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I want to inform our colleagues on
both sides, if the cloture vote is passed,
none of these amendments will be able
to go on this bill. I do not have a prob-
lem myself, but I do think a lot of our
colleagues will have a problem.

I hope that cloture is not invoked. It
is also my hope, though, that we are
going to be able to get this list down
and people are going to drop amend-
ments and that we are going to break
this impasse between the Senator from
New Jersey and the Senator from
Texas. I hope that can be done and that
we can move this bill forward.

It is also my view that a lot of these
amendments, even those that look like
they are going to take rollcall votes,
are likely to disappear as the planes
start flying out this afternoon. But if
we do not get these unanimous consent
requests, we are going to be here a long
time, according to the majority leader,
and we are going to be here tonight. So
everyone should be on notice of that.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

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

Chair recognizes the Senator from New
Jersey.

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, I,
too, want to see this bill moved. There
has been a lot of hard and very
thoughtful work that has gone into it.
We are at a time when passage, or at
least an attempt at passage, would be
the best order of business.

Mr. President, this is the defense au-
thorization bill. The effects of this bill
begin on October 1 of this year. The re-
sults of the authorization that might
pass here today will be put into place
starting October 1, 1996, 4 months from
now. So there is an urgency because of
the amount of work that has gone into
it.

My friend and colleague, the Senator
from Georgia, and the floor manager,
Senator MCCAIN, have worked very
hard to get us to a point in time when
action can be taken to resolve some
differences. I would like that done. I
feel badly that we are in this momen-
tary state of suspension. When I hear
from our friends on the other side that
they want to work cooperatively, then
I am prepared to move things along ex-
peditiously.

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the quorum call be rescinded.

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

NOMINATION OF ALFRED C.
DECOTIIS, OF NEW JERSEY, TO
BE A REPRESENTATIVE OF THE
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA TO
THE FIFTIETH SESSION OF THE
GENERAL ASSEMBLY OF THE
UNITED NATIONS

Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Senate im-
mediately proceed to executive session
to consider the following nomination:
Calendar No. 529, Alfred C. DeCotiis, of
New Jersey, to be a representative of
the United States of America to the
50th session of the General Assembly of
the United Nations.

I ask for immediate consideration of
his nomination.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
clerk will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
the nomination of Alfred C. DeCotiis,
of New Jersey, to be a representative of
the United States of America to the
50th session of the General Assembly of
the United Nations.

Mr. MCCAIN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent the nomination be
confirmed, the motion to reconsider be
laid upon the table, the President be
immediately notified of the Senate’s
action, and the Senate then imme-
diately return to legislative session.

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

The nomination considered and con-
firmed is as follows:

DEPARTMENT OF STATE

Alfred C. DeCotiis, of New Jersey, to be a
Representative of the United States of Amer-
ica to the Fiftieth Session of the General As-
sembly of the United Nations.

Mr. NUNN. I thank the Senator from
Arizona for working this out. That was
a big roadblock. I appreciate his dili-
gence in doing that.

The

LEGISLATIVE SESSION

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the Senate will re-
sume legislative session.

Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that we return to
consideration of the bill.

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

NATIONAL DEFENSE AUTHORIZA-
TION ACT FOR FISCAL YEAR 1997

The Senate continued with consider-
ation of the bill.
CLOTURE MOTION
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, pursuant to rule
XXII, the Chair lays before the Senate
the pending cloture motion, which the
clerk will state.
The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:
CLOTURE MOTION

We, the undersigned Senators, in accord-
ance with the provisions of rule XXII of the
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Standing Rules of the Senate, do hereby
move to bring to a close debate on Calendar
No. 433, S. 1745, the Department of Defense
authorization bill:

Trent Lott, Don Nickles, Dirk Kemp-
thorne, Rod Grams, Jim Jeffords, Craig
Thomas, Kay Bailey Hutchison, Chris-
topher S. Bond, John Ashcroft, Conrad
Burns, Judd Gregg, Larry Pressler,
Orrin G. Hatch, Mitch McConnell,
Hank Brown, Sheila Frahm.

VOTE

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
mandatory quorum call has been
waived. The question is, Is it the sense
of the Senate that debate on S. 1745,
the Department of Defense authoriza-
tion bill, shall be brought to a close?
The yeas and nays are required.

The clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk called
the roll.

Mr. NICKLES. I announce that the
Senator from Oregon [Mr. HATFIELD]
and the Senator from OKlahoma [Mr.
INHOFE] are necessarily absent.

Mr. FORD. I announce that the Sen-
ator from Montana [Mr. BAUCUS] and
the Senator from Arkansas [Mr. BUMP-
ERS] are necessarily absent.

The yeas and nays resulted—yeas 53,
nays 43, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 181 Leg.]

YEAS—53

Abraham Frist McConnell
Ashcroft Gorton Murkowski
Bennett Gramm Nickles
Bond Grams Pell
Brown Grassley Pressler
Burns Gregg Roth
Campbell Hatch Santorum
Chafee Helms
Coats Hollings Zpelby

N impson
Cochran Hutchison Smith
Cohen Jeffords
Coverdell Kassebaum Snowe
Craig Kempthorne Specter
D’Amato Kyl Stevens
DeWine Lott Thomas
Domenici Lugar Thompson
Faircloth Mack Thurmond
Frahm McCain Warner

NAYS—43
Akaka Ford Mikulski
Biden Glenn Moseley-Braun
Bingaman Graham Moynihan
Boxer Harkin Murray
Bradley Heflin Nunn
Breaux Inouye Pryor
Bryan Johnston Reid
Byrd Kennedy Robb
Conrad Kerrey Rockefeller
Daschle Kerry Sarbanes
Dodd Kohl .
Dorgan Lautenberg Simon
Exon Leahy Wellstone
Feingold Levin Wyden
Feinstein Lieberman
NOT VOTING—4

Baucus Hatfield
Bumpers Inhofe

The PRESIDING OFFICER. On this
vote the yeas are 53, the nays are 43.
Three-fifths of the Senators duly cho-
sen and sworn not having voted in the
affirmative, the motion is not agreed
to.

Mr. FEINGOLD addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair recognizes the Senator from Wis-
consin.

Mr. FEINGOLD. I thank the Chair. I
ask unanimous consent that the pend-
ing amendments be set aside.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.
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AMENDMENT NO. 4388

(Purpose: To require a cost-benefit analysis
of the F/A-18E/F aircraft program)

Mr. FEINGOLD. Mr. President, I send
an amendment to the desk relating to
the F/A-18E/F program on behalf of
myself and Senator KOHL.

The PRESIDING OFFICER
SANTORUM). The clerk will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows.

The Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. FEIN-
GoLD], for himself and Mr. KOHL, proposes an
amendment numbered 4388.

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

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

The amendment is as follows:

At the end of subtitle B of title II, add the
following:

SEC. 223. COST-BENEFIT ANALYSIS OF F/A-18E/F
AIRCRAFT PROGRAM.

(a) REPORT ON PROGRAM.—Not later than
March 30, 1997, the Secretary of Defense shall
submit to the congressional defense commit-
tees a report on the F/A/-18E/F aircraft pro-
gram.

(b) CONTENT OF REPORT.—The report shall
contain the following:

(1) A review of the F/A/~18E/F aircraft pro-
gram.

(2) An analysis and estimate of the produc-
tion costs of the program for the total num-
ber of aircraft realistically expected to be
procured at each of three annual production
rates as follows:

(A) 18 aircraft.

(B) 24 aircraft.

(C) 36 aircraft.

(3) A comparison of the costs and benefits
of the program with the costs and benefits of
the F/A-18C/D aircraft program taking into
account the operational combat effective-
ness of the aircraft.

(¢) LIMITATION ON USE OF FUNDS PENDING
TRANSMITTAL OF REPORT.—No funds author-
ized to be appropriated by this Act may be
obligated or expended for the procurement of
F/A-18E/F aircraft before the date that is 90
days after the date on which the congres-
sional defense committees receive the report
required under subsection (a).

Mr. FEINGOLD. Mr. President, this
amendment would ‘‘fence” the funds
authorized for production of the 12 F/
A-18E/F’s authorized in this legislation
until such time as the Department of
Defense [DOD] submits a cost/benefit
analysis to Congress and Congress has
an opportunity to evaluate whether
production of this aircraft should com-
mence, in light of the cost and con-
cerns about the benefit of the F/A-18E/
F in contrast to the F/A-18C/D, a far
less costly yet extremely capable air-
craft.

The genesis for this amendment re-
sulted from a General Accounting Of-
fice [GAOQO] draft report made available
recently entitled ‘‘Navy Aviation: F/A-
18E/F will Provide Marginal Oper-
ational Improvement at High Cost”’. In
this report GAO studied the rationale
and need for the F/A-18E/F in order to
determine whether continued develop-
ment of the aircraft is the most cost-
effective approach to modernizing the
Navy’s tactical aircraft fleet. GAO con-
cluded that the marginal improve-
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ments of the F/A-18E/F are outweighed
by the high cost of the program.

Mr. President, in our current fiscal
climate, I have serious concerns about
authorizing funding for such a costly
program which according to GAO will
deliver only marginal improvements
over the current C/D version of the F/
A-18.

As GAO noted in its report, at a pro-
jected total program cost of $89.15 bil-
lion, the F/A-18E/F program is one of
the most costly aviation programs in
the Department of Defense. The total
program cost is comprised of $5.833 bil-
lion in development costs and $83.35
billion in procurement costs for 1,000
aircraft. The administration has re-
quested $2.09 billion in fiscal year 1997
for the procurement of 12 F/A-18E/F’s.
To date, the Navy has already spent
$3.75 billion on the research and devel-
opment phase of the F/A-18E/F pro-
gram.

Before I begin to describe GAO’s find-
ings, I would first like to discuss brief-
ly the role of the F/A-18 aircraft in our
Nation’s overall naval aviation force
structure. The Navy performs its car-
rier-based missions with a mix of fight-
er (air-to-air combat), strike (air-to-
ground combat), and strike/fighter
(multicombat role) aircraft. Currently,
carrier based F-14 fighter aircraft per-
form air-to-air missions; A6E’s perform
air-to-ground missions; and F/A-18’s
perform both air-to-air and air-to-
ground missions. The F/A-18E/F Super
Hornet is the latest version of the
Navy’s carrier-based F/A-18 strike/
fighter plane.

The Navy has based the need for de-
velopment and procurement of the F/A-
18E/F on existing or projected oper-
ational deficiencies of the F/A-18C/D in
the following key areas: strike range,
carrier recovery payload and surviv-
ability. In addition, the Navy notes
limitations of current C/D’s with re-
spect to avionics growth space and pay-
load capacity. In its report, GAO con-
cludes that the operational deficiencies
in the C/D that the Navy cited in justi-
fying the E/F either have not material-
ized as projected or such deficiencies
can be corrected with nonstructural
changes to the current C/D and addi-
tional upgrades made which would fur-
ther improve its capabilities.

One of the primary reasons the Navy
cites in justifying the E/F is the need
for increased range and the C/D’s in-
ability to perform long-range
unrefueled missions against high-value
targets. However, GAO concludes that
the Navy’s F/A-18 strike range require-
ments can be met by either the F/A-
18E/F or F/A-18C/D. Furthermore, it
concludes that the increased range of
the E/F is achieved at the expense of
its aerial combat performance, and
that even with increased range, both
aircraft will still require aerial refuel-
ing for low-altitude missions.

The F/A-18E/F specification require-
ments call for the aircraft to have a
flight range of 390 nautical miles [nm]
while performing low-altitude bombing
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missions. The F/A-18E/F will achieve a
strike range of 4656 nm while per-
forming low-altitude missions by car-
rying 2 external 480 gallon fuel tanks.
While current C/D’s achieve a flight
range of 325 nm with 2-330 gallon fuel
tanks while performing low-altitude
missions—65 nm below the specifica-
tion requirement of the E/F—when
they are equipped with the 2-480 gallon
external fuel tanks that are planned to
be used on the E/F, the C/D can achieve
a strike range of 393 nm on low-alti-
tude missions.

Recent Navy range predictions show
that the F/A-18E/F is expected to have
a 683 nm strike range when flying a
more fuel-efficient, survivable, and le-
thal high-altitude mission profile rath-
er than the specified low-altitude pro-
file. Similarly, although F/A-18E/F
range will be greater than the F/A-18C/
D, the C/D could achieve strike
ranges—b66 nm with 3-330 gallon fuel
tanks or 600 nm with 2-480 gallon tanks
and 1-330 gallon tank—far greater than
the target distances stipulated in the
E/F’s system specifications by flying
the same high-altitude missions as the
E/F. Additionally, according to GAO,
the E/F’s increased strike range is
achieved at the expense of the air-
craft’s aerial combat performance as
evidenced by its sustained turn rate,
maneuvering, and acceleration which
impact its ability to maneuver in ei-
ther offensive or defensive modes.

Mr. President, another significant
reason the Navy cites in developing the
F/A-18E/F is an anticipated deficiency
in F/A-18C carrier recovery payload—
the amount of fuel, weapons and exter-
nal equipment that an aircraft can
carry when returning from a mission
and landing on a carrier. The defi-
ciency in carrier recovery payload
which the Navy anticipated of the F/A-
18C simply has not materialized. When
initially procured, F/A-18C’s had a
total carrier recovery payload of 6,300
pounds. Because of the Navy’s decision
to increase the F/A-18C’s maximum al-
lowable carrier landing weight and a
lower aircraft operating weight result-
ing from technological improvements,
the F/A-18C now has a carrier recovery
payload of 7,113 pounds.

F/A-18C’s operating in support of
Bosnian operations are now routinely
returning to carriers with operational
loads of 7,166 pounds, which exceeds the
Navy’s stated carrier recovery payload
capacity. This recovery payload is sub-
stantially greater than the Navy pro-
jected it would be and is even greater
than when the F/A-18C was first intro-
duced in 1988. In addition, GAO notes
that while it is not necessary, upgrad-
ing F/A-18C’s with stronger landing
gear could allow them to recover car-
rier payloads of more than 10,000
pounds—greater than that sought for
the F/A-18E/F—9,000 pounds.

