credit, the administration, 
largely through the efforts of Mrs. 
Reagan, has conducted the energetic 
"Just Say No" to drugs campaign, and 
I commend Mrs. Reagan for her ef
forts in this area. But if we are to 
fight an effective and meaningful 
battle against drugs, I believe we need 
to say yes to a range of action steps 
that actually cuts down on drug 
supply and drug use. 

We need stronger programs that 
educate our children about the hor
rors of drug addiction. We need more 
drug rehabilitation programs that 
help people rid themselves of their 
drug dependency. We need new initia
tives that give Federal, State, and 
local law enforcement the tools they 
need to get tough with the drug push
ers on the street and drug suppliers 
wherever they are. 

We can and must win the war 
against drugs, but to be successful, we 
must have the commitment of every 
man, woman, and child in the United 
States. If our Federal Government will 
mount a new and much stronger effort 
to fight the drug war, I believe our 
citizens will come forward to do every
thing they can to help us meet this na
tional challenge.e 

SPRING COMMENCEMENT AT 
SOUTH CAROLINA STATE COL
LEGE 

e Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, I 
had the pleasure of joining the stu
dents and faculty of South Carolina 
State College for their spring com
mencement this past Saturday in 

Orangeburg. There were two high
lights to the occasion, which I would 
like to share with my colleagues in the 
Senate. 

First, I was pleased to make the ac
quaintance of Lt. Gen. Henry Doctor, 
Jr., Inspector General of the U.S. 
Army, who was presented with an hon
orary degree. Since entering the Army 
as a second lieutenant after graduat
ing from South Carolina State in 
1954-where he earned an ROTC com
mission-General Doctor has distin
guished himself both in combat and in 
a succession of peacetime leadership 
roles. His many decorations and 
badges include the Distinguished Serv
ice Medal, Legion of Merit, and Bronze 
Star. General Doctor is an American 
of exceptional character and achieve
ment, and it was an honor to meet 
him. 

Incidentally, Mr. President, I would 
point out that South Carolina State 
College has an extraordinary record of 
turning out talented military officers. 
Its alumni include a brigadier general, 
a lieutenant general, and a major gen
eral currently on active duty, as well 
as a brigadier general retired. The fact 
is, no other ROTC program in the 
United States has produced more 
black officers than the program at 
South Carolina State. ROTC enroll
ment at the college currently stands at 
683 cadets. And, since the ROTC bat
talion was established at South Caroli
na State in 1947, 1,584 students have 
received commissions in the U.S. 
Armed Forces. The entire State of 
South Carolina takes pride in this 
record of service. 

Mr. President, the second highlight 
of Saturday's festivities was the com
mencement address delivered by Dr. 
Harvey B. Gantt. Of course, Harvey 
Gantt is well-known in the Carolinas 
as the first black graduate of Clemson 
University and former mayor of Char
lotte, NC. I have valued his friendship 
for a quarter century. His remarks on 
Saturday-an appeal to the graduates 
to involve themselves in politics and 
public service-were characteristic in 
their passion and eloquence. 

Mr. President, I ask that the full 
text of Dr. Gantt's remarks be printed 
in the RECORD at this point. 

The remarks follow: 
COMMENCEMENT REMARKS-HARVEY B. 

GANTT, SOUTH CAROLINA STATE COLLEGE, 
ORANGEBURG, SC 

To the distinguished dais members, Chair
man of the Board of Trustees, President 
Smith, faculty, parents, friends, and mem
bers of the 1988 graduating class, I am privi
leged that you honor me by asking me to 
speak to you on such a significant occasion 
as this day. As a boy growing up in Charles
ton, South Carolina, the name State College 
was a revered institution, spoken o:f with 
great pride. And rightly so, for indeed much 
of the leadership cadre for black South 
Carolinians came from this institution. Our 
doctors and teachers, our lawyers and 
preachers, our business leaders and engi-
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neers-for the most part came from State. 
We followed her athletic teams, marched to 
the beat of her bands, and sampled the 
many cultural programs that offered en
lightenment. It has been, and still is, a be
loved institution that contributes much to 
the well-being and quality of life of this 
state and nation-notwithstanding the fact 
that her initial reason for existence stems 
from the legacy of South Carolina's history 
of segregation. 

You young men and women today then 
Join a long line of special citizens, and I 
want to congratulate you on your signifi
cant achievement, and would sincerely hope 
that your new status as State graduates will 
be meaningful and generate pride for you, 
the alumni you will Join, and the people you 
will serve in the years ahead. 

