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and fair debate on preparing our mili-
tary for the next century. I would urge
a yes vote on both measures.

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, I have no
further requests for time. I urge adop-
tion of the rule, and I yield back the
balance of my time.

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self such time as I may consume. I
would simply say that I believe this is
No. 8 of the appropriations bills. We
have cleared seven in the House. This
is the eighth. The Committee on Rules
has cleared 2 others, which will make
10. I think there are three left. We are
chugging along on schedule doing the
work of America. I urge our colleagues
to support this rule.

Mr. Speaker, I have no further re-
quests for time, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time, and I move the pre-
vious question on the resolution.

The previous question was ordered.
The resolution was agreed to.
A motion to reconsider was laid on

the table.

f

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Speaker,
I ask unanimous consent that all Mem-
bers may have 5 legislative days in
which to revise and extend their re-
marks on the bill (H.R. 2266) making
appropriations for the Department of
Defense for the fiscal year ending Sep-
tember 30, 1998, and for other purposes,
and that I may be permitted to include
tabular and extraneous material.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
COBLE). Is there objection to the re-
quest of the gentleman from Florida?

There was no objection.

f

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE
APPROPRIATIONS ACT, 1998

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House Resolution 198 and rule
XXIII, the Chair declares the House in

the Committee of the Whole House on
the State of the Union for the consider-
ation of the bill, H.R. 2266.
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IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE

Accordingly, the House resolved it-
self into the Committee of the Whole
House on the State of the Union for the
consideration of the bill (H.R. 2266)
making appropriations for the Depart-
ment of Defense for the fiscal year end-
ing September 30, 1998, and for other
purposes, with Mr. CAMP in the chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.
The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the

rule, the bill is considered as having
been read the first time.

Under the rule, the gentleman from
Florida [Mr. YOUNG] and the gentleman
from Pennsylvania [Mr. MURTHA] each
will control 30 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Florida [Mr. YOUNG].

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield myself such time as I may
consume. We are pleased to bring be-
fore the committee today what I think
is an outstanding bipartisan national
defense appropriations bill. The secu-
rity of our Nation and the protection of
our troops and those who serve in uni-
form should be nonpolitical. It should
be bipartisan. This bill reflects that.

This is a bipartisan bill. It was put
together with the strong cooperation of
the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr.
MURTHA], the ranking member on the
subcommittee, and all of the members
of the subcommittee and the staff who
worked with us. We have presented a
bill that is reflective of the needs of
the military, reflective of the various
threats that exist and potential threats
that exist in the world, and it has been
done in a very bipartisan fashion.

This bill today, Mr. Chairman, is
within the constraints and the agree-
ments on the part of the President, on
the part of the House, and on the part
of the Senate as we dealt with our
budget agreement.

We are basically in agreement with
the authorizing bills as passed by the
House, from the Committee on Na-
tional Security and also the Perma-
nent Select Committee on Intelligence,
both of which committees we appro-
priate for their authorization.

This bill includes some $4.4 billion
over the request of the President but,
as I said, with the budget agreement
that he has agreed to, that obviously is
acceptable. This bill goes directly to
the heart of our national security re-
quirements. About 70 percent of the
money appropriated in this bill goes for
the personnel and the operations and
maintenance of the force, salaries, al-
lowances, housing, medical care, et
cetera, et cetera. We have increased
the medical allowances because there
was a shortfall. The administration
recognized that and asked for an in-
crease; we provided that.

We have made some very specific rec-
ommendations and changes in the bu-
reaucracy in the Pentagon, and as we
work toward making the Pentagon a
triangle, we have been able to reduce
funding for civilian consultants, fund-
ing for the civilian bureaucracy, and
have reduced funding for military bu-
reaucracy where it was duplicative
and, in the opinion of the members of
the subcommittee, was really not nec-
essary.

Mr. Chairman, all in all, we bring to
this House an excellent bill. I think we
can move it through here quickly. The
authorizing bill from the Committee
on National Security received a very
large vote. The authorizing bill for In-
telligence was passed by this House
with a voice vote, and we expect that
we should be able to move this bill
quickly as well, because it pretty much
tracks the contents of those two au-
thorizing bills.

Mr. Chairman, I include the following
tabular material:
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Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-

man, I reserve the balance of my time.
Mr. MURTHA. Mr. Chairman, I yield

myself such time as I may consume.
Mr. Chairman, this is a bipartisan

bill. We did not have a vote in sub-
committee, a few votes in full commit-
tee, but the results of this bill are very
closely aligned to the authorization
bill which also, as I understand it, was
a bipartisan bill, as it should be. Our
defense of this Nation should be bipar-
tisan.

A couple of things that we con-
centrated on. Quality of life is always
something that we work on, trying to
make sure that the medical care of the
dependents of the families is taken
care of. We try to stress extra things
that the services have not thought of
or do not think they have enough
money for.

One of the things we have stressed is
chemical and biological attack and the
fact that we are vulnerable to that in
this Nation and we need to set up a sys-
tem. We have suggested to the Defense
Department they use the National
Guard for this system, so that if any-
thing like that were to happen, a ter-
rorist attack using either of these
weapons, the National Guard would be
prepared to respond to that. Right now
we have responses by local govern-
ment, we have responses by one team
of Marines, but it is not nearly enough
to really respond to the ultimate prob-
lem.

Overall, we feel we do not have
enough money for defense. Procure-
ment has come down from $120 to $40
billion and it has been a very, very
delicate balance to make sure we mod-
ernize the forces, we keep the readiness
up, we increase the O&M. The Senate
has taken money out of O&M. We have
increased O&M. We hope we will be
able to convince them that readiness is
absolutely essential. The quality of our
forces is the best I have ever seen. We
continue to visit them. But when we
start cutting back, when we start hav-
ing a heavy tempo of operations as we
do, we have to get the money from
someplace.