While the Navy also cites a need to
improve combat survivability in justi-
fying the development of the F/A-18E/
F, it was not developed to counter a
particular military threat that could
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not be met with existing or improved
F/A-18C/D’s. Additional improvements
have subsequently been made or are
planned for the F/A-18C/D to enhance
its survivability including improve-
ments to reduce its radar detectability,
while survivability improvements of
the F/A-18E/F are questionable. For ex-
ample, because the F/A-18E/F will be
carrying weapons and fuel externally,
the radar signature reduction improve-
ments derived from the structural de-
sign of the aircraft will be diminished
and will only help the aircraft pene-
trate slightly deeper than the F/A-18C/
D into an integrated defensive system
before being detected.

In addition to noting the operational
capability improvements in justifying
the development of the F/A-18E/F, the
Navy also notes limitations of current
C/D’s with respect to avionics growth
space and payload capacity. The Navy
predicted that by the mid-1990’s the F/
A-18C/D would not have growth space
to accommodate additional new weap-
ons and systems under development.
Specifically, the Navy predicted that
by fiscal year 1996 C/D’s would only
have 0.2 cubic feet of space available
for future avionics growth; however, 5.3
cubic feet of available space have been
identified for future system growth.
Furthermore, technological advance-
ments such as miniaturization,
modularity, and consolidation may re-
sult in additional growth space for fu-
ture avionics.

The Navy also stated that the F/A-
18E/F will provide increased payload
capacity as a result of two new out-
board weapons stations; however, un-
less current problems concerning weap-
ons release are resolved—airflow prob-
lems around the fuselage and weapons
stations—the types and amounts of
weapons the E/F can carry will be re-
stricted and the possible payload in-
crease may be negated. Also, while the
E/F will provide a marginal increase in
air-to-air capability by carrying two
extra missiles, it will not increase its
ability to carry the heavier, precision-
guided, air-to-ground weapons that are
capable of hitting fixed and mobile
hard targets and the heavier stand-off
weapons that will be used to increase
aircraft survivability.

Understanding that the F/A-18E/F
may not deliver as significant oper-
ational capability improvements as
originally expected, I would now like
to focus on the cost of the F/A-18E/F
program and possible alternatives to it.
As previously mentioned, the total pro-
gram cost of the F/A-18E/F is projected
to be $89.15 billion. These program
costs are based on the procurement as-
sumption of 1,000 aircraft—660 by the
Navy and 340 by the Marine Corps—at
an annual production rate of 72 aircraft
per year. As the GAO report points out,
these figures are overstated. According
to Marine Corps officials and the Ma-
rine Corps aviation master plan, the
Marine Corps does not intend to buy
any F/A-18E/F’s and, therefore, the pro-
jected 1,000 aircraft buy is overstated
by 340 aircraft.
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Furthermore, the Congress has stat-
ed that an annual production rate of 72
aircraft is probably not feasible due to
funding limitations and directed the
Navy to calculate costs based on more
realistic production rates as 18, 36 and
54 aircraft per year. In fact, according
to the Congressional Research Service:
“No naval aircraft have been bought in
such quantities in recent years, and it
is unlikely that such annual buys will
be funded in the 1990’s, given expected
force reductions and lower inventory
requirements and the absence of con-
sensus about future military threats.”

Using the Navy’s overstated assump-
tions about the total number of planes
procured and an estimated annual pro-
duction rate of 72 aircraft per year, the
Navy calculates the unit recurring
flyaway cost of the F/A-18E/F—costs
related to the production of the basic
aircraft—at $44 million. However, using
GAO’s more realistic assumptions of
the procurement of 660 aircraft by the
Navy, at a production rate of 36 air-
craft per year, the unit recurring
flyaway cost of the E/F balloons to $53
million. This is compared to the $28
million unit recurring flyaway cost of
the F/A-18C/D based on a production
rate of 36 aircraft per year. Thus, GAO
estimates that this cost difference in
unit recurring flyaway would result in
a savings of almost $17 billion if the
Navy were to procure 660 F/A-18C/D’s
rather than 660 F/A-18E/F’s.

Mr. President, this is certainly a sig-
nificant amount of savings. Now I
know that some of my colleagues will
say that by halting production of the
F/A-18E/F and instead relying on the F/
A-18C/D, we will be mortgaging the fu-
ture of our naval aviation fleet. How-
ever, Mr. President, there is a far less
costly program already being devel-
oped which may yield more significant
returns in operational capability. This
program is the Joint Advanced Strike
Technology or JAST Program.

The JAST Program office is cur-
rently developing technology for a
family of affordable next generation
Joint Strike Fighter [JSF] aircraft for
the Air Force, Marine Corps, and Navy.
The JSF is expected to be a stealthy
strike aircraft built on a single produc-
tion line with a high degree of parts
and cost commonality. The driving
focus of JAST is affordability achieved
by tri-service commonality. The Navy
plans to procure 300 JSF’s with a pro-
jected initial operational capability
around 2007.

Contractor concept exploration and
demonstration studies indicate that
the JSF will have superior or com-
parable capabilities in all Navy tac-
tical aircraft mission areas, especially
range and survivability, at far less cost
than the F/A-18E/F. The JSF is ex-
pected to be a stand alone, stealthy,
first-day-of-the-war survivable air-
craft. Overall, the JSF is expected to
be more survivable and capable than
any existing or planned tactical air-
craft in strike and air-to-air missions,
with the possible exception of the F-22
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in air-to-air missions. The Navy’s JSF
variant is also expected to have longer
ranges than the F/A-18E/F to attack
high-value targets without using exter-
nal tanks or tanking. Unlike the F/A-
18E/F which would carry all of its
weapons externally, the Navy’s JSF
will carry at least 4 weapons for both
air-to-air and air-to-ground combat in-
ternally, thereby maximizing its
stealthiness and increasing its surviv-
ability. Finally, the JSF would not re-
quire jamming support from EA-6B air-
craft as does the F/A-18E/F in carrying
out its mission in the face of inte-
grated air defense systems.

While the JSF is expected to have su-
perior operational capabilities, it is ex-
pected to be developed and procured at
far less expense than the F/A-18E/F. In
fact, the unit recurring flyaway cost of
the Navy’s JSF is estimated to range
from $32 to $40 million depending on
which contractor design is chosen for
the aircraft, as compared to GAO’s $563
million estimate for the F/A-18E/F. Ad-
ditional cost benefits of the JSF would
result from having common aircraft
spare parts, simplified technical speci-
fications, and reduced support equip-
ment variations, as well as reductions
in aircrew and maintenance training
requirements.

Given the enormous cost and mar-
ginal improvement in operational ca-
pabilities the F/A-18E/F would provide,
it seems that the justification for the
E/F is not as evident as once thought.
Operational deficiencies in the C/D air-
craft either have not materialized or
can be corrected with nonstructural
changes to the plane. As a result, pro-
ceeding with the E/F Program may not
be the most cost-effective approach to
modernizing the Navy’s tactical air-
craft fleet. In the short term, the Navy
can continue to procure the F/A-18C/D
aircraft, while upgrading it to improve
further its operational capabilities. For
the long term, the Navy can look to-
ward the next generation strike fight-
er, the JSF, which will provide more
operational capability at far less cost
than the E/F.

Mr. President, succinctly put, the
Navy needs an aircraft that will bridge
between the current force and the new,
superior JSF which will be operational
around 2007. The question is whether
the F/A-18C/D can serve that function,
as it has demonstrated its ability to
exceed predicted capacity or whether
we should proceed with an expensive,
new plane for a marginal level of im-
provement. The $17 billion difference in
projected costs does not appear to pro-
vide a significant return on our invest-
ment. In times of severe fiscal con-
straints and a need to look at all areas
of the budget to identify more cost-ef-
fective approaches, the F/A-18E/F is a
project in need of reevaluation.

For these reasons, I think it would be
prudent to take a go-slow approach to-
ward the F/A-18E/F program and allow
the Congress sufficient time to evalu-
ate GAQO’s findings and obtain a thor-
ough response from DOD to these
issues. I ask my colleagues to support
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my amendment to fence all fiscal year
1997 funds authorizing the production
of F/A-18E/F’s until certain conditions
are met. I thank my colleagues and I
yield the floor.

Mr. WARNER addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Virginia.

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, this
particular aircraft program has been
thoroughly examined for program
costs, schedule, technical performance,
and recent test results. The program is
on schedule and on cost.

This is one of those clear examples of
where the GAO and the Department of
Defense are at odds on certain data,
and I respect fully the very detailed
presentation by our distinguished col-
league from Wisconsin. But I have to
assure Members of the Senate that this
is a matter that has been examined by
the Armed Services Committee, and we
will strongly oppose the amendment.

The analytical tests for the decision
to begin engineering and manufac-
turing development of the program was
thoroughly examined by the Depart-
ment of the Navy and the Department
of Defense in 1992. A number of studies
which looked at the future of naval
aviation, projected threats and the ca-
pabilities required to defeat those
threats were considered. To say now it
is a better idea to remain with the ear-
lier model of the 18, in our judgment,
ignores all of the analyses that went
into the decisions to develop the newer
model and threatens one of the best
run developmental programs and pro-
duction programs in progress today.

Therefore, Mr. President, the amend-
ment would have the effect of delaying
the 18 E/F program for up to 8 months
at heavy costs to the American tax-
payers until we get another study.
There will always be more capable pro-
grams postulated for the future and
there will always be lesser programs as
we look over the past. This program
has met all the requirements placed on
it, is on schedule and at cost. There-
fore, I urge the Senate to oppose the
amendment.

Mr. President, I see the presence on
the floor of the Senator from Missouri
who has spent a great deal of time in
this program.

Mr. FEINGOLD addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Wisconsin.

Mr. FEINGOLD. Mr. President, brief-
ly to respond to the Senator from Vir-
ginia, I appreciate his remarks and his
great knowledge in this area, particu-
larly when it comes to the Navy.

Let me simply remind my colleagues
what this amendment seeks to do. It
asks, in light of this recently released
GAO report, released yesterday, that
we fence the money until such time as
the Department of Defense provides us
with a response to this, and then there
will be just a 90-day period afterward,
during which we would have an oppor-
tunity to look at it and GAO would
look at it.

This is a serious report. There may
be disagreement. When you are talking
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about $17 billion between the C/D and
Super Hornet, I think it deserves a
look. I am not suggesting, nor have I
suggested, the E/F is a bad airplane.
Clearly, many of the things you indi-
cated about its capabilities are there.

The question that was raised by the
report was whether or not the current
C/D plane can provide these benefits
and that perhaps we could move di-
rectly from the C/D plane on to the
JSF plane as a cheaper and most cost-
effective way. All we are suggesting
here then is this brief period when we
would have a chance to see whether the
GAO was on the right track and see
what the Department of Defense has to
say about it.

Mr. NUNN addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Georgia.

Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, I have to
oppose the amendment as it is now
worded. I have no objection whatsoever
to getting the information on the GAO
report from the military. I think that
is appropriate.

I think the Senator is absolutely
right to raise these questions once you
have a serious GAO report. But I do not
think we can hold up the entire fund-
ing on this program. I am told it would
cost an 8- to 12-month slip in the pro-
gram, and then assuming you go for-
ward with the program, you end up
spending a whole lot more money. So,
in an effort to save money, you end up
spending a lot more money.

So I have to oppose the amendment
as it is now worded. If the Senator
would like to have his staff work with
our staff to hold up a reasonable
amount of money so it does not throw
the whole schedule off, to assure the
Senator that the report will be forth-
coming, I think that could be accom-
modated. But to hold up the entire
funding, I would have to oppose that.

I will leave it up to the Senator
whether he would like to get a vote on
this now or would like to take 10 min-
utes to see if there is a portion of the
funding that would not disrupt the pro-
gram but would indicate the serious-
ness with which the information is re-
ceived. I think that would work. I have
not discussed this with the other side
of the aisle. It may be they will not
want to do that. Maybe we ought to go
ahead with a rollcall vote, if that is ap-
propriate, but I certainly defer to the
Senator from Missouri.

Mr. FEINGOLD addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Wisconsin.

Mr. FEINGOLD. Mr. President, I al-
ways appreciate the knowledge and ex-
perience of the Senator from Georgia
and particularly his reasonableness. I
certainly would like to take the oppor-
tunity to consult and see if there
might be a way to work that out.

I ask unanimous consent that the
pending amendment be set aside.

Mr. BOND. Reserving the right to ob-
ject, I will not object to setting aside
the amendment, but I do want to add
some points on the discussion of it. I
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have no objection to setting it aside,
but I do seek the floor to respond to
some of the questions raised by the
Senator from Wisconsin.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Missouri.

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, let me ex-
plain why I think this amendment is
not appropriate, it is not a good idea.
The distinguished Senator from Geor-
gia has already pointed out that an
amendment like this, by delaying the
production of the aircraft, would inevi-
tably do little more than add cost to
the total program and to the total buy.
There are ongoing studies. The Navy
and the Defense Department have been
conducting these studies. They have re-
views ongoing, and we will have access
to not only their comments on the
GAO report but their reviews.

Let me say in summary, the GAO is
not flying the airplane. The GAO peo-
ple are not the ones landing fully-weap-
ons-loaded airplanes on pitching air-
craft carriers in the ocean. The Navy
people are. They are the ones who
made a compelling case for this air-
plane and the need for it. I should point
out the F/A-18E/F exceeds the interdic-
tion mission of the current C/D models
in range by some 40 to 50 percent, re-
gardless of the mission profile.

There is talk about adding additional
tanks or larger tanks on the C/D, but
these have been rejected because of re-
strictive load Ilimitations and the
structural operational limitations on
the C/D on board the carrier. The Navy
has conducted a thorough engineering
analysis on the matter of putting larg-
er tanks, for example, on the C/D’s and
concluded this was not suitable for car-
rier operations.