I hope before the day is over that some
time between the celebration and the tears 
of leaving this place, you will find that spe
cial person-be it your parents, a relative, a 
spouse, or friend-that helped you when the 
going got tough, when you wanted to give 
up-that gave you encouragement to hang 
in there to the end. Say thank you, for it is 
a good reminder that none of us reach levels 
of achievement without the help and en
couragement of others. You owe that 
moment to yourself and to those who cared 
so much. 

If you can assume that I will be relatively 
brief in my remarks, you will all be con
ferred your degrees in about fifteen to 
twenty minutes. You will then become certi
fied members of what I call the "educated 
gentry." Of great concern to me is how you 
will use this education to respond to the 
world that will beckon to you. For many of 
you, you are a first in your family with a 
college degree. The critical questions for all 
of you is how you wear this new mantle of 
distinction. 

Sad to say that too many people don't 
wear it very well. Some see a college degree 
as a meal ticket-and while that is clearly a 
practical concern, the degree represents 
much more than that. 

Others see the degree as a first step to 
getting more degrees; and while more 
formal education is good, there is a greater 
value than just being a scholar for life. And 
then there are some who view the degree as 
a distinct dividing line-that defines an elite 
class that separates you from the masses of 
those less learned . . . and in my opinion, 
those folk are the saddest and most misguid
ed, for they totally miss the real signifi
cance and potential of what an educated 
gentry can mean for our society. 

I see you all differently. I see before me a 
cadre of men and women who are ready to 
do battle, in a world that desparately needs 
your help. I see men and women who have 
Just been taught over four years or more 
the basic rudiments of how to think, to 
solve problems, to inquire and search for 
truth. I see a vital force ready to bring fresh 
new ideas to old problems, to offer fresh 
perspectives and creativity on issues of 
eliminating injustices and equity. I see an 
educated gentry that could challenge tired 
old concepts, and relieve tired warriors 
weary from years of long struggle. So my 
expectations for you are considerably 
higher than what you may be holding out 
for yourselves. 

In 1988, we live in the best of times and 
the worst of times. There is an excitement 
in the air, largely generated by the fact that 
the winds of change in our national govern
ment is about to occur. For black Ameri
cans, many of us are excited and buoyed by 

the challenge being made by a great South 
Carolinian-Jesse Jackson-as he makes a 
serious run for the Presidency. We see clear 
signs that many of us are making it success
fully into the middle class as evidenced by 
advances in our personal wealth, our move
ment up the political ladder, and our steady 
quest for first class citizenship. Without 
question, you graduates and all of us stand 
on the shoulders of many who have sacri
ficed and gone before us-and we reap the 
harvest from the seeds that our forebears 
planted over the last 400 years. 

But these are also the worst of times. 
There is a fire that is beginning to burn out 
of control in communities across America
whether they be rural hamlets and villages 
of the South or large urban centers of the 
North and Midwest. That fire manifests 
itself in a terrible human toll of people who 
are increasingly becoming mired in a condi
tion of hopelessness. This is the second 
America. Their numbers are still compara
tively small-but they are growing in num
bers. Their race is disproportionately black. 
Their characteristics are all too familiar. 
Children who go to school but never learn 
to read. Homeless and ill housed families. 
Prisons loaded with young black males who 
have turned to crime as a way of life. Teen
age babies giving birth to babies. Single 
parent households trapped by a system that 
consigns them to a life of poverty. The 
rampant use of drugs being sold to young 
and old. AIDS killing off people at an 
alarming rate. I could go on-but you know 
what I'm talking about. 

Without question, the folks who reside in 
this second America have not appreciably 
benefited from the progress we've made 
over all these years. And their lack of 
progress threatens the well-being of all 
Americans, no matter your race, or whether 
you're a Republican, Democrat, Liberal, or 
Conservative. 

And while it might be easy to point fin
gers of blame-none of us are blameless for 
allowing this second America to burn out of 
control. Racism and discrimination are still 
very much alive-and may in fact be much 
more overt because of the quality of leader
ship we have had in recent years. But I 
must hasten to add, that the educated 
gentry-our own leadership has sometimes 
lacked the vision and the courage to stem 
this tide of human destruction-and that is 
why I see you graduates as fresh troops that 
can help join the battle to address the envi
ronment we face today. Oh, you will not 
solve these problems that have been identi
fied simply because you have had four years 
of College. You will not become overnight 
great civil rights leaders, great politicians, 
great businessmen, etc. 