The Bosnia operation has hurt us as
far as the amount of money goes for
modernization. It has also hurt us in
some of the problems we have had in
the recruit depots. At the recruit de-
pots, at some of them they have less
training time, they have less super-
visors, they have less people to do the
training. Consequently, we are going to
run into a substantial problem. We
hope that the services have changed
that. We hope that the Army in par-
ticular has addressed that and that in
the end this problem will go away.

Mr. Chairman, I join the gentleman
in saying that this is a bipartisan bill
and look forward to passing the bill
and addressing the amendments.

Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 minutes to
the gentleman from Washington [Mr.
DICKS].

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
strong support of the bill and urge my
colleagues as they did on the author-
ization bill to defeat any amendment
to strike out funding for the B–2.

During that debate during the au-
thorization bill, we were told repeat-
edly by the Defense Department that
there was no money in the out years
for funding for anything in the pro-
curement area. I want my colleagues to
know that the staff of the committee,
working with me, found an account, $20
billion in DOD modernization reserve.
This money was characterized by the
Comptroller as a bishop’s fund for the
new Secretary of Defense to fund
things that would come out of the
Quadrennial Defense Review.

Mr. Chairman, in the Quadrennial
Defense Review, they did not obligate
all of this money. There is still a sub-
stantial amount of money, $13 billion
of the $20 billion that has not been
committed. I would urge my colleagues
today that that $13 billion is just about
the exact amount of money that we
need to go ahead and procure addi-
tional B–2 bombers.

For those people who got up here and
said over and over again that this is a
zero sum game, it is a zero sum game,
plus $20 billion in funding in the out
years. I want my colleagues to be
aware of this. We are going to have a
spirited debate later on the B–2, but
there is $20 billion out there.

I would also point out that in the
past, Congress, this very Congress has
insisted that certain things be done in
the name of national defense. Our sub-
committee forced the Pentagon to
build 27 additional F–117’s. The F–117
stealth aircraft were the centerpiece of
the success in the war in the gulf.
Stealth worked and smart weapons
worked. We saved American lives.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman has expired.

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, I ask the
gentleman for 1 additional minute.

Mr. MURTHA. I may have to change
my vote on the B–2.

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, I ask the
gentleman for 30 seconds.

Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman
from Florida yield me a minute?

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman has expired.

Mr. MURTHA. I yield the gentleman
30 additional seconds.

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, the F–117
was the star weapon in the gulf war
and it was Congress that insisted that
we buy it. The gentleman from Penn-
sylvania and the gentleman from Flor-
ida were the two principal proponents
of that amendment. We also added
money for sealift at the urging of the
gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr.
MURTHA], then chairman. That turned
out to be absolutely crucial.

Under the Constitution of the United
States, the ultimate responsibility for
defense rests with the Congress. That
is why today I think we again need to

stand up, tell the Pentagon they are
wrong, look at the modernization re-
serve, and keep the money in for the B–
2.

Mr. MURTHA. Mr. Chairman, I yield
3 minutes to the gentleman from Wis-
consin [Mr. OBEY] who wishes that I
would have had to yield more time to
the gentleman so I could have changed
my vote on the B–2.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I rise to
express dissenting views to those which
apparently generally prevail in this
House on this legislation.

b 1100

We are about to vote on the largest
appropriations bill that comes before
us this year. We will do it in very little
time, with very little debate and with
very little protest, if you please, about
what I consider to be some of the mis-
guided efforts of this Congress in deal-
ing with military budget.

Mr. Chairman, I would simply point
out that I heard during the discussion
on the rule that there was alarm be-
cause there had been a number of years
during which we have had a significant
real reduction in the military budget. I
would point out that is because we
have had a significant reduction in the
military threats facing this country.
The fact is that since the collapse of
the Soviet empire we have had about
an 80-percent drop in Russian military
spending. We have not seen a concur-
rent reduction in our own military
spending to nearly that degree over
that same period of time.

I would also say that there have been
a number of warnings that we are in ef-
fect, by what we are buying in the mili-
tary budget, that we are again getting
ready to fight the last war and not get-
ting ready to fight the kind of war we
could be facing in the future. Everyone
who has studied the military budget
knows that we are buying far too many
high cost weapon systems in order to
fit into the overall budget ceilings
which we are being asked to comply
with over the next 5 years under the
budget agreement. No one who studies
the military budget can come away
without an understanding that we are
going to have to stop the purchase of
one and probably two expensive mili-
tary weapon systems if we want to be
able to maintain the level of readiness
that will be needed over the coming
years and, if we want to, at the same
time, actually live within the budgets
that are being set by these agreements
that are being trumpeted around this
town over the last couple of months
and, in fact, couple of days.

I will be offering two amendments
today, one to eliminate the funding for
additional B–2’s that the Congress has
decided that the Government ought to
purchase despite the fact that over 20
studies through the years have indi-
cated that we do not need those weap-
ons and, in fact, that we even had the
Defense Department itself conclude
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that it would be counterproductive in
terms of maximizing the use of our de-
fense dollars.

I will also be offering an amendment
which precludes the sale of the F–22
abroad so that we do not get into the
ludicrous position of selling our most
sophisticated military technology
around the world and then using that
as an excuse to build yet more sophisti-
cated planes in the future.

Mr. MURTHA. Mr. Chairman, I yield
back the balance of my time.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield myself 1 minute.

Mr. Chairman, I want to compliment,
in addition to the gentleman from
Pennsylvania [Mr. MURTHA], the mem-
bers of our subcommittee, the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin [Mr. OBEY] and
the gentleman from Louisiana [Mr.
LIVINGSTON], who is chairman of the
full committee, because while there
have been some differences, we have
been able to deal with these in a very,
very responsible and mature way, and I
appreciate the leadership of the chair-
man of the full committee and ranking
member, who have cooperated with us.

With that, Mr. Chairman, I would
just like to say this is a good bill.
There will be several amendments that
we will agree to, others that we will
have to oppose, but all and all it is a
good bill. It provides, within the budg-
et limits, it provides the best that we
can for the members of the military,
and we are getting a lot for the dollar.