The real question is the bringback
capability. The current model of C/D
fleet is at its operational limit in re-
gard to its ability to bring back weap-
ons. The E/F will be able to bring back
the more advanced smart weapons
which tend to be heavier than the ma-
jority of weapons in the fleet today.
The E/F, the next generation of the
Super Hornet, provides future room for
future growth and flexibility to accom-
modate the technological advance-
ments into the next century.

One point the GAO has made is that
there is a waiver for the C/D’s landing
restrictions. They say it is a perma-
nent waiver. Well, that is not true.
NAVAIR has said the waiver was ac-
ceptable in the interim, but it was up
to individual air wings to approve or
disapprove depending on their own as-
sessments.

Let me tell you, from the viewpoint
of those who have flown on carriers and
flown on and off of carriers at sea,
what will have to happen. With the
current C/D’s to bring back fully loaded
the weapons and the fuel, the ship will
have to increase its speed to maintain
30 knots or more of wind over the deck,
which will increase its fuel costs,
whether nuclear or conventional; then
the pilots will have to fly a full flap ap-
proach. But if the wind goes over 35



June 28, 1996

knots because of unpredictable winds,
then the pilot is required by the Navy
safety manual to fly at half lap and
would not be able to land with the
heavier strike munitions load.

It is a small and costly window to
achieve. Though in some instances it
can be achieved, it is only because of
the extreme skill of our carrier crews.
It is not an ideal situation to put the
pilots or the carrier crews at risk when
there is such a limited window of ac-
ceptable operations.

The new E/F Super Hornet will en-
able the carrier to cruise at its normal
speed and the pilots will be able to fly
the normal patterns. They will not
have to drop either their weapons or
dump their fuel into the ocean to below
safe minimums to bring back our most
sophisticated and expensive ordnance.

Let us remember, however, that the
F/A-18C/D models will continue to
carry numerous ordnance loads safely
and without restrictions covering
many missions. It is only for certain
strike mission loads that the waiver is
required. But we have to plan for the
future. For the Navy, that future
should and must include the F/A-18E/F.
The Super Hornet is desired by the cus-
tomer, the Navy, which has been con-
sistent and vocal in its support of pro-
curing the aircraft rapidly and -effi-
ciently.

Further delays in a go-slow approach
for this program in its current stage
are both inappropriate and costly. We
cannot sit around and wait for future
paper airplanes magically to appear.
We have modified to the limit our older
aircraft.

For many years aviation, and naval
aviation in particular, has been subject
to technical, administrative and polit-
ical forces which have given it the ap-
pearance of having no direction. We
have been clamoring for such direction.
Now we have it. The Navy has said,
““This is what we need. This airplane is
meeting our specs. We need it.”” Let us
go forward with it.

I strongly urge this body not to be in
a position of ‘‘go-slowing’ this pro-
gram to death. Our pilots want the air-
craft. They need the aircraft to main-
tain their critical edge. I urge this
body not to pull the wings off. Let us
let the Navy get about the job of con-
tinuing to defend this Nation now and
in the future.

The F/A-18E/F program has been a
model program, by any measure, and
remains on cost, on schedule in meet-
ing all performance requirements. The
Navy is developing, at one-half to one-
third the cost of a new-start program,
a highly capable carrier-based tactical
aircraft.

The amendment, as written, would
divert program management attention
away from the execution of the pro-
gram and, if yet another program re-
view were to be required, could impose
as much as an 8-month delay in the
program. This delay would affect the 3-
year flight test program, the oper-
ational evaluation, and IOC of the first
squadron.
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I think that the formal program re-
views which are already being con-
ducted are enough. The analytical
basis of the program was thoroughly
examined at the previous milestone de-
cision, and the program has performed
precisely to the plan approved at that
time. I believe there are studies going
on, and thus this amendment is unnec-
essary to ensure that we continue to
get the kind of additional capability
that the Navy, its pilots, and its air-
craft crews demand and need.

I urge my colleagues, if this amend-
ment is brought up for a vote, to op-
pose the amendment. I thank the Chair
and yield the floor.

Mr. FEINGOLD addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Wisconsin.

Mr. FEINGOLD. Thank you,
President.

I am coming to the end of the debate
on this portion. I want to respond to
the Senator from Missouri very briefly.

Let us be clear what we are attempt-
ing. We are in a period here where ev-
eryone in the country knows we are
trying to find places where we can re-
duce spending. There are a number of
areas that receive very strict scrutiny.
There is a sense—it is not held by just
one party—that perhaps sometimes the
defense spending does not get the same
scrutiny that other areas do. Some-
times it leads to defense bashing which
may not be justified. It is even pos-
sible, if people get an attitude that the
Defense Department expenditures are
not scrutinized, that there may develop
an attitude in this country that would
actually threaten national security,
that it may become difficult for those
advocating defense expenditures to be
believed, and that there are those who
do not take a warning signal seriously.

All that we are suggesting here in
this amendment is that a very recent
report, yesterday, from the General Ac-
counting Office says—not that this is a
bad aircraft, I say to the Senator from
Missouri, not that it does not provide
perhaps some additional benefits; it
may be and probably would turn out
that in some areas this is a more capa-
ble airplane—but the question is, is the
marginal benefit of those improve-
ments sufficient to justify a $17 billion
difference in cost, vis-a-vis the C/D
planes? That is the issue.

We are not stopping the plane here.
We are not saying it should never be
continued. We are saying that when a
report comes out from the GAO enti-
tled, “‘F/A-18E/F Will Provide Marginal
Operational Improvement at High
Cost,” it is incumbent on us in the U.S.
Senate to stop for a bit and find out
what it is all about. $17 billion is real
money.

If there is an opportunity here to ask
some questions and find out maybe,
just possibly, the Navy, the Defense
Department could go with the C/D’s, 1
think that is our obligation. The Sen-
ator from Georgia has suggested per-
haps a way in which we can allow more
of this to go forward while the ques-

Mr.
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tions are answered. We are exploring
that at this point. I yield the floor.

Mr. BOND addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Missouri.

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, there is no
question that we need to study care-
fully all of the views and opinions and
the best information available on any
program like this. But I suggest that if
you take a look at the series of reviews
and experiments, tests, and evaluations
that have been done on this plane and
that will be done, there is no need, un-
less and until we find from the Navy
that the GAO has raised questions
which they have not addressed or we
can find that responses by the Defense
Department are not adequate, there is
no reason to raise further the cost of
this program and delay it even further.

The Assistant Secretary of the Navy
for Research, Development and Acqui-
sition completed a review of the F/A-
18E/F program on March 25 of this
year. As of that time, the program re-
view included program cost, schedule,
and technical performance, examina-
tion of the formal exit criteria which
had been approved at the previous
milestone, and results of an early oper-
ational assessment conducted by the
Navy’s commander, Operational Test
and Evaluation Force. This assessment
was based on extensive documentation
review, modeling and simulation, and
analysis flight test data from the first
two test aircraft.

In May 1996, notification was pro-
vided to Congress that the review had
been successfully completed and the
Navy had authorized contracting for
long-lead items for the first low-rate
initial production of the aircraft.

The Office of the Secretary of De-
fense is scheduled to conduct another
program review in March 1997. At that
time, all aspects of the program will
again be examined prior to authorizing
full funding for the procurement of the
first low-rate initial production air-
craft.

The analytical basis for the decision
to begin engineering and manufac-
turing development of the F/A-18E/F
program was thoroughly evaluated by
both the Department of the Navy and
the Department of Defense prior to the
milestone decision in May of 1992.

Numerous studies which looked at
the future of naval aviation, projected
threats, and capabilities required to de-
feat those threats were considered as
part of these analyses. It is not to say
that we should not continue to review
and analyze, look at the cost and deter-
mine the capability. That is an ongoing
process.

What I am saying, Mr. President, is
we could significantly increase the cost
of the program, throw production off
schedule, and delay the availability of
aircraft which the Navy said they have
needed by putting a roadblock in the
way of the initial low-rate production
of the aircraft. This is not the time to
throw a monkey wrench into a pro-
gram which has been on schedule,
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above performance, and well within
cost parameters at this time.

I urge my colleagues not to delay the
program.

Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, I thank
the Senator from Wisconsin and the
Senator from Missouri. I think there
has been a good debate on this. I sug-
gest the Senator lay aside his amend-
ment. We can see if we can find a way
to see that the report is forthcoming,
without disrupting the program. It
seems to me that is the way to proceed.

If not, I would be joined with the
Senator from Missouri in moving to
table the amendment. I believe the
staff is prepared to work with your
staff on this.

I have a call in for the Senator from
Michigan, Senator LEVIN, who has two
amendments that will require rollcalls.
In the meantime, I suggest we clear
these amendments that have all been
agreed to or are going to be agreed to
by both sides.

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

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

Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, what is
the pending business?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All the
pending amendments have been laid
aside.

AMENDMENT NO. 4387

Mr. MCcCCAIN. Mr. President, the
amendment I am offering is intended
to better facilitate our pledge of mate-
rial assistance to the armed forces of
the Republic of Bosnia and Herzegovina
by ensuring the lowest fair price of the
equipment we provide to their cause.

When the President dispatched
United States troops to Bosnia last
year, he did so with the stipulation
that they would be there only a year.
The administration has since softened
the deadline by indicating that troops
may still be there on December 19, but
that withdrawal will begin on that
date. This latest commitment on with-
drawal is not entirely reassuring. It is
quite plausible that withdrawal will
begin as stated, but our overall pres-
ence there may be drawn out indefi-
nitely.

A deadline was never an exit strat-
egy. Last year, when then Senate ma-
jority leader, Senator Bob Dole, and I
led the effort to support the Presi-
dent’s prerogatives as Commander in
Chief and indirectly to support his dis-
patch of more than 20,000 American
troops to Bosnia, we made clear our
reservations about simply imposing a
deadline. We also suggested the outline
of a true exit strategy. The centerpiece
of that strategy, as Senator Dole and I
have since repeated on countless occa-
sions, was United States leadership in
the effort to adequately equip and
train the Bosnian Armed Forces. Only
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when that nation can defend itself
against aggression, which over the
course of 3% years of war reduced its
territory by half, will the peace be safe
without us.

We tried to address this issue last
year by including $100 million in draw-
down authority for Bosnia in the For-
eign Operations appropriations bill.
The amendment I am offering today
simply seeks to ensure that the $100
million in equipment to be transferred
to Bosnia is accounted for in a manner
similar to the way it is in the case of
other American allies. I am not advo-
cating unlimited material support for
Bosnia because of the impact on our
own military readiness. But in order to
get the most of the $100 million, we
should see to it that the equipment is
valued at the lowest possible fair price.
This amendment gives us this assur-
ance.

The amendment expresses a sense of
the Senate that the pricing of equip-
ment be lowest in order to maximize
the amount of equipment provided to
Bosnia and Herzegovina under current
drawdown authority. I believe the
amendment has been cleared by the
other side.

Mr. NUNN. This amendment has been
cleared. I urge its adoption.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment.

The amendment (No. 4387) was agreed
to.

Mr. McCAIN. I move to reconsider
the vote.

Mr. NUNN. I move to table the mo-
tion.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

AMENDMENT NO. 4389
(Purpose: To authorize the Air National

Guard to provide fire protection services

and rescue services relating to aircraft at

Lincoln Municipal Airport, Lincoln, NE)

Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, on behalf
of Senator EXON, I offer an amendment
that would allow the Nebraska Na-
tional Guard to provide fire protection
services and rescue services relating to
aircraft at Lincoln Municipal Airport,
Lincoln, NE.

Currently, the Air Guard and local
authority share this duty. This amend-
ment would eliminate unnecessary du-
plication. The air guard would be reim-
bursed for assuming the entire fire-
fighting mission.

I believe this amendment has been
cleared.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Georgia [Mr. NUNN], for
Mr. EXON, proposes an amendment numbered
4389.

The amendment is as follows:

At the end of subtitle E of title III, add the
following:

SEC. 368. AUTHORITY OF AIR NATIONAL GUARD
TO PROVIDE CERTAIN SERVICES AT
LINCOLN MUNICIPAL AIRPORT, LIN-
COLN, NEBRASKA.

(a) AUTHORITY.—Subject to subsections (b)
and (c), the Nebraska Air National Guard
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may provide fire protection services and res-
cue services relating to aircraft at Lincoln
Municipal Airport, Lincoln, Nebraska, on be-
half of the Lincoln Municipal Airport Au-
thority, Lincoln, Nebraska.

(b) AGREEMENT.—The Nebraska Air Na-
tional Guard may not provide services under
subsection (a) until the Nebraska Air Na-
tional Guard and the authority enter into an
agreement under which the authority reim-
burses the Nebraska Air National Guard for
the cost of the services provided.

(c) CONDITIONS.—These services may only
be provided to the extent that the provision
of such services does not adversely affect the
military preparedness of the Armed Forces.

Mr. MCCAIN. Mr. President, this
amendment has been cleared.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment.

The amendment (No. 4389) was agreed
to.

Mr. McCAIN. I move to reconsider
the vote.

Mr. NUNN. I move to table the mo-
tion.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

AMENDMENT NO. 4390
(Purpose: To state the sense of Congress re-
garding the authorization of appropriation
and appropriation of funds for military
equipment and not identified in a budget
request of the Department of Defense and
for certain military construction)

Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, I have an
amendment on behalf of Senator ROBB.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Georgia [Mr. NUNN], for
Mr. ROBB, proposes an amendment numbered
4390.

The amendment is as follows:

At the end of subtitle A of title X, add the
following:

SEC. 1014. SENSE OF CONGRESS REGARDING AU-
THORIZATION OF APPROPRIATION
AND APPROPRIATION OF FUNDS
FOR MILITARY EQUIPMENT NOT
IDENTIFIED IN THE BUDGET RE-
QUEST OF THE DEPARTMENT OF DE-
FENSE AND FOR CERTAIN MILITARY
CONSTRUCTION.