But as an energetic new army of the edu
cated gentry-what W.E.B. Dubois called 
the talented tenth-you can join the battle 
to help save our community if you have 
your priorities in order and if you realize 
your potential to bring change. 

There are only three things that I want to 
share with you that I think are important: 

First, wherever you go-be it town, city, 
village or hamlet, don't ever forget the his
tory of your people and the struggle we 
have been e~gaged in for 400 years in Amer
ica. That legacy of determination and com
mitment to make it against great odds 
ought not be an excuse for bitterness nor an 
albatross around your neck. It ought to be a 
source of pride that your forebears were 
strong enough mentally, physically, and 
spiritually to persevere to a better day. Our 
history ought to be a call to arms, a rallying 

cry to deal with the current politics of this 
day and time. You have a moral responsibil
ity and obligation to pass it on to those who 
don't know who we are. Too many people 
today walk around aimless and misguided, 
and without pride because they don't know 
who they are-or where they came from. 

It does not matter that none of you expe
rienced the degradation of drinking from a 
"colored" water fountain. It does not matter 
that you never were forced to sit at the back 
of the bus. It really isn't important that you 
never felt the humiliation of eating a lunch 
standing up, or sitting in the crow's nest of 
a movie theater. The fact is that your fore
bears paid a high price to make sure you 
didn't ... and it is incumbent upon you to 
deal today with current problems to make 
sure that we never suffer those indignities 
·ever again. 

So don't become so enamored with your 
new status and ignore the essential issues. 
First, you should all be registered voters. 
That ought to be a requirement for gradua
tion! Second, don't let me hear that you are 
so busy moving into the black bourgeousie 
that you don't have time to support civil 
rights organizations. That's an obligation 
you can't ignore. And don't become so self
centered in your quest for material wealth 
that you grow conservative and fail to sup
port those politicians who are genuinely 
concerned with improving the education, 
training, and social well-being of those who 
are the least among us. If you do, you dis
honor the soldiers of the movement who 
fought to preserve your right to vote. 

The point is that if we appreciate who we 
are, we will fight on the battleground of the 
political world today, to preserve and en
hance the work of our forebears. 

The second priority I want to share has to 
do with being good stewards of your money. 
Achieving a measure of political strength 
without having economic strength is like 
having a nice car with no gas. You can't go 
anywhere-or at least not very far. As a 
people we need stronger economic institu
tions in the black community. That has 
been talked about for generations-and at 
one time during the segregation era, we had 
relatively stronger black businesses and in
stitutions. But to reverse a troubling trend, 
today, we must reverse our attitudes toward 
our brethern who aspire to be producers 
and businessmen in our society. We must 
alter our thinking with regard to supporting 
black institutions that will improve the 
social well-being of our citizens-particular
ly those in need of help. In short, we must 
love and trust us more. That must come 
from nurturing a habit to spend more 
money with our own. 

We make more money now than we ever 
have before in our history-and yet we 
spend less than 10% in our own communi
ties. Our charitable contributions to church, 
social and civic organizations, educational 
institutions, etc. are disproportionately low 
compared to other groups in our society. We 
use the excuse that we are poorer-but that 
does not always hold water. For we consume 
goods and services disproportionately 
higher than many others in our nation for 
clothes, cars, homes, etc. 

But if we spend our dollars at home-look 
at how much good we could do in helping 
the poor, or helping a boy's club, or starting 
a home for unwed teenage mothers. Look at 
how much more we could demand of 
wealthy black businesses in supporting 
worthwhile causes that need financial re
sources in our community. 
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There is a challenge here for you gradu

ates. First, I hope that some of you will 
become producers and businessmen and 
women and lend new status to that profes
sion. But since most of you are likely to be 
consumers, I challenge you to measure your 
first year's expenditures in a new way and 
see where you are placing your spending pri
orities. Check the amount of dollars you will 
have given to worthwhile charitable black 
institutions and organizations. Check the 
amount of dollars you will have spent with 
black businesses. If you are not increasing 
that amount proportionately in the years 
ahead, then you are contributing to the eco
nomic paralysis of black America. And 
friends-we can't afford that, for in remain
ing mere midgets in the economic arena, we 
perpetuate a slave mentality of dependency. 