Mr. FORBES. Mr. Chairman, I rise in sup-
port of H.R. 2266 the Department of Defense
Appropriations Act for Fiscal Year 1998, and I
applaud the hard work of Members on both
sides of the aisle who crafted a truly bipartisan
agreement that strengthens our Armed Forces
at home and abroad. But, I was disappointed
to see that the Department of Defense’s peer-
reviewed breast cancer research program was
funded at only $125 million. Whereas the Sen-
ate wisely chose to fund this program at $175
million for fiscal year 1998.

Mr. Speaker, breast cancer remains the
most common cancer in women. Last year,
close to 200,000 women were diagnosed with
breast cancer and nearly 50,000 died of the
disease. Women continue to face a 1 in 8
chance of developing breast cancer during
their lifetimes. Thankfully the breast cancer
death rate for U.S. women has fallen about 5
percent in recent years, dropping from 27.5
per 100,000 women in 1989 to 25.9 in 1993.
Officials with the National Cancer Institute at-
tribute the drop, in part, to a rapid increase in
mammography and public awareness of the
disease. But, research remains our most valu-
able and indispensable instrument in combat-
ing this devastating disease.

There is no better argument in favor of more
research than my own district on eastern Long
Island. Suffolk County, Long Island, which
ranks fourth in breast cancer mortality rates
among the 116 largest counties in the United
States. This extremely high rate of incidence
of breast cancer has prompted the establish-
ment of the Long Island Breast Cancer Study
Project, a 5 year effort to identify the possible
environmental factors that can contribute to
the development of breast cancer.

Over the past several years, number of sig-
nificant research advances have been made

regarding the basic biology of breast cancer
that offer a glimmer of hope to women and
their families. These advances are enabling
researchers to better focus on areas that hold
future promise for research. The Department
of Defense’s peer-reviewed program has be-
come renowned for its innovative and efficient
use of resources. Over 90 percent of program
funds go directly to research grants. This pro-
gram is critical and deserves increased fund-
ing. I urge my colleagues in the House to
adopt the Senate’s funding level of $175 mil-
lion so that the Department of Defense can
continue its vital work in fighting breast can-
cer. Mr. Speaker, too many of our mothers,
daughters, and sisters have been afflicted with
this destructive disease. We must do more.
Thank you.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. Chairman, I want to
commend Chairman YOUNG and Congressman
MURTHA for their considerable work on the De-
partment of Defense Appropriations. The bill
before the House today appropriates $248.3
billion for defense programs. In this process
we have taken several positive steps, but we
have also neglected our responsibilities at
times.

As many of my colleagues know, I am a
supporter of the Ballistic Missile Defense pro-
gram. I am encouraged by the $3.7 billion pro-
vided to the Ballistic Missile Defense Organi-
zation. Though an unlikely target, my island,
Guam, is an American community among
other nations. We must strive to establish a
program that protects all American commu-
nities should a country develop the capabilities
and possess the will to pose a missile threat
to the United States. We must endeavor to de-
velop a system and deploy it in conjunction
with the capabilities of any potential adversary.
Now is the time to ensure these programs are
headed in the direction to ensure our safety.

Mr. Chairman, this bill also rectifies a failure
to provide proper health care for our military
members. This House has seen the need to
ensure quality health care and the impact this
has on the quality of life for our service mem-
bers by appropriating $10.3 billion for the De-
fense Health Program. In addition, Mr. Chair-
man this bill takes major steps to ensure we
equip our service members with the best and
most advanced weaponry and equipment. One
item of concern to me was the Marine Corps
need for the V–22 Osprey. The increase in
funding for the V–22 will provide a valuable
tool to the Marine Corps and I am encouraged
that my colleagues have supported this effort.
Mr. Chairman, this bill takes several positive
steps, but everything is not beneficial.

Mr. Chairman, I am disappointed by the De-
partment of Defense’s handling of appropria-
tions for the Department of Defense Education
Activity. These appropriations support the De-
partment of Defense Overseas Schools and
Domestic Dependent Elementary and Second-
ary Schools. This bill recommends an increase
of $4 million over the budget request and an
increase of $20 million to be applied to the
backlog of real property maintenance. Let me
explain to my colleagues why there are prob-
lems with how the DOD Education Activity
handles its funds. As some of my colleagues
may know, the Department of Defense has
taken on an initiative to open DOD schools on
Guam. This may be the first time domestic
schools were established not in a combined
effort with the local community but in complete
disregard for the local community. To highlight

this effort, in February of this year the DOD
comptroller, the person that is crucial to the
budget development, testified before the
House Appropriations Committee, Subcommit-
tee on Military Construction that no DOD
schools would be established in Guam. Yet,
the Defense Department swiftly moved to es-
tablish schools and to accomplish this repro-
grammed funds. As I was briefed yesterday,
funds were reprogrammed from within the
DOD Education Activity and from other oper-
ations and maintenance accounts. What we
have done by giving a blanket increase in
funding is allowed DOD to disregard the prop-
er appropriations process. I hope these re-
programming efforts do not result in a lack of
funding for those schools that are established
and were reflected in the budget process.

Mr. NETHERCUTT. Mr. Chairman, I rise as
a member of the House Appropriations Sub-
committee on National Security to express my
strong support for H.R. 2266, the fiscal year
1998 Defense appropriations bill.

As my colleagues have mentioned, this bill
adds $4.4 billion to the President’s original re-
quest for fiscal year 1998, although the Sec-
retary of Defense and the services subse-
quently informed Congress of several short-
falls which require funding above the Presi-
dent’s budget. I am pleased that Congress in-
sisted upon, and President Clinton now sup-
ports, an increase in the defense budget for
fiscal year 1998. The President’s original re-
quest severely underfunded a number of key
defense priorities, including health care and
modernization, and additional funding has
helped the Appropriations Committee correct
those shortfalls.