It is the sense of Congress that—

(1) to the maximum extent practicable,
each House of Congress should consider the
authorization of appropriation, and appro-
priation, funds for the procurement of mili-
tary equipment only if the procurement is
included—

(A) in the budget request of the President
for the Department of Defense; or

(B) in a supplemental request list provided
to the congressional defense committees,
upon request of such committees, by the Of-
fice of the Secretary of Defense, by the mili-
tary departments, by the National Guard Bu-
reau, or by the officials responsible for the
administration of the Reserves;

(2) the recommendations for procurement
in a defense authorization bill or a defense
appropriations bill reported to the Senate or
the House of Representatives which reflect a
change from the budget request referred to
in paragraph (1)(A) should be accompanied in
the committee report relating to the bill by
a justification of the national security inter-
est addressed by the change;

(3) the recommendations for military con-
struction projects in a defense authorization
bill or a defense appropriations bill reported
to the Senate or the House of Representa-
tives which reflect a change from such a
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budget request should be accompanied by a
justification in the committee report relat-
ing to the bill of the national security inter-
est addressed by the change; and

(4) the recommendations for procurement
of military equipment, or for military con-
struction projects, in a conference to resolve
the differences between the two Houses re-
lating to a defense authorization bill or a de-
fense appropriations bill which recommenda-
tions reflect a change from the original rec-
ommendation of the applicable committee to
either House should be accompanied by a jus-
tification in the statement of managers of
the conference report of the national secu-
rity interest addressed by the change.

Mr. NUNN. This is not the amend-
ment, I believe, that we have problems
with. This amendment would state
that it is the sense of the Congress that
the defense authorization appropria-
tions bills should rely primarily on the
budget request.

I am told this is not cleared. I with-
draw the amendment.

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

The amendment (No. 4390) was with-
drawn.

AMENDMENT NO. 4391
(Purpose: To require a plan for repairs and
stabilization of the historic district at the

Forest Glen Annex of Walter Reed Army

Medical Center, MD)

Mr. NUNN. On behalf of Senator SAR-
BANES, I offer an amendment to require
a plan for basic repairs and stabiliza-
tion measures for the historic district
of the Forest Glen Annex of Walter
Reed Army Medical Center, MD.

I believe this amendment has been
cleared on the other side.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Georgia [Mr. NUNN], for
Mr. SARBANES, proposes an amendment num-
bered 4391.

The amendment is as follows:

At the end of title XXI, add the following:

SEC. 2105. PLAN FOR REPAIRS AND STABILIZA-
TION OF THE HISTORIC DISTRICT AT
THE FOREST GLEN ANNEX OF WAL-
TER REED MEDICAL CENTER, MARY-
LAND.

Not later than 30 days after the date of the
enactment of this Act, the Secretary of the
Army shall submit to the congressional de-
fense committees a comprehensive plan for
basic repairs and stabilization measures
throughout the historic district at the For-
est Glen Annex of Walter Reed Army Medical
Center, Maryland, together with funding op-
tions for the implementation of the plan.

Mr. SARBANES. Mr. President, I am
pleased to offer an amendment direct-
ing the Secretary of the Army to sub-
mit a comprehensive plan for basic re-
pairs and stabilization measures need-
ed throughout the historic district at
the Forest Glen Annex of Walter Reed
Army Medical Center, MD. This plan
would also include funding options for
the implementation of such plan.

The Walter Reed Army Medical Cen-
ter Annex at Forest Glen, MD is a 190-
acre complex located just north of the
Silver Spring business district. It was a
former women’s seminary Kknown as
the National Park Seminary. Acquired
by the Army in 1943 by authority of the
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War Powers Act of 1942, it has served as
a rehabilitation center and psychiatric
facility for soldiers from World War II
through the Vietnam war.

The former college campus also con-
tains approximately two dozen historic
buildings on approximately 24 acres
which comprise what is now referred to
as the National Park Seminary His-
toric District. The site was placed on
the National Register of Historic
Places in 1972. The site contains a num-
ber of historic or unique buildings, in-
cluding houses shaped like a Dutch
windmill, an English castle, a Japanese
pagoda, a French chateau, and an
Italian villa. Unfortunately, over the
many years, many of these buildings
have suffered substantial deterioration
and neglect.

The Army has sought unsuccessfully
to excess the property for several years
and has continued to plan for its even-
tual disposal. The National Trust has
continued to work with the Army to
assist in its assessment of options for
the reuse of the property. During this
time, even the most basic repairs to
the buildings were not undertaken. Re-
ports prepared by the National Trust
for Historic Preservation and Save Our
Seminary and other organizations have
found that, in general, the property is
poorly maintained and insufficiently
secure. Routine preventative mainte-
nance, such as cleaning out gutters, is
not being performed. Repairs to obvi-
ous deficiencies, such as holes in the
roof and broken windows, are not being
made in a timely way. On site security
is lax. Fire alarm and fire suppression
systems are not being adequately
maintained.

The military construction appropria-
tions bill for fiscal year 1990 contained
a provision directing the Department
of the Army to provide up to $3 million
for necessary repairs at the annex and
to work with the Montgomery County
government and local citizens groups
in the planning process for this site.
Although we understand that $2 mil-
lion was allocated by the Army for the
repair and maintenance of historic
buildings, all of this money was appar-
ently used for architectural planning
and design of roof work. However, to
date, no funding has been provided for
these major repairs and the buildings
are deteriorating at a faster rate than
ever.

The Army developed a master plan
for the site which called for the exist-
ing historic buildings to be maintained
and occupied by the Army as long as it
retains ownership to ensure their
maintenance and security. The master
plan also identified specific mainte-
nance priorities with work on repair
and replacement of deteriorated roofs
at the top of the list. In addition, a pre-
vious commanding officer at the Wal-
ter Reed Army Medical Center sub-
mitted a letter stating, “WRAMC will
continue to request funding for mainte-
nance of the historic district and make
every effort to halt the deterioration of
these structures.’”” Despite the findings
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of the master plan and the statements
of support by Army officials, no work
has been done to repair or maintain
these buildings.

In 1994 following the burning of the
historic Odeon Theatre resulting in its
destruction by arson, the National
Trust for Historic Preservation and
Save our Seminary jointly filed a law-
suit against the Army claiming that
the Army’s neglect of the buildings
violated the National Historic Preser-
vation Act. The lawsuit is still pend-
ing.

My amendment directs the Depart-
ment of the Army to develop and sub-
mit a plan with appropriate funding op-
tions to implement such a plan for
basic repairs and stabilization meas-
ures throughout the historic district at
the Forest Glen Annex of Walter Reed
Army Medical Center within 30 days of
the enactment of this act. I strongly
urge my colleagues to support this
amendment.

Mr. MCcCAIN. Mr. President,
amendment has been cleared.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment.

The amendment (No. 4391) was agreed
to.

Mr. NUNN. I move to reconsider the
vote.

Mr. McCAIN. I move to table the mo-
tion.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

AMENDMENT NO. 4392
(Purpose: To modify the boundaries of the

White Sands National Monument and the

White Sands Missile Range, New Mexico,

and to modify the boundary of the Ban-

delier National Monument, New Mexico)

Mr. NUNN. On behalf of Senator
BINGAMAN, I offer an amendment au-
thorizing the Secretaries of the Inte-
rior and the Army to exchange admin-
istrative jurisdiction of the White
Sands National Monument and the
White Sands Missile Range in New
Mexico for purposes of creating easily
identifiable and manageable bound-
aries.

I believe the amendment has been
cleared.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Georgia [Mr. NUNN], Mr.
BINGAMAN, for himself, and Mr. DOMENICI,
proposes an amendment numbered 4392.

The amendment is as follows:

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing:
SEC. .

the

MODIFICATION OF BOUNDARIES OF
WHITE SANDS NATIONAL MONU-
MENT AND WHITE SANDS MISSILE
RANGE.

(a) PURPOSE.—The purpose of this section
is to effect an exchange between the Sec-
retary of the Interior and the Secretary of
the Army of administrative jurisdiction over
the lands described in subsection (¢) in order
to facilitate administration of the White
Sands National Monument and the White
Sands Missile Range.

(b) DEFINITIONS.—In this section:

(1) MISSILE RANGE.—The term ‘‘missile
range’’ means the White Sands Missile
Range, New Mexico, administered by the
Secretary of the Army.
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(2) MONUMENT.—The term ‘‘monument”
means the White Sands National Monument,
New Mexico, established by Proclamation
No. 2025 (16 U.S.C. 431 note) and administered
by the Secretary of the Interior.

(c) EXCHANGE OF JURISDICTION.—The lands
exchanged under this Act are the lands gen-
erally depicted on the map entitled ‘““White
Sands National Monument, Boundary Pro-
posal”’, numbered 142/80,061 and dated Janu-
ary 1994, comprising—

(1) approximately 2,524 acres of land within
the monument that is under the jurisdiction
of the Secretary of the Army, which are
transferred to the Secretary of the Interior;

(2) approximately 5,758 acres of land within
the missile range abutting the monument,
which are transferred to the Secretary of the
Interior; and

(3) approximately 4,277 acres of land within
the monument abutting the missile range,
which are transferred to the Secretary of the
Army.

(d) BOUNDARY MODIFICATION.—The bound-
ary of the monument is modified to include
the land transferred to the Secretary of the
Interior and exclude the land transferred to
the Secretary of the Army by subsection (c).
The boundary of the missile range is modi-
fied accordingly.

(e) ADMINISTRATION.—

(1) MONUMENT.—The Secretary of the Inte-
rior shall administer the lands transferred to
the Secretary of the Interior by subsection
(c) in accordance with laws (including regu-
lations) applicable to the monument.

(2) MISSILE RANGE.—The Secretary of the
Army shall administer the lands transferred
to the Secretary of the Army by subsection
(c) as part of the missile range.

(3) AIRSPACE.—The Secretary of the Army
shall maintain control of the airspace above
the lands transferred to the Secretary of the
Army by subsection (c) as part of the missile
range.

(f) PUBLIC AVAILABILITY OF MAP.—The Sec-
retary of the Interior and the Secretary of
the Army shall prepare, and the Secretary of
the Interior shall keep on file for public in-
spection in the headquarters of the monu-
ment, a map showing the boundary of the
monument as modified by this Act.

(g) WAIVER OF LIMITATION UNDER PRIOR
LAW.—Notwithstanding section 303(b)(1) of
the National Parks and Recreation Act of
1978 (92 Stat. 3476), land or an interest in land
that was deleted from the monument by sec-
tion 301(19) of the Act (92 Stat. 3475) may be
exchanged for land owned by the State of
New Mexico within the boundaries of any
unit of the National Park System in the
State of New Mexico, may be transferred to
the jurisdiction of any other Federal agency
without monetary consideration, or may be
administered as public land, as the Secretary
considers appropriate.

SEC. .BANDELIER NATIONAL MONUMENT.

(a) FINDINGS AND PURPOSE.—

(1) FINDINGS.—Congress finds that—

(A) under the provisions of a special use
permit, sewage lagoons for Bandelier Na-
tional Monument, established by Proclama-
tion No. 1322 (16 U.S.C. 431 note) (referred to
in this section as the ‘monument’) are lo-
cated on land administered by the Secretary
of Energy that is adjacent to the monument;
and

(B) modification of the boundary of the
monument to include the land on which the
sewage lagoons are situated—

(i) would facilitate administration of both
the monument and the adjacent land that
would remain under the administrative juris-
diction of the Secretary of Energy; and

(ii) can be accomplished at no cost.

(2) PURPOSE.—The purpose of this section
is to modify the boundary between the
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monument and adjacent Department of En-
ergy land to facilitate management of the
monument and Department of Energy land.

(b) BOUNDARY MODIFICATION.—

(1) TRANSFER OF ADMINISTRATIVE JURISDIC-
TION.—There is transferred from the Sec-
retary of Energy to the Secretary of the In-
terior administrative jurisdiction over the
land comprised approximately 4.47 acres de-
picted on the map entitled ‘‘Boundary Map,
Bandelier National Monument’, No. 315/
80,051, dated March 1995.

(2) BOUNDARY MODIFICATION.—The boundary
of the monument is modified to include the
land transferred by paragraph (1).

(3) PUBLIC AVAILABILITY OF MAP.—The map
described in paragraph (1) shall be on file and
available for public inspection in the Lands
Office at the Southwest System Support Of-
fice of the National Park Service, Santa Fe,
New Mexico, and in the Superintendent’s Of-
fice of Bandelier National Monument.

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President,
today, along with Senator DOMENICI, I
propose an amendment that will allow
for better administration, law enforce-
ment, and operational procedures for
both the White Sands National Monu-
ment and the White Sands Missile
Range. The bill will exchange about
10,000 acres along the border of the
White Sands Missile Range and the
White Sands Monument which abut
each other. It also transfers to the
monument the administrative jurisdic-
tion over about 2,500 acres which lie
within the White Sands National
Monument but are currently controlled
by the White Sands Missile Range.

I ask unanimous consent that a let-
ter and an information paper be print-
ed in the RECORD. The letter, dated
June 27, 1996, is from the National Park
Service and is signed by Roger G. Ken-
nedy. It states that the Department
does not have a problem with the
amendment. The letter further states
that the Office of Management and
Budget has no objection to the presen-
tation of this report for consideration
before the Senate. The second docu-
ment is an information paper from the
Deputy Assistant Secretary of the
Army, Paul W. Johnson. The paper
states that the Department of the
Army supports this legislation. It also
states that the Office of Management
and Budget has no objection to the
presentation of this amendment.

Mr. President, the area that I am
speaking about is a unique geological
formation. This gypsum deposit known
as ‘“White Sands’ is very important to
my home State of New Mexico. The
sands cover approximately 275 square
miles with about 40 percent lying with-
in the monument and the remaining
portion of the dunes, to the south and
the east, belonging to the White Sands
Missile Range.

As a brief history, on January 18,
1933, President Hoover designated 142,
987 acres, in the Tularosa Basin, as the
National Park. From the very begin-
ning, the park has been a success.
Within its first 2 years of operation,
the White Sands monument shattered
the attendance records of the 23-unit
Southwestern National Monuments in
the Four Corner States of Arizona,
Utah, Colorado, and New Mexico.
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There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR,
NATIONAL PARK SERVICE,
Washington, DC, June 27, 1996.
Hon. JEFF BINGAMAN,
U.S. Senate,
Washington, DC.