Finally, let me suggest to you that it is im· 
portant that you go home to the ghetto 
communities across America. I want to chal
lenge you to accept the responsibility and 
obligation of being role models. It is sad but 
true that those who need to see us most 
often in the black community never get 
much of a chance anymore. It is ironic, but 
in the desegregated world of today, it is so 
easy for the educated middle class black to 
become physically so removed from the 
masses of black people ... that eventually 
they can also easily remove themselves men
tally and spiritually. As a matter of fact, 
black middle class America may well be 
losing its ability to command the respect 
and leadership it needs to have among those 
who are at the bottom of the economic 
ladder. 

There used to be a time that we lived to
gether-doctor with sanitation workers, 
teachers with janitors, preachers with do· 
mestic worker. Today, many youngsters 
never see those middle class role models. In 
their places are those who would exploit the 
plight of the poor-drug pushers, pimps, con 
men, etc. 

Young people, go home. You will find that 
you must make a conscious effort to do so. 
Oh, I know you won't give up your nice 
condo, or house, in some nice neighborhood. 
I don't expect you to-but I do expect that 
you will not become so busy and so sophisti
cated that you can't attend and participate 
actively in that Baptist or Methodist 
Church you grew up in. I do expect that you 
will give up some time from the golf course, 
or card party, to work with a group of 
youngsters needing encouragement and mo
tivation. I do expect that you will miss a fra
ternity or sorority meeting to spend some 
time working with senior citizens who can 
benefit from your youth and enthusiasm. 
And I believe I ought to expect that you 
could provide some leadership in working to 
increase voter registration and participa
tion. 

I am an optimist, and I expect great 
things from you. Your generation has the 
potential for leading us to greater heights 
than we've ever known. But it will require 
your joining forces with those already doing 
battle and to make that education you've re
ceived these years here at State really count 
for something. Congratulations and may 
God bless you.e 

COSPONSORSHIP OF S. 1511, THE 
FAMILY SECURITY ACT 

•Mr. D'AMATO. Mr. President, I rise 
today in support of S. 1511, the Family 
Security Act, introduced by my col
league, the senior Senator from New 
York [Mr. MOYNIHAN]. This bill was 
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recently reported out of the Finance 
Committee and is awaiting action on 
the Senate floor. S. 1511 reforms our 
current welfare system through the 
enforcement of child support and ex
panded opportunities in education and 
training. 

S. 1511 is designed to restructure 
public assistance programs in order to 
promote fundamental American 
values-a strong sense of family and 
individual self-worth. This legislation 
strengthens the child support enforce
ment system. By increasing penalties 
for abandoning children, this legisla
tion creates an incentive to keep fami
lies intact. 

In addition, S. 1511 promotes train
ing and employment for individuals 
who are unable to find work. Specifi
cally, the legislation encourages states 
to provide work, training, and educa
tion activities to help welfare recipi
ents to move off of welfare assistance 
to employment. The main targets of 
this program will be those who have 
been, or are likely to remain, on wel
fare for an extended period of time, 
and, custodial parents under the age 
of 24 who have little or no work expe
rience or who have not completed 
high school. 

This legislation is expected to cost 
about $2.85 billion over the next 5 
years. However, these costs are to be 
offset by measures included within 
this bill to make it budget neutral. It 
is my belief that this bill could eventu
ally save money as increased numbers 
of individuals are released from the 
burden of welfare and start contribut
ing to society. 

Generational dependency upon wel
fare must be broken. I am hopeful 
that S. 1511 will break this cycle. I 
commend my fellow New Yorker on 
his bill and his long-time dedication to 
the desire for welfare reform. I am 
pleased to lend my support to this leg
islation, and I look forward to working 
with my colleague to overcome our se
rious welfare problems.e 

A TRIBUTE TO MICHIGAN LAW 
ENFORCEMENT OFFICIALS 
KILLED IN THE LINE OF DUTY 

•Mr. RIEGLE. Mr. President, on May 
18, law enforcement officials in the 
State of Michigan will gather in Lan
sing to honor the memory of their 
fell ow officers who were killed in the 
line of duty during 1987. 

It is with a great sense of loss that 
we remember these 10 dedicated men 
and women. Their bravery and single
minded commitment to a dangerous 
task makes this loss very difficult to 
accept. The great personal loss to 
their families, friends, and communi
ties can never be filled or compensat
ed. 