H.R. 2266 also includes several provisions
which promote greater efficiency and reforms
in the way the Department of Defense oper-
ates and spends public funds. According to
the nonprofit defense reform group Business
Executives for National Security, between 60
and 70 percent of the defense budget is
consumed by support personnel and infra-
structure, such as logistics, maintenance, and
travel supervision, while only 30 to 40 percent
goes to fund actual combat forces. H.R. 2266
addresses this problem by reducing expendi-
tures for personnel and operations to reflect
over $500 million in savings from increased
outsourcing, privatization, and other reforms.
For example, this bill saves $50 million in tax-
payer dollars because the Department of De-
fense will no longer be required to purchase
warranties for new weapons unless it makes
sense to do so.

I am also glad this bill improves on the ad-
ministration’s request for military research and
procurement, which is essential if America is
going to remain a world leader in the next
century. H.R. 2266 increases funding for de-
fense modernization by $4.7 billion over the
President’s budget. Let me mention a few
ways these funds will be used to prepare our
forces for warfare in the next century:

First, this bill will accelerate research and
development on theater and national missile
defense systems. Our troops and citizens are
currently virtually defenseless against ballistic
missile attack, including missiles armed with
nuclear, biological, or chemical warheads.
During the gulf war, Iraqi Scud’s demonstrated
the military and political danger of this vulner-
ability, yet we are still behind in our efforts to
provide our troops with effective missile de-
fense. H.R. 2266 addresses this problem.
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Let me single out one specific missile de-

fense program I strongly support: the airborne
laser. This program, which is actually in the
Air Force budget, would load a high powered
laser into a Boeing 747, which would patrol
near enemy territory and shoot down enemy
missiles immediately after their launch, which
means that any noxious payloads on those
missiles would fall back on enemy territory.
Gen. Thomas Moorman, the Undersecretary of
the Air Force, has described this project as
‘‘the most revolutionary weapon in the DOD
budget today’’, and I am proud to support it.

Second, H.R. 2266 provides over $100 mil-
lion to improve the DOD’s ability to defend
against chemical and biological attack with
better technology, equipment, and training.
Chemical and biological weapons are a pri-
mary new threat to American forces and the
American people. They are relatively inexpen-
sive and easy to build, so terrorists and less
advanced nations view these horrible weapons
as a means to compensate for the conven-
tional superiority of American forces.

I also want to express my support for a pro-
vision suggested by my colleague from Wash-
ington State, Congressman DICKS, which
would require the Department of Defense to
report on alternatives to current theater com-
bat simulations. The Department of Defense is
still using combat models which were devel-
oped decades ago to simulate warfare be-
tween huge land armies fighting in Europe.
These models are inappropriate for the kind of
conflict U.S. forces have seen in the 1990’s
and will see in the next century, yet they are
used to choose the shape of U.S. military
forces and to evaluate revolutionary weapons
systems. These models fail to adequately con-
sider the innovations of aircraft stealth and
precision munitions, or the selective bombing
tactics used by the Air Force to render Iraqi
forces in the gulf war ineffective.

Revising the DOD’s theater combat simula-
tion tools will not only improve the ability of
the DOD to incorporate advanced weaponry
and tactics into defense planning. Better mod-
els will help the United States plan for uncon-
ventional challenges which face future U.S.
forces, such as chemical and biological weap-
ons, attacks on defense and civilian computer
networks, cruise and ballistic missile attacks,
and competition for control of space.

Finally, I am glad that the National Security
Subcommittee provided for a $274 million
shortfall in military health care funding. Thou-
sands of military families and retirees in my
district rely upon military health care facilities
and the TRICARE network, and this drastic
cut in health care in the President’s budget
would have significantly reduced access to
health care in eastern Washington. I support
the additional committee funding for health
care to make up this shortfall and keep faith
with this Nation’s military retirees and military
families.

One of the health care provisions with which
I was personally involved is a research pro-
gram to look at innovative diabetes detection,
prevention, and care techniques. Diabetes af-
fects over 16 million Americans, including
thousands of military beneficiaries. Many of
the health consequences and costs of diabe-
tes can be avoided through effective diabetes
screening and early treatment. A project re-
flecting these goals was described in testi-
mony presented to the House National Secu-
rity Appropriations Subcommittee, which would

conduct a two-region experiment in conjunc-
tion with the Veterans Administration. I look
forward to seeing this project go forward and
benefit the military families and retirees who
are at risk from this disease.

I encourage all Members of the House to
support this legislation. H.R. 2266 includes
funding for important military priorities, pro-
motes increased efficiency at the Department
of Defense, and provides health care to mili-
tary beneficiaries.

Ms. LOFGREN. Mr. Chairman, I want to in-
form the House that the ranking member of
the subcommittee, Mr. MURTHA has informed
me that the Appropriations Committee has re-
viewed allegations with respect to the Navy
and the low-bid awardee of a contract to pro-
vide cockpit video recording systems for the F/
A–18, and that the committee has found the
Navy’s conduct and the performance of the
contractor to comply with all applicable laws
and regulations. This should put this issue to
rest.

Mr. BROWN of California. Mr. Chairman,
during consideration of the bill, H.R. 2266, the
Defense appropriations bill, the House adopt-
ed an amendment that would eliminate the
participation of the Defense Department in a
valuable program of international scientific co-
operation, the Man and the Biosphere pro-
gram.

This amendment was not about money. In-
deed, the Air Force participation has been vol-
untary and they have usually provided only
about $50,000 each year. This amendment
would bar them from participating in this inter-
agency program and that money would simply
be spent elsewhere. The cost of offering and
debating this amendment is likely far greater
than anything the taxpayer would see in sav-
ings.

This amendment is about policy, however—
a very bad policy. This amendment says that
Congress believes that there is no link be-
tween environmental stewardship and national
security. It says that we intend that the Fed-
eral agencies should withdraw from any inter-
national leadership role in demonstrating how
sustainable development and economic
growth can be made compatible.

One need only look at emerging political
strife in countries such as Nigeria to see the
direct relationship between the environment
and the ability of Third World nations to work
toward democracy. For this reason, the State
Department has begun to make environmental
concerns an integral piece of our foreign pol-
icy and national security strategy. This amend-
ment would negate that progress.