DEAR SENATOR BINGAMAN: Thank you for
providing the National Park Service the op-
portunity to comment on the draft amend-
ment to modify the boundaries of the White
Sands National Monument New Mexico, and
to modify the boundary of the Bandelier Na-
tional Monument, New Mexico.

The National Park Service believes the
proposed boundary modifications will facili-
tate the management and administration of
White Sands National Monument and Ban-
delier National Monument. The proposed
boundary modifications will not result in
any land acquisition cost nor any additional
management cost.

We do not have any problem with this
amendment. Thank you for your continued
interest in the National Park Service.

The Office of Management and Budget ad-
vises that, from the standpoint of the Ad-
ministration’s program, there is no objection
to the presentation of this report for the
consideration of the Senate.

Sincerely,
ROGER G. KENNEDY,
Director.

[Information Paper]
JUNE 17, 1996.
Subject: S. 1745H, 104th Congress.

1. Subject bill authorizes an exchange of
property between the Department of the In-
terior and the Department of the Army.

2. The purpose of the bill is to adjust the
White Sands National Monument’s boundary
with the White Sands Missile Range. The ac-
tion is essentially a housekeeping measure
designed to provide both agencies with a
more easily identifiable and manageable mu-
tual boundary.

3. The Department of the Army supports
subject legislation.

4. The Office of Management and Budget
advises that, from the standpoint of the Ad-
ministration’s program, there is no objection
to the presentation of this information paper
for the consideration of the Senate.

PAUL W. JOHNSON,
Deputy Assistant Secretary of the Army.

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, in
June 1941, the U.S. Army petitioned for
1.25 million acres of public and private
land in the Tularosa Basin for a bomb-
ing range. After the attack on Pearl
Harbor, President Roosevelt approved
the Army’s request. The Trinity site,
where the first atomic bomb was suc-
cessfully tested on July 16, 1945 is part
of the range.

With the region’s open space and sup-
portive civic 1leadership, both the
monument and the missile range have
been successfully neighbors for many
years.

Mr. President, this amendment will
help both the monument and the mis-
sile range manage their property more
efficiently.

Mr. McCCAIN. The amendment has
been cleared on this side.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment.

The amendment (No. 4392) was agreed
to.
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Mr. McCCAIN. I move to reconsider
the vote.

Mr. NUNN. I move to table the mo-
tion.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

AMENDMENT NO. 4393
(Purpose: To prohibit the use of prior fiscal
year funds for development and procure-
ment of the Pulse Doppler Upgrade modi-
fication to the AN/SPS-48E radar system)

Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, on be-
half of Senator SMITH, I offer an
amendment placing limitations on the
expenditure of priority-year funds for
radar modernization. I believe this has
been cleared.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Arizona [Mr. McCAIN],
for Mr. SMITH, proposes an amendment num-
bered 4393.

The amendment is as follows:

At the end of subtitle C of title I add the
following:

SEC. 125. RADAR MODERNIZATION.

Funds appropriated for the Navy for fiscal
years before fiscal year 1997 may not be used
for development and procurement of the
Pulse Doppler Upgrade modification to the
AN/SPS-48E radar system.

Mr. SMITH. Mr. President, it is re-
ality of declining defense budgets that
not every program conceived by the
Armed Forces or the defense industry
can be funded. The Services are forced
to examine their military require-
ments and prioritize among many com-
peting programs. When they do, dis-
appointed defense contractors may
seek legislative intervention to achieve
objectives they could not satisfy in the
budgeting process. An example of such
activity exists in the House version of
the defense authorization bill. The bill
contains a provision that would require
the Secretary of the Navy to spend $29
million, authorized and appropriated
for other purposes in fiscal years before
fiscal year 1997, for development and
procurement of a pulse Doppler up-
grade modification for the Navy’s AN/
SPS-48E radar system. In other words
this provision would force the Navy to
take money away from programs of
higher priority that were considered
and approved by Congress in prior
years and allocate it to a program that
failed to make the cut.

Aside from this provision’s abuse of
the congressional authorization and
appropriation process, complying with
it would create an outyear demand for
substantial additional resources that
are not in the future years defense pro-
gram. Thus, its fiscal abuses would pro-
liferate into the future to undermine
stronger and more urgently needed pro-
grams.

In summary, we will be confronted in
conference by a provision in the House
bill that seeks to earmark prior year
finds for a program for which there is
no funding in the budget or in the fu-
ture years defense program, for which
there is no development or procure-
ment plan, and for which there would
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be substantial outyear financial bur-
den. I think it important to provide
our future conferees clear guidance
that such a provision is unacceptable.
My amendment would accomplish this.
I encourage my Senate colleagues to
join me in supporting it.

Mr. NUNN. This amendment has been
cleared. I urge adoption of the amend-
ment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment.

The amendment (No. 4393) was agreed
to.

Mr. McCAIN. I move to reconsider
the vote.

Mr. NUNN. I move to table the mo-
tion.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

AMENDMENT NO. 4394
(Purpose: To allow the Secretary of Energy
to waive limitations on the use of foreign
technology in environmental restoration
and waste management contracts)

Mr. NUNN. On behalf of Senators
JOHNSTON and MURKOWSKI, I offer an
amendment allowing the Department
of Energy to grant Britain and France
access to certain prescribed informa-
tion in order to conduct environmental
cleanup and waste management activi-
ties of DOD sites.

I believe this has been cleared.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Georgia [Mr. NUNN], for
Mr. JOHNSTON, for himself and Mr. MUR-
KOWSKI, proposes an amendment numbered
4394.

The amendment is as follows:

“SEC. . FOREIGN ENVIRONMENTAL TECH-
NOLOGY.

‘““‘Section 25636(b) of title 10, United States
Code is amended to read as follows:

“(b) WAIVER AUTHORITY.—(1) The Secretary
concerned may waive the application of sub-
section (a) to a contract award if—

‘“(A) the Secretary concerned determines
that the waiver is essential to the national
security interests of the United States; or

‘(B) in the case of a Department of Energy
contract awarded for environmental restora-
tion, remediation, or waste management at a
Department of Energy facility—

‘(i) the Secretary determines that the
waiver will advance the environmental res-
toration, remediation, or waste management
objectives of the Department of Energy and
will not harm the national security interests
of the United States; and

‘“(ii) the entity to which the contract is
awarded is controlled by a foreign govern-
ment with which the Secretary is authorized
to exchange Restricted Data under section
144(c) of the Atomic Energy Act of 1954 (42
U.S.C. 2164(c)).

‘“(2) The Secretary of Energy shall notify
the appropriate committees of Congress of
any decision to grant a waiver under para-
graph (1)(B). The contract may be executed
only after the end of the 45-day period begin-
ning on the date the notification is received
by the committees.

Mr. McCAIN. This amendment has
been cleared on this side.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment.

The
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The amendment (No. 4394) was agreed
to.

Mr. NUNN. I move to reconsider the
vote.

Mr. McCAIN. I move to table the mo-
tion.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

AMENDMENT NO. 4395
(Purpose: To increase by $9,000,000 the
amount authorized to be appropriated for
the Air Force for procurement of one UH-
1N helicopter simulator)

Mr. MCCAIN. On behalf of Senator
DoOMENICI, I offer an amendment to pro-
vide $9 million in procurement of one
UH-1N helicopter simulator.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Arizona [Mr. MCCAIN],
for Mr. DOMENICI, proposes an amendment
numbered 4395.

The amendment is as follows:

In section 103(3), strike out ¢$5,880,519,000’
and insert in lieu thereof ‘*5,889,519,000.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, This
amendment will authorize $9 million to
equip the Air Force Theater Air Com-
mand Control and Simulation Facility
with a UH-1N simulator. The USAF has
no simulator for the UH-1N aircraft,
yet most aircraft in the DOD routinely
acquires simulators to provide initial
qualification and continuation—recur-
ring—training of crews. There are sev-
eral reasons why this simulator is nec-
essary:

Pilots and flight engineers qualifying
in the UH-1N are the youngest and
most experienced in the USAF.

The UH-1N is one of the oldest heli-
copters in the USAF inventory and
may be prone to increased failure of
components.

The simulator creates safety risks al-
lowing trainees to practice emergency
procedures in the aircraft for the first
time.

In many instances missions are flown
single pilot, which requires increased
knowledge and proficiency that the
simulator can provide.

The UH-1N mission requirements
have increased to include the use of
night vision goggles which is a more
demanding initial training require-
ment that can be handled in the simu-
lator.

On some missions, crews support
strategic missile convoy escorts; This
support demands high qualification and
judgment, which the simulator can
provide.

Convoy tactics are classified and can-
not be practiced in the aircraft at
Kirtland AFB. The simulator would
allow hands-on practice in a secure en-
vironment.

CONTINUATION—RECURRING—TRAINING

UH-1N accidents in the early 1990’s
drove the USAF to procure contract
Flight Safety International Bell 212
training for UH-IN crew refresher
training—mnot used for initial qualifica-
tion training.

Off-site training is expensive and
does not meet all the necessary re-
quirements because the Bell 212 has
some significant systems differences.
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All other USAF helicopters have re-
curring simulator refresher training
conducted at Kirtland AFB, NM.

The simulator maintains standard-
ization of crew force qualification and
training.

It updates crew on aircraft changes
and other pertinent information.

It allows pilots to practice classified
mission procedures.

OTHER IMPORTANT FACTORS

Simulators are widely accepted in
both military and civil aviation as crit-
ical elements in training programs.

Simulators cost less to operate than
the aircraft.

Crews can perform high risk emer-
gency procedures and maneuvers in
simulators.

Simulators are a force multiplier.

Typical simulator annual flying
hours are 4,000-5,000 hours; Helicopters
average 400-500 hours per year.

The UH-1N simulator could be built
as a reconfigurable HH-60G for little
added cost and provide needed training
if the UH-1N is retired and additional
H-60’s are acquired as a replacement
helicopter.

Mr. President, this simulator will
prove to be a vital asset within the
U.S. Air Force. I understand my col-
leagues on both sides of the aisle have
agreed to accept this amendment, so I
thank them for their support and I
yield the floor.

Mr. NUNN. We have no objection.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment.

The amendment (No. 4395) was agreed
to.

AMENDMENT NO. 439
(Purpose: To increase by $3,000,000 the
amount authorized to be appropriated for
the Air Force for research, development,
test, and evaluation in order to provide
$3,000,000 for the Advanced Distributed

Simulation connection of the Theater Air

Command Control and Simulation Facility

with the Mission Training Support System

facility of the 58th Special Operations

Wing)

Mr. McCCAIN. On behalf of Senator
DoOMENICI, I offer an amendment to au-
thorize $3 million for the Advanced
Distribution Simulation of the Theater
Air Command Control and Simulation
Facility at the 58th Special Operations
Wing.

I believe this amendment has been
cleared on the other side.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Arizona [Mr. MCCAIN],
for Mr. DOMENICI, proposes an amendment
numbered 4396.

The amendment is as follows:

In section 201(3), strike out ‘‘$14,788,356,000
and insert in lieu thereof ‘‘$14,791,356,000.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, this
amendment will authorize $3 million to
connect the Theater Air Command
Control and Simulation Facility with
the 58th Special Operation Wing. In
January, 1995, General Ronald
Fogleman, Chief of Staff of the USAF
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announced a ‘‘New Vector for Air Force
Simulation’ and the ‘“‘need to expand
our involvement and investment in ad-
vanced simulation technologies to im-
prove our readiness and lower our costs
today, and prepare us to dominate the
battles of tomorrow.”

Kirtland Air Force Base is uniquely
suited to lead the Air Force in achiev-
ing this new vector by capitalizing on
state-of-the-art modeling and simula-
tion [M&S] capability available.

The Chief’s vision for Modeling and
Simulation [M&S] will provide the
tools that the USAF needs to more ef-
fectively organize, train, equip, and
jointly employ its forces. In order to
meet this vision, organizations from
the operational, systems development,
and testing communities must be
brought more closely together.

While there are major initiatives in
the DOD to promote the use of ad-
vanced distributed simulation [ADS] to
bring these communities together in a
cost efficient manner. ADS does not
allow for technical synergy or the con-
siderable cost savings that would be re-
alized by building a joint-use infra-
structure that is readily accessible to
multiple organization.

Kirtland Air Force Base has the orga-
nizations, infrastructure, and potential
to merge capabilities of the Air Com-
bat Command’s Theater Air Command
and Control Simulation Facility
[TACCSF], 58th Special Operations
Wing [SOW] Simulation Facility, Phil-
lips Laboratory, Air Force Operational
Test and Evaluation Center [AFOTEC],
and Sandia National Laboratories into
the DOD’s most powerful M&S capa-
bility.

TACCSF and the 58th SOW already
have the USAF’s most capable tactical
command and control and special oper-
ations simulations, respectively. These
simulations could be easily linked to
support each organization’s diverse Of-
fice of the Secretary of Defense [OSD]
and Joint service customer base.

This amendment will help to accom-
plish this objective. I understand that
my colleagues on both sides of the aisle
have agreed to accept this amendment.
I appreciate their support. I believe
this is a great step in the direction of
achieving Chief Fogleman’s vision, and
I yield the floor.

Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, I urge
adoption of the amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment.

The amendment (No. 4396) was agreed
to.

Mr. McCAIN. I move to reconsider
the vote.

Mr. NUNN. I move to table the mo-
tion.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

AMENDMENT NO. 4397
(Purpose: To provide $6,000,000 for the pro-
curement of Bradley TOW 2 Programs sets)

Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, I send an
amendment to the desk on behalf of
Senator HEFLIN and Senator SHELBY.
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This amendment would authorize the
Army to use $6 million of fiscal year
funds to buy test program sets for the
Bradley program. These funds were au-
thorized last year for the armored gun
system. I urge adoption of the amend-
ment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Georgia [Mr. NUNN], for
Mr. HEFLIN, for himself, and Mr. SHELBY,
proposes an amendment numbered 4397.