Mr. President, every officer in every 
city throughout the country recog
nizes that his or her own safety is con-

tinuously at risk. Those we remember 
were no different. It was a challenge 
they faced with their families each 
and every day. Officers James Boland 
of Owosso, Albert Desment of Rose
ville, Julie Englehardt of Lansing, 
Ronald Unger of Roscommon, Andre 
Barksdale, John Fitzpatrick and Rich
ard Fortin of Detroit, Daniel Dubuiel, 
Clay Hoover and Ira Parker of Inkster 
made the ultimate sacrifice in fulfill
ing their duty. Truly, we lost some
body exceptional when we lost them. 

Many officers continue to face great 
peril to ensure a safe Michigan for all 
of us. The impact of losing these offi
cers must move us forward with a 
greater strength than ever, a strength 
forged by the memory of those who 
died sharing our vision of a society 
where we can walk our streets, travel 
our highways and play with our chil
dren free from fear. Their sacrifice 
was in the hope that someday we 
might all realize that dream.e 

IN RECOGNITION OF MR. ROY 
H. HUNT, KENTUCKY SMALL 
BUSINESS PERSON OF THE 
YEAR 

•Mr. FORD. Mr. President, I rise 
today to pay tribute to Mr. Roy H. 
Hunt of Louisville, KY, who has been 
named "Kentucky Small Business 
Person of the Year" by the Small 
Business Administration. He will be 
honored in Washington along with 
those other individuals who have been 
recognized from across the Nation 
during this "Small Business Week," 
which began yesterday. 

Roy Hunt is currently president of 
Hunt Tractor, Inc., which markets 
farm and construction equipment. He 
has been successful through the good 
times and bad times of those sectors of 
the economy, offering customers a va
riety of alternatives in the purchase or 
rental of this equipment. 

Mr. Hunt joined this family business 
in 1946. At that time, it was operated 
in a rented facility on a part-time 
basis, with one employee. Today, Hunt 
Tractor employs more than 50 individ
uals, with locations in Louisville and 
Clarkson, KY. Its growth has been im
pressive, with sales increasing by more 
than 100 percent over the last 10 
years. 

Mr. Hunt has also demonstrated 
strong leadership for the business 
community and a commitment to the 
economic growth of the Louisville 
area. His dedication has clearly tran
scended his interest in the develop
ment of his own business. Roy Hunt 
has served as a delegate to the White 
House Conference on Small Business, 
as chairman of the Center for Small 
Business in the Louisville Chamber of 
Commerce, and currently serves as 
chairman of the Kentucky Small Busi
ness Advisory Council. He has been ac-
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tively involved in the reform of the 
worker's compensation system that 
has recently taken place in Kentucky, 
and has advocated the interests of 
small business entrepreneurs in many 
contexts, legislative and otherwise. 

Mr. President, Roy Hunt's leader
ship, dedication, integrity, and innova
tion have made him a role model for 
small business persons across my 
State. In being named "Kentucky 
Small Business Person of the Year," I 
believe he now can be recognized as a 
fine example for aspiring entrepre
neurs nationwide. 

Although it has been said many 
times, it is still quite true that small 
business is the backbone of our econo
my. And with the efforts of individuals 
like Roy H. Hunt, this will continue to 
be the case in my State for some time 
into the future. 

As we continue Small Business 
Week, I rise to recognize and congratu
late Roy Hunt and the other "State 
Small Business Persons of the Year" 
for their distinguished achievements.e 

CONGREGATION AHAVAS ACHIM 
BREAKS NEW GROUND 

e Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, 
I rise to congratulate the congregation 
of Ahavas Achim which broke ground 
on April 24, 1988 ~or their new syna
gogue in Highland Park, NJ. 

The congregation has been in exist
ence for almost 100 years. In 1889 a 
group of recently arrived immigrants, 
as charter members, established 
Ahavas Achim-Beloved Brothers. 
From 1889 to 1990, members met in 
private homes or rented stores. A 
building they bought from the Salva
tion Army finally became their house 
of worship. Over time the building was 
renovated and modernized, and in 1961 
a beautiful new sanctuary was rededi
cated. 

Ahavas Achim thrived as an institu
tion dedicated to Jewish life, which in
cluded the founding of a Sisterhood, 
an active Hebrew School, and a lead
ing area day school, Rabbi Pesach 
Raymon Yeshiva. But in 1980, on Yorn 
Kippur, a tragic fire destroyed the 
sanctuary. An adjacent vestry room 
has served this purpose since. 