There have been a great many arguments
made against the Man and the Biosphere pro-
gram over the past several months. Oppo-
nents have characterized it as a U.N. plot to
take over our sovereign lands, that it degrades
property values, and that the executive branch
lacks legal authority to carry out this program.
All of these arguments are based on severe
distortions of fact.

What is true, and a matter I have personally
sought to address, is that the Congress has
never enacted organic legislation that spells
out exactly what the Man and the Biosphere
program should do and what it should not do.
Unfortunately, my bill, H.R. 1801, has not
been brought to the floor and there is no indi-
cation that it will be.

This is not unusual, however, most of the
programs Congress appropriates money for

lack such a statutory basis. It is unreasonable
to assert that the Congress should enact an
organic bill for each program in the Federal
Government. The sheer cost and complexity
of this would be staggering.

Earlier this year, the House narrowly voted
to eliminate this program in the Interior appro-
priations bill. Fortunately, the other body had
explicitly rejected the House position. I hope it
will continue to do so for other bills containing
this limitation.

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

The CHAIRMAN. All time for general
debate has expired.

Pursuant to the rule, the bill shall be
considered for amendment under the 5-
minute rule.

During consideration of the bill for
amendment, the Chair may accord pri-
ority in recognition to a Member offer-
ing an amendment that he has printed
in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD. Those
amendments will be considered read.

The Chairman of the Committee of
the Whole may postpone a request for a
recorded vote on any amendment and
may reduce to a minimum of 5 minutes
the time for voting on any postponed
question that immediately follows an-
other vote, provided that the time for
voting on the first question shall be a
minimum of 15 minutes.

The Clerk will read.
The Clerk read as follows:

H.R. 2266
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled, That the following sums
are appropriated, out of any money in the
Treasury not otherwise appropriated, for the
fiscal year ending September 30, 1998, for
military functions administered by the De-
partment of Defense, and for other purposes,
namely:

TITLE I
MILITARY PERSONNEL

MILITARY PERSONNEL, ARMY

For pay, allowances, individual clothing,
subsistence, interest on deposits, gratuities,
permanent change of station travel (includ-
ing all expenses thereof for organizational
movements), and expenses of temporary duty
travel between permanent duty stations, for
members of the Army on active duty (except
members of reserve components provided for
elsewhere), cadets, and aviation cadets; and
for payments pursuant to section 156 of Pub-
lic Law 97–377, as amended (42 U.S.C. 402
note), to section 229(b) of the Social Security
Act (42 U.S.C. 429(b)), and to the Department
of Defense Military Retirement Fund;
$20,445,381,000.

MILITARY PERSONNEL, NAVY

For pay, allowances, individual clothing,
subsistence, interest on deposits, gratuities,
permanent change of station travel (includ-
ing all expenses thereof for organizational
movements), and expenses of temporary duty
travel between permanent duty stations, for
members of the Navy on active duty (except
members of the Reserve provided for else-
where), midshipmen, and aviation cadets;
and for payments pursuant to section 156 of
Public Law 97–377, as amended (42 U.S.C. 402
note), to section 229(b) of the Social Security
Act (42 U.S.C. 429(b)), and to the Department
of Defense Military Retirement Fund;
$16,504,911,000.

MILITARY PERSONNEL, MARINE CORPS

For pay, allowances, individual clothing,
subsistence, interest on deposits, gratuities,
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permanent change of station travel (includ-
ing all expenses thereof for organizational
movements), and expenses of temporary duty
travel between permanent duty stations, for
members of the Marine Corps on active duty
(except members of the Reserve provided for
elsewhere); and for payments pursuant to
section 156 of Public Law 97–377, as amended
(42 U.S.C. 402 note), to section 229(b) of the
Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 429(b)), and to
the Department of Defense Military Retire-
ment Fund; $6,141,635,000.

MILITARY PERSONNEL, AIR FORCE

For pay, allowances, individual clothing,
subsistence, interest on deposits, gratuities,
permanent change of station travel (includ-
ing all expenses thereof for organizational
movements), and expenses of temporary duty
travel between permanent duty stations, for
members of the Air Force on active duty (ex-
cept members of reserve components pro-
vided for elsewhere), cadets, and aviation ca-
dets; and for payments pursuant to section
156 of Public Law 97–377, as amended (42
U.S.C. 402 note), to section 229(b) of the So-
cial Security Act (42 U.S.C. 429(b)), and to
the Department of Defense Military Retire-
ment Fund; $17,044,874,000.

RESERVE PERSONNEL, ARMY

For pay, allowances, clothing, subsistence,
gratuities, travel, and related expenses for
personnel of the Army Reserve on active
duty under sections 10211, 10302, and 3038 of
title 10, United States Code, or while serving
on active duty under section 12301(d) of title
10, United States Code, in connection with
performing duty specified in section 12310(a)
of title 10, United States Code, or while un-
dergoing reserve training, or while perform-
ing drills or equivalent duty or other duty,
and for members of the Reserve Officers’
Training Corps, and expenses authorized by
section 16131 of title 10, United States Code;
and for payments to the Department of De-
fense Military Retirement Fund;
$2,045,615,000.

RESERVE PERSONNEL, NAVY

For pay, allowances, clothing, subsistence,
gratuities, travel, and related expenses for
personnel of the Navy Reserve on active duty
under section 10211 of title 10, United States
Code, or while serving on active duty under
section 12301(d) of title 10, United States
Code, in connection with performing duty
specified in section 12310(a) of title 10, United
States Code, or while undergoing reserve
training, or while performing drills or equiv-
alent duty, and for members of the Reserve
Officers’ Training Corps, and expenses au-
thorized by section 16131 of title 10, United
States Code; and for payments to the Depart-
ment of Defense Military Retirement Fund;
$1,377,249,000.

RESERVE PERSONNEL, MARINE CORPS

For pay, allowances, clothing, subsistence,
gratuities, travel, and related expenses for
personnel of the Marine Corps Reserve on ac-
tive duty under section 10211 of title 10, Unit-
ed States Code, or while serving on active
duty under section 12301(d) of title 10, United
States Code, in connection with performing
duty specified in section 12310(a) of title 10,
United States Code, or while undergoing re-
serve training, or while performing drills or
equivalent duty, and for members of the Ma-
rine Corps platoon leaders class, and ex-
penses authorized by section 16131 of title 10,
United States Code; and for payments to the
Department of Defense Military Retirement
Fund; $391,953,000.