The amendment is as follows:

At the end of subtitle B of title I, add the
following:

SEC. 113. BRADLEY TOW 2 TEST PROGRAM SETS.

Of the funds authorized to be appropriated
under section 101(3) of the National Defense
Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 1996 (110
Stat. 204), $6,000,000 is available for the pro-
curement of Bradley TOW 2 Test Program
sets.

Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President, in the
fiscal year 1996 Defense Authorization
Bill, $6 million was authorized for the
Armored Gun System Test Program
Sets. This authorization was approved
due to the large shortfall in testing
software for ASM programs and due
the AGS system’s high priority. Unfor-
tunately, the armored gun system has
since been terminated. This amend-
ment, therefore, directs the Secetary of
the Army to make this money avail-
able to fund the Bradley TOW 2 Test
Program Set, a program requirement
of the Army.

The Army has performed a study of
the cost and benefits of purchasing this
test equipment for the Bradley TOW 2
system. It found that purchasing this
equipment would result in dramatic
savings over the existing maintenance
method. I therefore urge my colleagues
to support this needed reprogramming.

Mr. MCCAIN. Mr. President, the
amendment has been cleared on this
side.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The

question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment.

The amendment (No. 4397) was agreed
to.

Mr. NUNN. I move to reconsider the
vote.

Mr. McCAIN. I move to table the mo-
tion.

The motion to lay on the table was

agreed to.

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

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

AMENDMENT NO. 4398
(Purpose: To increase by $10,000,000 the
amount available for the Air Force for re-
search, development, test, and evaluation
for the Nation Polar-Orbiting Operational

Environmental Satellite System (Space)

program (PE 0603434F)

Mr. MCcCAIN. Mr. President, I send an
amendment to the desk on behalf of
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Senator EXON and ask for its imme-
diate consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Arizona [Mr. MCCAIN],
for Mr. EXON, proposes an amendment num-
bered 4398.

The amendment is as follows:

At the end of subtitle B of title II add the
following:
SEC. 223. NATIONAL POLAR-ORBITING OPER-
ATIONAL ENVIRONMENTAL  SAT-
ELLITE SYSTEM.

(a) Of the amount authorized to be appro-
priated under section 201(3), $29,024,000 is
available for the National Polar-Orbiting
Operational Environmental Satellite System
(Space) program (PE 0603434F).

(b) Of the amount authorized to be appro-
priated under section 201(3), $212,895,000 is
available for the Intercontinental Ballistic
Missile—EMD program (PE 0604851F).

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the amendment is agreed to.

The amendment (No. 4398) was agreed
to.

Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, I move to
reconsider the vote.

Mr. McCAIN. I move to lay that mo-
tion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

AMENDMENT NO. 4399
(Purpose: Study on worker protection at the
Department of Energy facility at
Miamisburg, Ohio)

Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, I send an
amendment to the desk on behalf of
Senator GLENN and ask for its imme-
diate consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Arizona [Mr. MCCAIN],
for Mr. GLENN, proposes an amendment num-
bered 4399.

The amendment is as follows:

At the end of subtitle D of title XXXI add
the following:

SEC. . STUDY ON WORKER PROTECTION AT THE
MOUND FACILITY.

(a) Not later than March 15, 1997, the Sec-
retary of Energy shall report to the defense
committees of the Congress regarding the
status of projects and programs to improve
worker safety and health at the Mound Fa-
cility in Miamisburg, Ohio.

(b) The report shall include the following:

(1) the status of actions completed in fiscal
year 1996;

(2) the status of actions completed or pro-
posed to be completed in fiscal years 1997 and
1998;

(3) a description of the fiscal year 1998
budget request for Mound worker safety and
health protection; and

(4) an accounting of expenditures for work-
er safety and health at Mound by year from
fiscal year 1994 through and including fiscal
year 1996.

WORKER SAFETY AND HEALTH PROTECTION AT
DOE’S MOUND FACILITY

Mr. GLENN. Mr. President, I should
like to engage the Senator from Idaho,
Senator KEMPTHORNE, in a colloquy
concerning worker health and safety
protection at the Department of Ener-
gy’s Mound facility in Miamisburg, OH.
As the Senator may know, the worker
safety and radiation program at Mound
has had numerous problems. For exam-
ple, in 1994, it was discovered that some
fluid samples of potentially contami-
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nated workers had sat on a storage
shelf for 3 years without being sent to
the lab; furthermore, a huge backlog of
samples existed. While the backlog has
since been reduced and other steps
taken to improve the situation, it is
still clear to me that problems exist
with the worker radiation protection
program. Earlier this year, I met with
some Mound workers who expressed se-
rious concerns about this situation; I
have also received numerous letters
from workers at the site expressing
similar concerns. Further, I have been
informed that DOE’s own technical ex-
perts believe that substantial upgrades
need to be made at Mound in this area.
For these reasons, I have filed an
amendment which addresses the spe-
cific areas which I believe need to be
improved. The technical program up-
grades addressed by my amendment
were developed with extensive input
from the DOE. However, I understand
that there are some concerns about the
potential impact of my amendment.

Mr. KEMPTHORNE. I share fully the
concerns expressed by the Senator
from Ohio about the need to ensure
worker safety and health programs are
pursued vigorously at the Mound facil-
ity. When we ask workers to undertake
potentially dangerous decontamination
and decommissioning work, we need to
assure them that all reasonable pre-
cautions have been taken to protect
their safety and health. However, the
committee has been informed that the
Department has statutory authority to
pursue appropriate worker protection
programs at the Mound facility. I be-
lieve the Senator from Ohio has re-
ceived assurances from the Department
of Energy that important upgrades at
the Mound facility will be pursued, and
I commend him for his leadership in
obtaining those assurances.

Mr. GLENN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to have printed in
the RECORD a letter to me from DOE
Under Secretary Tom Grumbly. This
letter clearly establishes the Depart-
ment’s intent and commitment to seri-
ously and forthrightly address worker
safety issues at Mound. The letter lists
a series of discrete program improve-
ments that will be taken at the Mound
site beginning immediately and con-
tinuing through 1997.

This list closely tracks the amend-
ment which I have filed.

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

THE UNDER SECRETARY OF ENERGY,
Washington, DC, June 21, 1996.
Hon. JOHN GLENN,
U.S. Senate,
Washington, DC.

DEAR SENATOR GLENN: In response to your
concerns regarding worker safety at the De-
partment of Energy’s Mound Site, I want to
assure you that the Department is moving
aggressively to address and resolve those
concerns. The Department is committed to
take the following actions (see attached
summary chart):
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In FY 1996:

1. Initiate a contract to com-
plete, by October 1997, the
pre-1989 radiological dose as-
sessment for workers with a

probable dose of greater than 20 rem

2. Procure and initiate imple-
mentation of automated per-
sonnel contamination mon-
itors with access control sys-
tem at a cost of ......c.oiiiils
. procure and being to install
an automated radiological
record keeping and data han-
dling software at a cost of .....
. Identify and train 6 dedicated
radiological control techni-
cians for the purpose of
radiologically characterizing
the Mount sites at a cost of ...
. Evaluate the continuous air
monitoring program to deter-
mine the need for personal air
samplers for workers at a cost
Of i
Evaluate the existing con-
tract bioassay analysis lab-
oratory program against the
DOE bioassay accreditation
criteria to identify areas for
improvement at a cost of .......
. Evaluate the existing inter-
nal dosimetry does calcula-
tion methodologies to vali-
date proper treatment of par-
ticle size and chemical form
of radioisotopes at a cost of ...

$250K

w

$260K

'S

$250K

(<2}

$85K

*

$30K

3

$50K

Total FY 1996 cost $925K

In FY 1997:

1. complete the pre-1989 radio-
logical dose assessment for
workers with a probable dose
of greater than 20 rem at a
COSE Of v

Complete the procurement
and installation of automated
personnel contamination
monitors with access control
system at a cost of .................
. Complete installation of the
automated radiological
record keeping and data han-
dling software at a cost of .....

Complete the radiological
characterization of the
Mound site at a cost of
. Complete implementation of
enhancements to the contin-
uous air monitoring program,
including procurement and
implementation of a personal
monitoring program, at a
COSt Of i
. complete implementation of
a quality control program
which meets the DOE bio-
assay accreditation program
criteria for site and contract
laboratories as well as estab-
lish a DOE validation pro-
gram at a cost of ....................
. Complete implementation of
an internal dosimetry dose
calculation methodology that
properly treats the particle
size and chemical form of
radioisotopes at a cost of .......

$3,400K

I

$490K

w

$240K

=

$700K

(=

$120K

D

$120K

3

$150K

Total FY 1997 cost $5,220K

The cost figures were developed in coordi-
nation with the Mound site, but are esti-
mates and therefore not necessarily precise.
The expenditures proposed for Fiscal Year
1997 are of course subject to the availability
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of appropriated funds. We would propose that
Fiscal Year 1997 funds for these enhance-
ments be made available from the amounts
initially requested for the Environmental
Management program in a way that gives
the Department the most flexibility. We
were not able to include funds for these safe-
ty upgrades in our Fiscal Year 1997 budget
request because the costs had not yet been
determined.

These radiological program improvements
will address and resolve both current and
legacy issues at Mound and will greatly im-
prove the safety of workers. The Department
is committed to making these safety en-
hancements at the Mound Site.

We appreciate your continued leadership
and hard work to assure the protection of
worker health and safety at Mound and all
Department of Energy facilities.

Sincerely,
THOMAS P. GRUMBLY.

SUMMARY OF RADIOLOGICAL PROGRAM IMPROVEMENTS
AT THE DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY MOUND SITE

FY 1996 FY 1997
Costs ($K)  costs ($K)

N/A $3,400

and Access Control $250 490
Automated Record Keeping and Data Handling 260 240
Site Radiological Characterization .... 250 700
Air Monitoring Program ...... 85 120
Bioassay Quality Control .... 30 120
Internal Dosimetry Dose Calculation
ology 50 150

Total for each FY ...ooveeeeeeee 925 5,220

Project

Pre-1989 Dose Assessments
Automated Personnel Conta

ro—

~ouisw

Mr. GLENN. These important up-
grades should begin at the earliest pos-
sible opportunity. As a result of Mr.
Grumbly’s letter and the committee’s
concerns, I will not offer my amend-
ment which would specifically author-
ize funds to ensure that these upgrades
take place. I remain concerned though
that we may be forcing a trade off be-
tween worker safety and health im-
provements and the pace of clean up at
the Mound site.

Mr. President, I wish to ensure that
Congress is kept fully informed on the
status of the Mound worker safety and
health programs.

Mr. KEMPTHORNE. I fully endorse
this substitute amendment and move
its adoption at this time. I thank my
colleague from Ohio for his leadership
in this important area. I look forward
to working with the honorable Senator
to support him on this issue in con-
ference.

Mr. MCcCAIN. Mr. President, this
amendment has been cleared on this
side, and I urge adoption of the amend-
ment.

Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, I urge
adoption of the amendment.

Mr. MCcCAIN. Mr. President, the
amendment is cleared. I urge adoption
of the amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the amendment is agreed to.

The amendment (No. 4399) was agreed
to.

Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, I move to
reconsider the vote.

Mr. McCAIN. I move to lay that mo-
tion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

AMENDMENT NO. 4400
(Purpose: To provide special personnel man-
agement authorities for civilian intel-
ligence personnel of the Department of De-
fense)

Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, I send an
amendment to the desk on behalf of
Senator THURMOND and ask for its im-
mediate consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Arizona [Mr. MCCAIN],
for Mr. THURMOND, proposes an amendment
numbered 4400.

(The text of the amendment is print-
ed in today’s RECORD under ‘‘Amend-
ments Submitted.”).

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I
propose an amendment that would pro-
vide new personnel management au-
thorities to the Secretary of Defense
for managing the civilian personnel
within the Department of Defense in-
telligence community.

Mr. President this legislation is in-
tended to provide the Secretary of De-
fense additional flexibility and the ca-
pability to manage and to adjust the
skill balance within the intelligence
community workforce. The flexibility
and management tools in this proposal
will enable the Secretary of Defense to
adjust the intelligence community
workforce to changing requirements
and technological advances. It is part
of a larger effort to enhance the effec-
tiveness of the intelligence commu-
nity.

Mr. President, I want to acknowledge
the cooperation and assistance of the
chairman and ranking member of the
Government Affairs Committee. I
would not have offered this amendment
without their concurrence and support.
I am pleased to note, for the record,
that this is truly a bipartisan coopera-
tive effort of our two Committees. The
Secretary of Defense and the Director
of Central Intelligence both rec-
ommended and support the legislation.
I think the amendment will enhance
the effectiveness and efficiency of the
intelligence community. I urge adop-
tion of the amendment.

Mr. President, I thank the Chair and
yield the floor.

Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, I urge
adoption of the amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the amendment is agreed to.

The amendment (No. 4400) was agreed
to.

Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, I move
to reconsider the vote.

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

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

The

AMENDMENT NO. 4401
(Purpose: To amend chapter 57 of title 5,
United States Code, to provide Federal em-
ployees who transfer in the interest of the
Government more effective and efficient
delivery of relocation allowances by reduc-
ing administrative costs and improving
services, and for other purposes)
Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, I send an
amendment to the desk on behalf of
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Mr. COHEN and ask for its immediate
consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Arizona [Mr. MCCAIN],
for Mr. COHEN, for himself and Mr. LEVIN,
proposes an amendment numbered 4401.

(The text of the amendment is print-
ed in today’s RECORD under ‘‘Amend-
ments Submitted.”’)

Mr. COHEN. Mr. President, Senator
LEVIN and I are offering today the
Travel Reform and Savings Act as an
amendment to the DOD authorization
bill.

This amendment has bipartisan sup-
port and is intended to enable Federal
agencies to adopt the best of private
sector travel management practices. It
will save over $800 million each year
from regulatory and statutory changes
in Federal travel management.