But the congregation did not despair 
its loss. Ground was broken recently 
for a new synagogue. Its new location 
will be Highland Park, NJ. 

Mr. President, I am pleased to honor 
the efforts of Congregation Ahavas 
Achim and its spiritual leader, Rabbi 
Ronald L. Schwarzberg. I extend my 
warmest wishes for a bright future in 
their new house of worship and con
tinued success as a dynamic force in 
the community as they approach their 
centennial anniversary in 1989.e 

ROMANIAN AMERICANS 
e Mr. SIMON. Mr. President, today 
May 10, 1988, Romanian Americans 
and Romanians the world over cele
brate the lllth anniversary of inde
pendence from the Ottoman Empire. 
Romanian immigrants have made an 
invaluable contribution to our rich 
cultural diversity. 

Over the past 111 years, Romanian 
Americans have made significant con
tributions to the development and 
progress of our country. Although the 
greatest number of Romanians settled 
in the industrial heartland of America, 
their contributions have been felt na
tionwide. The proud descendants of 
the first Romanian immigrants to this 
country continue to assert their ethnic 
identity through Romanian newspa
pers and cultural festivals. 

Unfortunately, as an independent 
state, Romania has had little opportu
nity to assert its self-determination. At 
the close of World War II, the Soviet 
Union occupied Romania. Since then, 
communism has stifled and continues 
to limit Romania's economic and polit
ical freedom. 

Mr. President, I have proudly spon
sored legislation including "Polish 
American Heritage Month," "Baltic 
Freedom Day," and other resolutions 
that commemorate our country's 
ethnic celebrations. America is en
riched by people from all walks of life 
and all nationalities. Let us acknowl
edge this diversity for what it is: a con
tinual source of strength and great
ness. I commend Romanian Americans 
and congratulate them on their anni
versary of independence.e 

JOHN 0. HOLLY BUILDING OF 
THE U.S. POSTAL SERVICE 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I under
stand that the Senate has received 
from the House H.R. 4448. On behalf 
of Mr. GLENN, I ask that the bill be 
read for the first time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
A bill <H.R. 4448) to designate the Cleve

land, Ohio General Mail Facility and Main 
Office in Cleveland, Ohio, as the "John 0. 
Holly Building of the United States Postal 
Service". 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I now ask 
that the bill be read a second time. 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I object. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec

tion is heard. 

GENE TAYLOR POST OFFICE 
BUILDING 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I under
stand the Senate has received H.R. 
3987. On behalf of Mr. DANFORTH, I 
ask the bill be read for the first time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 

A bill <H.R. 3987) to designate the United 
States Post Office Building located at 500 
West Chesnut Expressway in Springfield, 
Missouri, as the "Gene Taylor Post Office 
Building"; 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the bill be 
read for the second time. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I object. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec

tion is heard. 
Both bills will lay over for 1 legisla

tive day pending their second reading. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

majority leader. 

DIRECTING SENATE LEGAL 
COUNSEL TO TAKE CERTAIN 
ACTION 
Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, on behalf 

of Mr. DOLE and myself, I send to the 
desk a resolution and ask for its imme
diate consideration. 
. The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. 
GRAHAM). The clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
A resolution CS. Res. 427) to direct the 

Senate Legal Counsel to represent Members 
of the Committee on the Judiciary in Monte 
Lee v. Joseph R. Biden, Jr., et al. 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the resolution. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, a plaintiff 
in an action in the U.S. District Court 
for the Central District of California 
has named all members of the Com
mittee on the Judiciary as defendants 
in a suit for damages. The plaintiff op
posed the appointment of Anthony M. 
Kennedy as an Associate Justice of 
the Supreme Court and alleges that 
the members of the Judiciary Commit
tee wrongfully voted to report the 
nomination favorably to the Senate. 

Every individual has a right, of 
course, to petition the Congress and to 
communicate to Members of the 
Senate views about matters pending 
before the Senate. However, those in
dividuals who are dissatisfied with 
votes cast by Members of the Senate 
may not ask the judiciary to review re
sponsibilities committed to the Senate 
by the Constitution. 

This resolution will authorize the 
Senate legal counsel to represent the 
Members named in this case. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. If 
there is no further debate, the ques
tion is on agreeing to the resolution. 