RESERVE PERSONNEL, AIR FORCE

For pay, allowances, clothing, subsistence,
gratuities, travel, and related expenses for
personnel of the Air Force Reserve on active
duty under sections 10211, 10305, and 8038 of

title 10, United States Code, or while serving
on active duty under section 12301(d) of title
10, United States Code, in connection with
performing duty specified in section 12310(a)
of title 10, United States Code, or while un-
dergoing reserve training, or while perform-
ing drills or equivalent duty or other duty,
and for members of the Air Reserve Officers’
Training Corps, and expenses authorized by
section 16131 of title 10, United States Code;
and for payments to the Department of De-
fense Military Retirement Fund; $814,772,000.

NATIONAL GUARD PERSONNEL, ARMY

For pay, allowances, clothing, subsistence,
gratuities, travel, and related expenses for
personnel of the Army National Guard while
on duty under section 10211, 10302, or 12402 of
title 10 or section 708 of title 32, United
States Code, or while serving on duty under
section 12301(d) of title 10 or section 502(f) of
title 32, United States Code, in connection
with performing duty specified in section
12310(a) of title 10, United States Code, or
while undergoing training, or while perform-
ing drills or equivalent duty or other duty,
and expenses authorized by section 16131 of
title 10, United States Code; and for pay-
ments to the Department of Defense Military
Retirement Fund; $3,245,387,000.

NATIONAL GUARD PERSONNEL, AIR FORCE

For pay, allowances, clothing, subsistence,
gratuities, travel, and related expenses for
personnel of the Air National Guard on duty
under section 10211, 10305, or 12402 of title 10
or section 708 of title 32, United States Code,
or while serving on duty under section
12301(d) of title 10 or section 502(f) of title 32,
United States Code, in connection with per-
forming duty specified in section 12310(a) of
title 10, United States Code, or while under-
going training, or while performing drills or
equivalent duty or other duty, and expenses
authorized by section 16131 of title 10, United
States Code; and for payments to the Depart-
ment of Defense Military Retirement Fund;
$1,331,417,000.

TITLE II
OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE
OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, ARMY

(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS)

For expenses, not otherwise provided for,
necessary for the operation and maintenance
of the Army, as authorized by law; and not
to exceed $11,437,000, can be used for emer-
gencies and extraordinary expenses, to be ex-
pended on the approval or authority of the
Secretary of the Army, and payments may
be made on his certificate of necessity for
confidential military purposes; $17,078,218,000
and, in addition, $50,000,000 shall be derived
by transfer from the National Defense Stock-
pile Transaction Fund: Provided, That of the
funds appropriated in this paragraph, not
less than $300,000,000 shall be made available
only for conventional ammunition care and
maintenance.

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, NAVY

(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS)

For expenses, not otherwise provided for,
necessary for the operation and maintenance
of the Navy and the Marine Corps, as author-
ized by law; and not to exceed $4,011,000, can
be used for emergencies and extraordinary
expenses, to be expended on the approval or
authority of the Secretary of the Navy, and
payments may be made on his certificate of
necessity for confidential military purposes;
$21,779,365,000 and, in addition, $50,000,000
shall be derived by transfer from the Na-
tional Defense Stockpile Transaction Fund:
Provided, That of the funds appropriated in
this paragraph, $406,666,000 shall not be obli-
gated or expended until authorized by law.
OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, MARINE CORPS

For expenses, not otherwise provided for,
necessary for the operation and maintenance

of the Marine Corps, as authorized by law;
$2,598,032,000: Provided, That of the funds ap-
propriated in this paragraph, $216,787,000
shall not be obligated or expended until au-
thorized by law.

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, AIR FORCE

(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS)

For expenses, not otherwise provided for,
necessary for the operation and maintenance
of the Air Force, as authorized by law; and
not to exceed $8,362,000 can be used for emer-
gencies and extraordinary expenses, to be ex-
pended on the approval or authority of the
Secretary of the Air Force, and payments
may be made on his certificate of necessity
for confidential military purposes;
$18,740,167,000 and, in addition, $50,000,000
shall be derived by transfer from the Na-
tional Defense Stockpile Transaction Fund.
OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, DEFENSE-WIDE

For expenses, not otherwise provided for,
necessary for the operation and maintenance
of activities and agencies of the Department
of Defense (other than the military depart-
ments), as authorized by law; $10,066,956,000,
of which not to exceed $25,000,000 may be
available for the CINC initiative fund ac-
count; and of which not to exceed $28,850,000
can be used for emergencies and extraor-
dinary expenses, to be expended on the ap-
proval or authority of the Secretary of De-
fense, and payments may be made on his cer-
tificate of necessity for confidential military
purposes: Provided, That of the funds appro-
priated in this paragraph, $36,899,000 shall
not be obligated or expended until author-
ized by law.

AMENDMENT NO. 3 OFFERED BY MR. DEFAZIO

Mr. DEFAZIO. Mr. Chairman, I offer
amendment No. 1 which was
preprinted.

The Clerk will designate the amend-
ment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Amendment No. 3 offered by Mr. DEFAZIO:
Page 9, line 19, insert after the dollar

amount the following: ‘‘(reduced by
$15,000,000)’’.

Page 32, line 25, insert after the dollar
amount the following: ‘‘(increased by
$15,000,000)’’.

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. I have a par-
liamentary inquiry, Mr. Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will
state his parliamentary inquiry.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, we had expected that this was
amendment No. 3.

Mr. DEFAZIO. Mr. Chairman, I called
it 1 when I handed it to them. It is the
$15 million one, which is for the cooper-
ative research program, VA coopera-
tive research.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will state
that this is amendment No. 3 as print-
ed in the RECORD.