This effort originated with two hear-
ings I held this Congress on reforming
the Federal Government’s travel proc-
ess. At the Subcommittee on Oversight
of Government Management hearings
on the costs associated with processing
Federal travel vouchers, GAO, DOD,
GSA and other executive branch agen-
cies agree that the Government’s poli-
cies focus too much on compliance
with rigid rules, and that Federal trav-
el practices are outmoded and too bu-
reaucratic. There was also agreement
that the travel process needs to be
radically redesigned or reengineered
and simplified by adopting the best
practices of private industry. Success-
fully adopting these practices will save
the Government an estimated $6 billion
during the next 5 years.

I am encouraged by the efforts of the
Department of Defense and other agen-
cies in reforming administrative costs
connected with temporary duty travel.
We are beginning to see progress and
we should redouble our efforts to save
the taxpayer money from unnecessary
travel overhead expenditures.

The Travel Reform and Savings Act
primarily deals with another segment
of Federal travel, Permanent Change of
Station travel, or the cost of moving
Federal employees to a new duty sta-
tion. The amendment is based on many
of the recommendations made by the
Joint Financial Management Improve-
ment Program, a cooperative effort be-
tween the Office of Management and
Budget, the General Accounting Office,
the Department of Treasury, and the
Office of Personnel Management to im-
prove travel and relocation manage-
ment.

This amendment proposes to offer al-
ternative methods of reimbursement
for househunting, and housing trans-
action expenses. These alternative
methods would reduce administrative
time and paperwork associated with
auditing vouchers. If found cost effec-
tive to do so, this legislation would
provide authority to pay for property
management services, transportation
of an employee’s privately owned
motor vehicle within the continental
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United States, and home marketing in-
centives. Furthermore, the amendment
would authorize payment for limited
relocation allowances to an employee
who is performing an extended assign-
ment, repeal the long-distance tele-
phone call certification requirement
and transfer authority to the Adminis-
trator of General Services to issue im-
plementing regulations.

The Travel Reform and Savings Act
is intended to reduce the Government’s
relocation and travel costs and to ease
administrative burdens while providing
equitable reimbursement to employees.
Enactment of the Ilegislation will
eliminate unnecessary paperwork re-
quirements, cut redtape, and result in
substantial savings to taxpayers.

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I am
pleased to join Senator COHEN in offer-
ing this amendment to the fiscal year
1997 Defense authorization bill.

The amendment is needed to reduce
the Government’s relocation and travel
costs, and to ease administrative bur-
dens while providing equitable reim-
bursement to employees. Enactment of
this legislation will eliminate unneces-
sary paperwork requirements and cut
red tape, improve the treatment of em-
ployees who perform official travel by
creating parity with their private sec-
tor counterparts and result in substan-
tial savings to taxpayers.

The amendment represents the prod-
uct of a multi-agency project team es-
tablished in 1994 by the Joint Financial
Management Improvement Program
[JEFMIP], a cooperative undertaking of
the Office of Management and Budget,
the General Accounting Office, the De-
partment of Treasury, and the Office of
Personnel Management, to develop rec-
ommendations to improve travel and
relocation management. A team rep-
resenting over two dozen organizations
from the executive and legislative
branches focused on identifying and in-
corporating the best travel practices of
both the public and private sectors. In
a recent hearing before the Sub-
committee on Oversight of Government
Management and the District of Co-
lumbia, the General Services Adminis-
tration testified that one of their
short-term goals to assist Federal
agencies in their travel reenigineering
efforts was to get the necessary legisla-
tive changes implemented. The legisla-
tive changes proposed by the JFMIP
are embodied in this amendment. GSA
estimates that the legislative changes
included in this amendment will save
the Government in excess of $200 mil-
lion.

I urge my colleges to support this
amendment.

Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, this
amendment has been cleared, and I
urge its adoption.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the amendment is agreed to.

The amendment (No. 4401) was agreed
to.

Mr. McCCAIN. Mr. President, I move
to reconsider the vote.

Mr. NUNN. I move to lay that motion
on the table.
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The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.
AMENDMENT NO. 4402
(Purpose: To require reporting on compli-
ance of Army test program with certain
statutory requirements)

Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, I send an
amendment to the desk on behalf of
Mr. LEVIN and ask for its immediate
consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Georgia [Mr. NUNN], for
Mr. LEVIN, proposes an amendment num-
bered 4402.

The amendment is as follows:

At the appropriate place in title VIII of the
bill, add the following new section:

SEC. . TEST PROGRAMS FOR MODERNIZATION-
THROUGH-SPARES.

Not later than 60 days after the date of en-
actment of this Act, the Secretary of the
Army shall report to the Committee on
Armed Services of the Senate and the Com-
mittee on National Security of the House of
Representatives on the steps he has taken to
ensure that each program included in the
Army’s modernization-through-spares pro-
gram is conducted in accordance with—

(1) the competition requirements in sec-
tion 2304 of Title 10;

(2) the core logistics requirements in sec-
tion 2464 of title 10; and

(3) the public-private competition require-
ments in section 2469 of Title 10; and

(4) requirements relating to contract bun-
dling and spare parts breakout in sections
15(a) and (15(1) of the Small Business Act (15
U.S.C. 644) and implementing regulations in
the Defense FAR Supplement.

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, the Army
recently initiated a test program for
modernization-through-spares, pursu-
ant to which it plans to group spare
parts and system support contracts to-
gether and award a single support con-
tract for an entire weapons system. I
have been informed that it is the
Army’s intent to award such a con-
tract, for the M109 howitzer program,
on a sole-source basis to the original
equipment manufacturer. Spare parts
contracts for the M109 howitzer pro-
gram have previously been awarded on
a competitive basis.

This information, if true, is dis-
turbing. Current congressional and reg-
ulatory policy encourages the break
out spare parts contracts to promote
competition. This policy was initiated
in the mid-1980’s in response to a series
of spare parts scandals, in which we
learned that the Pentagon had pur-
chased commonly available commer-
cial items for extraordinary prices—
such as $435 for a hammer, $243 for a
pair of pliers, $640 for a toilet seat, and
$9,609 for a hexagonal wrench. These
abuses resulted, in large part, from the
decision to purchase the items on a
sole-source basis from original equip-
ment manufacturers.

Mr. President, the Army’s reported
decision to award spare parts and sup-
port contracts on a sole-source basis to
the original equipment manufacturer
also raises questions of compliance
with a number of other statutory pro-
visions, including the Competition in
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Contracting Act, requirements for pub-
lic-private competition prior to con-
tracting out decisions, and prohibitions
on contracting out core government
functions. These provisions were all
written to protect the taxpayers from
inappropriate contracting decisions.

My amendment would require the
Secretary of the Army to report to the
Congress within 60 days on the steps
that he is taking to ensure that the
proposed test program is conducted in
accordance with these requirements.
As one of the authors of the Competi-
tion in Contracting Act and the spare
parts reforms, I intend to closely scru-
tinize the rationale offered by the
Army for any decision to award a sole-
source contract to the original equip-
ment manufacturer under this test pro-
gram.

Mr. NUNN. I believe this amendment
has been cleared on the other side, and
I urge its adoption.

Mr. MCCAIN. I urge adoption. It has
been cleared.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the amendment is agreed to.

The amendment (No. 4402) was agreed
to.

Mr. MCCAIN. Mr. President, I move
to reconsider the vote.

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

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

AMENDMENT NO. 4403
(Purpose: To authorize the construction of a
fuel farm, phase I, at Elmendorf Air Force

Base, Alaska)

Mr. MCCAIN. Mr. President, I send an
amendment to the desk on behalf of
Mr. STEVENS and ask for its immediate
consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Arizona [Mr. MCCAIN],
for Mr. STEVENS, proposes an amendment
numbered 4403.

The amendment is as follows:

In the table in section 2401(a), strike out
¢‘$18,000,000 in the amount column in the
item relating to Elmendorf Air Force Base,
Alaska, and insert in lieu thereof
‘$21,000,000°’.

Strike out the amount set forth as the
total amount at the end of the table in sec-
tion 2401(a) and insert in lieu thereof
‘$530,590,000°".

In section 2406(a), in the matter preceding
paragraph (1), strike out ‘‘$3,421,366,000’ and
insert in lieu thereof ‘“$3,424,366,000"".

In section 2406(a)(1), strike out
¢‘$364,487,000” insert in lieu thereof
¢‘$367,487,000".

Mr. MCCAIN. Mr. President, I believe
the amendment has been cleared on
both sides.

Mr. NUNN. Mr. President,
been. I urge its adoption.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the amendment is agreed to.

The amendment (No. 4403) was agreed
to.

Mr. MCCAIN. Mr. President, I move
to reconsider the vote.

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

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

and

it has
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AMENDMENT NO. 4404
(Purpose: To authorize $10,000,000 for the
construction, Phase I, of a national range
control center, White Sands Missile Range,

New Mexico)

Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, I send an
amendment to the desk for Mr. DOMEN-
IcI and ask for its immediate consider-
ation.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Arizona [Mr. MCCAIN],
for Mr. DOMENICI, proposes an amendment
numbered 4404.

The amendment is as follows:

In the table in section 2101(a), insert after
the item relating to Fort Polk, Louisiana,
the following new item:

White Sands Missile
Range.

New MeXiCo ..ov.oocrrrrerereeeene $10,000,000

Strike out the amount set forth as the
total amount at the end of the table in sec-
tion 2101(a) and insert in lieu thereof
‘$356,450,000°".

In section 2104(a), in the matter preceding
paragraph (1), strike out ‘‘$1,894,297,000’ and
insert in lieu thereof ‘‘$1,904,297,000".

In section 2104(a)(1), strike out
¢“$356,450,000”” insert in lieu thereof
¢‘$366,450,000.

Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, this has
been cleared, and I urge its adoption.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, The amendment is agreed to.

The amendment (No. 4404) was agreed
to.

Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, I move
to reconsider the vote.

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

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

and

AMENDMENT NO. 4405
(Purpose: To authorize $8,900,000 for con-
struction at the Undersea Weapons Sys-
tems Laboratory at the Naval Undersea

Warfare Center, Newport Division, New-

port, Rhode Island)

Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, I send an
amendment to the desk on behalf of
Mr. CHAFFEE and Mr. WARNER and ask
for its immediate consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Arizona [Mr. McCAIN],
for Mr. CHAFEE, for himself and Mr. WARNER,
proposes an amendment numbered 4405.

The amendment is as follows:

In the table in section 2201(a), insert after
the item relating to Camp Lejeune Marine
Corps Base, North Carolina, the following
new item:

Rhode Island ..................... Naval Undersea Warfare $8,900,000

Center.

Strike out the amount set forth as the
total amount at the end of the table in sec-
tion 2201(a) and insert in lieu thereof
¢‘$515,952,000”".

In section 2205(a), in the matter preceding
paragraph (1), strike out ‘$2,040,093,000” and
insert in lieu thereof ‘“$2,048,993,000"".

In section 2205(a)(1), strike out
¢¢$507,052,000” insert in lieu thereof
¢“$515,952,000".

and
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Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President, my
amendment, which has been cleared by
both sides, authorizes $8.9 million for
an Undersea Weapons Systems Labora-
tory at the Naval Undersea Warfare
Center [NUWC], headquartered in New-
port, RI.

For many years, NUWC has main-
tained a well-deserved reputation as a
center of excellence in submarine tech-
nology. It was certainly no accident
that during the 1991, 1993, and 1995 base
closure rounds, the Navy consolidated
significant personnel and functions
into Newport, while establishing the
site as headquarters for one of its four
R&D superlabs.

Unfortunately, though, NUWC’s ex-
isting laboratory facilities dedicated to
developing emerging technologies are
badly outdated and cost-ineffective.
They are housed in WWII vintage,
thick walled concrete buildings not de-
signed for controlled environments,
specialized power and other modern ne-
cessities.

In order to remedy this shortfall and
maintain U.S. strategic advantage in
emerging undersea technologies,
NUWC has established a requirement
for an Undersea Weapons Systems Lab-
oratory. This facility will enable
NUWC to develop and implement af-
fordable state-of-the-art technologies,
and to design and prototype futuristic
small tactical undersea vehicles. It
also boasts an extraordinary pay back
period of 2.4 years, which will be real-
ized through the use of multidimen-
sional modeling and simulation labora-
tories to replace costly in-water test-
ing of underwater weapons systems.

Mr. President, I am convinced that
the continued and increasing threat
from submarine forces abroad should
be a top U.S. national security con-
cern. It has recently been reported that
by 2005, 17 percent of the world’s pro-
jected 410 submarines will have state-
of-the-art technology, compared to just
8 percent today. Exploration and devel-
opment of the many emerging tech-
nologies in this field, a goal my amend-
ment seeks to achieve, will keep our
undersea fleet of the future equipped
with the most capable weapons sys-
tems, thereby deterring any potential
near-term aggressor.

I want to express my deep apprecia-
tion to Senator WARNER for his support
for this amendment. Its enactment
into law will help take our submarine
force into the 21st century as capable

as ever.

Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, this
amendment has been cleared. I urge its
adoption.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the amendment is agreed to.

The amendment (No. 4405) was agreed
to.

Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, I move
to reconsider the vote.

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

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

Mr. MCcCAIN. Mr. President, the
amendments just accepted by the Sen-
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ate add $21.9 million to the bill for
three unrequested, low priority mili-
tary construction projects, in addition
to the $600 million already provided by
the committee. These amendments did
not pass the scrutiny of the Senate
Armed Services Committee during its
markup process, and the Senate should
not now act to add millions of dollars
for more military construction addons.

I ask that the record clearly reflect
that I am strongly opposed to each of
these amendments.

The three projects for which funding
was added by these amendments are:
$8.9 million for an undersea warfare
laboratory in Rhode Island, $10 million
for a command and control center at
White Sands Missile Range in New
Mexico, and $3 million for a fuel depot
at Elmendorf Air Force Base in Alaska.

I appreciate the fact that every effort
is being made to adhere to some cred-
ible criteria in selecting the projects
for addons in this bill. But my objec-
tion, in principle, to adding funds for
unrequested military construction
projects remains the same.