The resolution <S. Res. 427) was 
agreed to. 

The preamble was agreed to. 
The resolution, with its preamble, is 

as follows: 
S. RES. 427 

Whereas, in the case of Monte Lee v. 
Joseph R. Biden, Jr., et al., Civil Action No. 
88-2090, pending in the United States Dis
trict Court for the Central District of Cali
fornia, the plaintiff has named all Members 
of the Committee on the Judiciary as de
fendants; 
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RECESS UNTIL 9:30 A.M. Whereas, pursuant to sections 703<a> and 

704<a><l> of the Ethics in Government Act 
of 1978, 2 U.S.C. §§ 288b<a> and 288c<a><l> 
<1982), the Senate may direct its counsel to 
defend Members of the Senate in civil ac
tions relating to their official responsibil
ities: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the Senate Legal Counsel 
is directed to represent the Members of the 
Committee on the Judiciary in the case of 
Monte Lee v. Joseph R. Biden, Jr., et al. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, does the 
distinguished Republican leader have 
any further business he would wish to 
transact or any statement he would 
wish to make? 

Mr. DOLE. I have no further busi
ness, I say to the majority leader. I 
will make every effort tomorrow to 
speed things along because there are 
major amendments. We will try to be 
helpful on this side. I would like to 
finish the bill this week. 

Mr. BYRD. I thank the distin
guished leader. 

Mr. DOLE. Do we come in at 9:30? 
Mr. BYRD. We come in at 9:30 a.m. 

ORDERS FOR WEDNESDAY 
RECESS UNTIL 9:30 A.M. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that when the 
Senate completes its business today it 
stand in recess until the hour of 9:30 
tomorrow morning. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

MORNING BUSINESS 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that on tomorrow 

after the two leaders or their desig
nees have been recognized under the 
standing order, there be a period for 
morning business not to extend 
beyond 10 o'clock, that Senators may 
speak therein for not to exceed 5 min
utes each, and that at the hour of 10 
a.m. the Senate resume consideration 
of the DOD authorization bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

PROGRAM 
Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, various 

amendments have already been se
quenced for action on tomorrow. The 
first amendment under the order 
would be by Mr. JOHNSTON on SDI; to 
be followed by an amendment by Mr. 
BUMPERS, the SALT II amendment; an 
amendment by Mr. KENNEDY, a test 
ban amendment; a second amendment 
by Mr. KENNEDY dealing with combat 
troops in Central America; an amend
ment by Mr. HEINZ involving a buy 
American provision; and a drug inter
diction amendment by Mr. WILSON. 

There will be other amendments 
that will follow these amendments, 
and these amendments may be laid 
aside from time to time by unanimous 
consent, temporarily, in order to ac
commodate Senators who may wish to 
call up amendments. But these amend
ments I have enumerated have been 
ordered in, and therefore the Senate 
can count on a full day tomorrow, 
with rollcall votes. 

TOMORROW 
Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, there 

being no further business to come 
before the Senate, I move, in accord
ance with the order previously en
tered, that the Senate stand in recess 
until the hour of 9:30 tomorrow morn
ing. 

The motion was agreed to; and at 
7:38 p.m., the Senate recessed until to
morrow, Wednesday, May 11, 1988, at 
9:30 a.m. 

NOMINATIONS 
Executive nominations received by 

the Senate May 10, 1988: 
THE JUDICIARY 

JANE. DUBOIS, OF PENNSYLVANIA. TO BE U.S. DIS
TRICT JUDGE FOR THE EASTERN DISTRICT OF PENN
SYLVANIA VICE CLIFFORD SCOTT GREEN. RETIRED. 

DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE 

RICHARD W. CAMERON, OF CALIFORNIA. TO BE U.S . 
MARSHAL FOR THE SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF CALI
FORNIA FOR THE TERM OF 4 YEARS VICE JAMES R . 
LAFFON, DECEASED. 

WITHDRAWAL 
Executive message, transmitting a 

withdrawal of a nomination from fur
ther Senate consideration, received on 
May 10, 1988: 

THE JUDICIARY 

DAVID C. TREEN, OF LOUISIANA, TO BE U.S . CIRCUIT 
JUDGE FOR THE FIFTH CIRCUIT, VICE ALBERT TATE, 
JR., DECEASED, WHICH WAS SENT TO THE SENATE ON 
JULY 22, 1987. 
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