The gentleman from Oregon [Mr.
DEFAZIO] is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. DEFAZIO. Mr. Chairman, I shall
not use the entire time.

Every year since 1987, the VA medi-
cal and prosthetics research appropria-
tion has been supplemented by funds
transferred to the VA under a coopera-
tive agreement between the DOD and
the Department of Veterans Affairs.
The DOD–VA cooperative medical re-
search program supports vital research
covering a broad spectrum of health,
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science, and medical research focusing
on conditions that impact both active
duty and veterans. Among the pro-
grams funded are posttraumatic stress
disorder research, cardiovascular fit-
ness, combat casualty care, bone heal-
ing replacement, skin repair, vascular
repair, spinal cord injury. This is an
excellent program. I know times are
tough, but I believe that we should be
able to find the funds within the budg-
et to fund this program at the modest
level of $15 million.

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

Mr. DEFAZIO. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania.

Mr. MURTHA. Mr. Chairman, we
have no problem on this side with the
amendment.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, would the gentleman yield?

Mr. DEFAZIO. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Florida.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I would like to point out to the
gentleman that we have funded this
program in the past, and one reason we
did not include it in the bill for this
year was the fact that the other body
did include it, and we expect that it
will be a conference item. But we do
support the program, and we are pre-
pared to accept the amendment.

Mr. DEFAZIO. Mr. Chairman, I just
wanted to be absolutely certain that
we get the funding into this program,
it did not get lost in conference. I ap-
preciate the support of the gentleman
from Florida and the gentleman from
Pennsylvania.

The CHAIRMAN. Does any other
Member wish to speak on the amend-
ment?

If not, the question is on the amend-
ment offered by the gentleman from
Oregon [Mr. DEFAZIO].

The amendment was agreed to.
The CHAIRMAN. Are their there

other amendments to this portion of
the bill?

AMENDMENT NO. 7 OFFERED BY MR. SANDERS

Mr. SANDERS. Mr. Chairman, I offer
an amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-
ignate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Amendment No. 7 offered by Mr. SANDERS:
Page 9, line 19, insert after the dollar

amount the following: ‘‘(increased by
$2,000,000)’’.

Page 32, line 11, insert after the dollar
amount the following: ‘‘(reduced by
$2,000,000)’’.

Mr. SANDERS. Mr. Chairman, the
amendment that I am bringing forth is
a very simple amendment. It is a
chance for Members in the House to
support their National Guard to in-
crease funding for an educational pro-
gram that represents just the kind of
policy initiatives we need for young
people in this country.

Mr. Chairman, this amendment,
which is endorsed by the National
Guard Association of the United
States, will increase funding by $2 mil-

lion for the National Guard star based
program, bringing the program up to
the President’s request of $4 million.
The star based public outreach pro-
gram is administered by the National
Guard and targets youth in grades 4
through 6, it is the fourth, fifth, and
sixth grades, to learn, hands on, with
Guard pilots and technicians about
math, science, and technology and to
stay off of drugs.

Mr. Chairman, the star based pro-
gram, my amendment brings funding
for the National Guard star based pro-
gram up to the $4 million requested by
the President. This is, I think, exactly
what we want to do in our commu-
nities. We talk a whole lot about ask-
ing kids to stay off of drugs. What this
program does is have people from the
National Guard interact with young
people, explain to them the planes in
the air work for certain reasons and
get young kids excited in math and
science, and the studies that have been
done on the results of this program are
excellent. More and more kids have an
interest in math, they have an interest
in science. It is a wonderful program
for the National Guard, and it has been
very successful.

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

Mr. SANDERS. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Vermont.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, offering the same explanation
that I did on the previous amendment,
we are happy to accept this amend-
ment.

Mr. SANDERS. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman from Florida very
much and I thank the gentleman from
Pennsylvania very much.

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

The CHAIRMAN. Is there further dis-
cussion on this amendment?

If not, the question is on the amend-
ment offered by the gentleman from
Vermont [Mr. SANDERS].

The amendment was agreed to.
Mr. BRADY. Mr. Chairman, I move

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

into a colloquy with the gentleman
from Florida [Mr. YOUNG].

As the gentleman was aware, the
Senate-passed defense authorization
bill for fiscal year 1998 recommends $5
million for the Secretary of Defense to
conduct a pilot program to determine
if hydrocarbon fuels can be tagged for
analysis and identification.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chairman
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. BRADY. I yield to the gentleman
from Florida.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I would respond to his question
by saying that is my understanding.

Mr. BRADY. Mr. Chairman, it is an-
ticipated that this program will deter
theft, aid in the investigation of fuel
theft and aid in determining the source
of surface and underground pollution
and locations where the Department of
Defense and civilian companies main-
tain separate fuel storage facilities.

Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gen-
tleman from Florida.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I would say the gentleman is cor-
rect in his description of this program.

Mr. BRADY. Mr. Chairman, it is also
my understanding that this pilot pro-
gram could also be funded through title
II of the pending bill in the operation
and maintenance defense-wide account.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, again if the gentleman will yield,
I would say that he is correct on the
likely source of funding for this pilot
program.

Mr. BRADY. Mr. Chairman, I look
forward to learning the results of this
pilot program and thank the gen-
tleman from Florida for his leadership
and assistance.

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

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, ARMY
RESERVE

For expenses, not otherwise provided for,
necessary for the operation and mainte-
nance, including training, organization, and
administration, of the Army Reserve; repair
of facilities and equipment; hire of passenger
motor vehicles; travel and transportation;
care of the dead; recruiting; procurement of
services, supplies, and equipment; and com-
munications; $1,207,891,000: Provided, That of
the funds appropriated in this paragraph,
$5,000,000 shall not be obligated or expended
until authorized by law.

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, NAVY RESERVE

For expenses, not otherwise provided for,
necessary for the operation and mainte-
nance, including training, organization, and
administration, of the Navy Reserve; repair
of facilities and equipment; hire of passenger
motor vehicles; travel and transportation;
care of the dead; recruiting; procurement of
services, supplies, and equipment; and com-
munications; $924,711,000: Provided, That of
the funds appropriated in this paragraph,
$75,000,000 shall not be obligated or expended
until authorized by law.