Since 1990, the Congress has added
more than $6 billion to the military
construction accounts. This bill now
adds more than $600 million for
unrequested projects at specific loca-
tions in various States. At the same
time, the overall defense budget has
declined by more than 40 percent, de-
spite our recent efforts to increase
funding.

During the SASC markup, the Readi-
ness Subcommittee recommended a
plus-up of $100 million for high-priority
housing projects. But the sub-
committee allowed the Department of
Defense to determine the allocation of
these projects by military priority, not
by location in a powerful Senators’
State. Senator GLENN and I both voted
against the addition of another $600
million in unrequested mil con projects
when the amendment was offered in
our full committee markup. Not sur-
prisingly, we lost that vote.

Again, I am somewhat gratified to
learn that the close scrutiny focused
on military construction pork has at
least forced a degree of control on the
process. Most of the projects added by
the Armed Services Committee meet
four of the five criteria stated in the
sense of the Senate language: Mission
essential; not inconsistent with BRAC;
in the FYDP; and, executable in fiscal
year 1997.

Mr. President, this bill already in-
cludes 25 added projects do not meet at
least one of these criteria. However, 11
of these are quality of life improve-
ments, and the balance received only
planning and design funding. But none
of these projects in the bill meet the
fifth criterion—offset by a reduction in
some other defense account.

Let’s look at the priority of the
projects already added by the com-
mittee for military construction.

Of the total of 115 added projects, 72
were planned for the year 2000 or later.
In fact, 14 of these projects were not
even included in the FYDP.
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Of the $600 million added for
unrequested projects, almost $350 mil-
lion was added for these 72 projects
planned for the next century.

Surely, projects planned for fiscal
years 2000, 2001, 2002, or later are not as
vital to the services as those that are
planned to be included in next year’s
defense budget. Why didn’t we focus on
the fiscal year 1998 projects? Or the fis-
cal year 1999 projects? Instead, we are
reaching 4 years out in the FYDP, into
the next century, to find 29 projects
that are planned in the States of Mem-
bers of the Armed Services Committee.

Let’s be realistic. This bill is $1.7 bil-
lion above the defense budget target
set in the fiscal year 1997 budget reso-
lution. That means we will have to cut
out some of the programs added in this
bill when we get to conference with the
House. Will military construction be
cut? I don’t think so. Instead, we will
probably end up cutting some of the
high-priority adds for much-needed
modernization equipment that will en-
able our troops to fight and win in fu-
ture conflicts.

Mr. President, I am tired of seeing us
acquiesce to a practice which only
feeds on itself. Until we instill some
discipline in our own markup process—
by resisting the temptation to add
money simply because it serves our
constituents—we cannot expect the De-
partment of Defense to exercise dis-
cipline in resisting efforts to spend de-
fense dollars on unnecessary, non-
defense projects.

We have made progress in reducing
the total amount of pork barrelling in
the defense budget. Last year, about $4
billion of the total $7 billion added to
the defense budget was wasted on pork
barrel projects, like new attack sub-
marines, research project earmarks,
medical education programs, and, of
course, military construction add-ons.
This year, we are wasting only $2 bil-
lion.

But $2 billion is a lot of taxpayer dol-
lars to waste. How do we explain to the
American people why we need to spend
$11 billion more for defense this year,
when we are spending $2 billion for
projects that do little or nothing to
contribute to our Nation’s security?

Mr. President, I intend to continue to
expose these unnecessary addons for
military construction projects to pub-
lic scrutiny—the only way I know to
fight this egregious pork-barrel spend-
ing. And I plead with my colleagues,
for the sake of ensuring public support
for adequate defense spending now and
in the future, let’s stop the pork-bar-
relling now.

Mr. GLENN. Mr. President, a mo-
ment ago the Senate adopted three
amendments to add additional funds to
the military construction budget to
fund an undersea weapons system lab
in Newport, RI; phase I of a national
range command and control center at
White Sands Missile Range, NM; and
phase I of a fuel farm at Elmendorf
AFB, AK. I did not ask for a rollcall
vote on these amendments, nor did I
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want to tie the Senate up with debate
on these amendments. However, I
would like to voice my opposition to
these amendments. I am opposing these
amendments because we in the Con-
gress continue to add millions and mil-
lions of dollars to the defense budget in
order to fund projects which are not re-
quested by our military leaders.

As I understand it, these projects do
meet the criteria which the chairman
of the Readiness Subcommittee, Sen-
ator McCCAIN, and I established several
years ago. I am gratified that the Sen-
ate is exercising a degree of discipline
by requiring that these military con-
struction projects meet certain mini-
mal criteria, such as whether a project
is in a service’s future years defense
plan or whether a project is mission es-
sential. I don’t think that is too much
to ask, Mr. President. Furthermore, I
do not agree that just because a project
meets these criteria we should fund
each and every one of them. We have to
exercise discipline in limiting the num-
ber of unrequested projects added each
year, just as the Pentagon must learn
to request appropriate levels of funding
for the services’ construction accounts.
If our military leaders truly need these
projects, then they should ask for them
in the annual budget request.

On June 19, during the Senate’s con-
sideration of Senator MCCAIN’s amend-
ment to reduce the fiscal year 1997
military construction authorization by
$600 million, I spoke at length about
my position concerning construction
adds. So, I will not belabor the point
here. I will point out that it is my in-
tention to continue to work with the
chairman of the Readiness Sub-
committee to reverse the practice of
adding millions of dollars to the budget
for unrequested projects.

AMENDMENT NO. 4406

Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, I send an
amendment to the desk on behalf of
Mr. SMITH and ask for its immediate
consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Arizona [Mr. MCcCAIN],
for Mr. SMITH proposes an amendment num-
bered 4406.

The amendment is as follows:

SEC. .SENSE OF THE SENATE CONCERNING USS
LCS 102 (LSSL 102).

It is the sense of the Senate that the Sec-
retary of Defense should use existing au-
thorities in law to seek the expeditious re-
turn upon completion of service, of the
former USS LCS 102 (LSSL 102) from the
Government of Thailand in order for the ship
to be transferred to the United States Ship-
building Museum in Quincy, Massachusetts.

Mr. SMITH. Mr. President, during
the past 5 years our Nation commemo-
rated the 50th anniversary of a series
historic World War II events. These
ceremonies highlighted the enormous
valor, sacrifice, and honorable service
of our Nation’s veterans. They also
showcased some of the unique aircraft,
ground vehicles, and naval vessels that
helped turn the tide of war in Europe
and the pacific.
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Many of these extraordinary combat-
ants have long since been retired. Oth-
ers have been converted to museums.
Still others are in use with foreign
military services through agreement
with our Government.

Recently, it was brought to my at-
tention that one specific class of Navy
ship, the LCS class, has only one sur-
viving ship left in existence: The LSC-
102. The LCS’ were shallow draft gun-
boats designed and built to provide a
high rate of firepower for marines
going ashore. The Navy built 130 of
them, outfitted with 20mm and 40mm
guns as well as rocket launchers for
beach bombardment. They saw exten-
sive action in New Guinea, Borneo, Iwo
Jima, the Phillippines and OKkinawa.
Twenty-six were sunk or damaged in
combat operations.

As I said, the LCS-102 is the last ship
in its class in existence. It is in service
with the Royal Navy of Thailand
through agreement with our Govern-
ment. The Thai Navy has indicated
that they plan to keep the ship in serv-
ice through at least the year 2000.

Mr. President, the LCS class has a
distinguished history. Our former col-
league Senator John Tower served in
combat as a boatswain’s mate on an
LCS in World War II. Former Navy
Secretary Bill Middendorf also served
aboard an LCS. And John F. Lehman,
Sr., the father of Chris Lehman and
former Secretary of Navy John Leh-
man, Jr. commanded the LCS-18 and
was awarded the Bronze Star for serv-
ice during the Okinawa campaign.

The National Association of USS
LCS (L) 1-130 has for several years
sought to return the LCS-102 to the
United States so that it can become an
exhibit at the U.S. Navy shipbuilding
museum at Quincy, MA. Time is run-
ning out for thousands of sailors who
served aboard LCS’s during World War
IT and want to see this last-of-its-class
ship brought home to port.

The amendment that I am offering
today would express the sense of the
Senate that the Secretary of Defense
should use existing authorities in law
to seek the expeditious return of the
LCS-102 from the Government of Thai-
land in order for the ship to be trans-
ferred to the United States ship-
building museum. The amendment does
not require any specific action or force
the return of the ship. Rather, it con-
vey’s congressional interest in working
with our friends in Thailand to return
this last of its kind ship for exhibition
in the United States.

Mr. President, I understand there are
concerns over who actually holds title
to the vessel, how much longer the
royal Thai navy may want to hold onto
it, and who would pay the bill to return
it to the United States.

According to the Navy, the LCS-102
is now known as the LSSL 102, having
been transferred to Thailand under the
old military assistance program. There
is revisionary right retained by the
United States providing that when
Thailand no longer needs the vessel for
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intended purposes it is to notify the
United States.

It is entirely possible that Thailand
may insist upon some alternative com-
pensation if they agree to give back
the ship. While this amendment does
not address that issue, it is intended
that the Secretary of Defense would ex-
ercise his existing authority, in con-
sultation with the State Department,
to explore various options and consum-
mate such an arrangement, if appro-
priate.

Let me make clear that I do not pro-
pose using Defense Department funds
to return this vessel to the United
Sates and transport it to Quincy, MA.
In my view, this is something that
should be paid for through private con-
tributions. I ask unanimous consent
that a letter from William M.
MacMullen, the executive director of
the shipbuilding museum, committing
to raise the necessary funds for such an
effort, be printed in the RECORD at the
conclusion of my remarks.

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

(See exhibit 1)

Mr. SMITH. I urge my colleagues to
join with me in supporting this amend-
ment. It is fitting that we pay tribute
to the collection of American warriors,
including our former colleague John
Tower, who served aboard this unique
class of combatants. Let us bring LCS-
102 back stateside, to permanent home
port in Quincy, MA, so that future gen-
erations can better understand and ap-
preciate its legacy of service.

Mr. President, I understand that this
amendment has been cleared on both
sides and, if that is the case, I urge
adoption of the amendment.

EXHIBIT 1
U.S. NAVAL SHIPBUILDING MUSEUM,
MASSACHUSETTS MILITARY RESEARCH
CENTER,
June 19, 1996, Quincy, MA.
Hon. Robert C. Smith,

U.S. Senate, Seapower Subcommittee, Senate
Armed Services Committee, Washington,
D.C.

DEAR SENATOR SMITH: I am writing to pro-
vide you my assurance that the United
States Naval Shipbuilding Museum here in
Quincy, Massachusetts is prepared to take
the former LCS-102 and give her a home at
the Museum.

We are committed to raise the necessary
funds working with the LCS Association to
maintain the vessel and prepare her for use
as an exhibit. We have the room here and we
think that the addition of one of the
“fightingest” ships in the World War Two
Navy would be a fine addition to our Mu-
seum. Many LCSs were actually built here in
Quincy during World War Two and it would
be fitting to have one of those, (in fact, the
only ship of its class left in the world), ships
back here in Quincy at our Museum.

It is my understanding that there is
a possibility that the Congress may
soon endorse the idea of bringing the
last LCS home to serve as a museum
piece. Many Navy veterans from New
Hampshire would be pleased to have
the ship so close to home. I urge you to
support this initiative to bring this
ship to Quincy, Massachusetts, and so
honor the tens of thousands of sailors
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who served on amphibious ships during
World War Two.
Respectfully,
WILLIAM M. MACMULLEN, Jr.
Ezxec. Director, USNSM.

Mr. McCAIN. This has been cleared.

Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, this
amendment has been cleared, and I
urge its adoption.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the amendment is agreed to.

The amendment (No. 4406) was agreed
to.

Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, I move
to reconsider the vote.

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

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

AMENDMENT NO. 4407
(Purpose: To specify certain matters to be
considered by the Chairman of the Joint

Chiefs of Staff in the next assessment of

the current missions, responsibilities, and

force structure of the unified combatant
commands)

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Georgia [Mr. NUNN], for
Mr. ROBB, proposes an amendment numbered
4407.

The amendment is as follows:

At the end of subtitle A of title IX, add the
following:

SEC. 908. MATTERS TO BE CONSIDERED IN NEXT
ASSESSMENT OF CURRENT MIS-

SIONS, RESPONSIBILITIES, AND
FORCE STRUCTURE OF THE UNIFIED
COMBATANT COMMANDS.

The Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff
shall consider, as part of the next periodic
review of the missions, responsibilities, and
force structure of the unified combatant
commands under section 161(b) of title 10,
United States Code, the following matters:

(1) For each Area of Responsibility of the
regional unified combatant commands—

(A) the foremost threats to United States
or allied security in the near- and long-term;

(B) the total area of ocean and total area
of land encompassed; and

(C) the number of countries and total popu-
lation encompassed.

(2) Whether any one Area of Responsibility
encompassed a disproportionately high or
low share of threats, mission requirements,
land or ocean area, number of countries, or
population.

(3) The other factors used to establish the
current Areas of Responsibility.

(4) Whether any of the factors addressed
under paragraph (3) account for any apparent
imbalances indicated in the response to
paragraph (2).

(5) Whether, in light of recent reductions
in the overall force structure of the Armed
Forces, the United States could better exe-
cute its warfighting plans with fewer unified
combatant commands, including—

(A) a total of five or fewer commands, all
of which are regional;

(B) an eastward-oriented command, a west-
ward-oriented command, and a central com-
mand; or

(C) a purely functional command struc-
ture, involving (for example) a first theater
command, a second theater command, a lo-
gistics command, a special contingencies
command, and a strategic command.
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(6) Whether any missions, staff, facilities,
equipment, training programs, or other as-
sets or activities of the unified combatant
commands are redundant.

(7) Whether warfighting requirements are
adequate to justify the current functional
commands.

(8) Whether the exclusion of Russia from a
specific Area of Responsibility present any
difficulties for the unified combatant com-
mands with respect to contingency planning
for the area and its periphery.

(9) Whether the current geographi