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, MARINE CORPS
RESERVE

For expenses, not otherwise provided for,
necessary for the operation and mainte-
nance, including training, organization, and
administration, of the Marine Corps Reserve;
repair of facilities and equipment; hire of
passenger motor vehicles; travel and trans-
portation; care of the dead; recruiting; pro-
curement of services, supplies, and equip-
ment; and communications; $119,266,000: Pro-
vided, That of the funds appropriated in this
paragraph, $8,900,000 shall not be obligated or
expended until authorized by law.

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, AIR FORCE
RESERVE

For expenses, not otherwise provided for,
necessary for the operation and mainte-
nance, including training, organization, and
administration, of the Air Force Reserve; re-
pair of facilities and equipment; hire of pas-
senger motor vehicles; travel and transpor-
tation; care of the dead; recruiting; procure-
ment of services, supplies, and equipment;
and communications; $1,635,250,000: Provided,
That of the funds appropriated in this para-
graph, $6,130,000 shall not be obligated or ex-
pended until authorized by law.

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, ARMY
NATIONAL GUARD

For expenses of training, organizing, and
administering the Army National Guard, in-
cluding medical and hospital treatment and
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related expenses in non-Federal hospitals;
maintenance, operation, and repairs to
structures and facilities; hire of passenger
motor vehicles; personnel services in the Na-
tional Guard Bureau; travel expenses (other
than mileage), as authorized by law for
Army personnel on active duty, for Army
National Guard division, regimental, and
battalion commanders while inspecting units
in compliance with National Guard Bureau
regulations when specifically authorized by
the Chief, National Guard Bureau; supplying
and equipping the Army National Guard as
authorized by law; and expenses of repair,
modification, maintenance, and issue of sup-
plies and equipment (including aircraft);
$2,313,632,000: Provided, That of the funds ap-
propriated in this paragraph, $47,200,000 shall
not be obligated or expended until author-
ized by law.
OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, AIR NATIONAL

GUARD

For operation and maintenance of the Air
National Guard, including medical and hos-
pital treatment and related expenses in non-
Federal hospitals; maintenance, operation,
repair, and other necessary expenses of fa-
cilities for the training and administration
of the Air National Guard, including repair
of facilities, maintenance, operation, and
modification of aircraft; transportation of
things, hire of passenger motor vehicles; sup-
plies, materials, and equipment, as author-
ized by law for the Air National Guard; and
expenses incident to the maintenance and
use of supplies, materials, and equipment, in-
cluding such as may be furnished from
stocks under the control of agencies of the
Department of Defense; travel expenses
(other than mileage) on the same basis as au-
thorized by law for Air National Guard per-
sonnel on active Federal duty, for Air Na-
tional Guard commanders while inspecting
units in compliance with National Guard Bu-
reau regulations when specifically author-
ized by the Chief, National Guard Bureau;
$2,995,719,000: Provided, That of the funds ap-
propriated in this paragraph, $9,750,000 shall
not be obligated or expended until author-
ized by law.

OVERSEAS CONTINGENCY OPERATIONS
TRANSFER FUND

(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS)

For expenses directly relating to Overseas
Contingency Operations by United States
military forces; $1,855,400,000: Provided, That
the Secretary of Defense may transfer these
funds only to operation and maintenance ac-
counts within this title, and working capital
funds: Provided further, That the funds trans-
ferred shall be merged with and shall be
available for the same purposes and for the
same time period, as the appropriation to
which transferred: Provided further, That the
transfer authority provided in this para-
graph is in addition to any other transfer au-
thority contained elsewhere in this Act: Pro-
vided further, That of the funds appropriated
in this paragraph, $387,900,000 shall not be ob-
ligated or expended until authorized by law.

UNITED STATES COURT OF APPEALS FOR THE
ARMED FORCES

For salaries and expenses necessary for the
United States Court of Appeals for the
Armed Forces; $6,952,000, of which not to ex-
ceed $5,000 can be used for official represen-
tation purposes.

ENVIRONMENTAL RESTORATION, ARMY

(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS)

For the Department of the Army,
$377,337,000, to remain available until trans-
ferred: Provided, That the Secretary of the
Army shall, upon determining that such
funds are required for environmental res-
toration, reduction and recycling of hazard-

ous waste, removal of unsafe buildings and
debris of the Department of the Army, or for
similar purposes, transfer the funds made
available by this appropriation to other ap-
propriations made available to the Depart-
ment of the Army, to be merged with and to
be available for the same purposes and for
the same time period as the appropriations
to which transferred: Provided further, That
upon a determination that all or part of the
funds transferred from this appropriation are
not necessary for the purposes provided here-
in, such amounts may be transferred back to
this appropriation.

ENVIRONMENTAL RESTORATION, NAVY

(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS)

For the Department of the Navy,
$277,500,000, to remain available until trans-
ferred: Provided, That the Secretary of the
Navy shall, upon determining that such
funds are required for environmental res-
toration, reduction and recycling of hazard-
ous waste, removal of unsafe buildings and
debris of the Department of the Navy, or for
similar purposes, transfer the funds made
available by this appropriation to other ap-
propriations made available to the Depart-
ment of the Navy, to be merged with and to
be available for the same purposes and for
the same time period as the appropriations
to which transferred: Provided further, That
upon a determination that all or part of the
funds transferred from this appropriation are
not necessary for the purposes provided here-
in, such amounts may be transferred back to
this appropriation.

ENVIRONMENTAL RESTORATION, AIR FORCE

(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS)

For the Department of the Air Force,
$378,900,000, to remain available until trans-
ferred: Provided, That the Secretary of the
Air Force shall, upon determining that such
funds are required for environmental res-
toration, reduction and recycling of hazard-
ous waste, removal of unsafe buildings and
debris of the Department of the Air Force, or
for similar purposes, transfer the funds made
available by this appropriation to other ap-
propriations made available to the Depart-
ment of the Air Force, to be merged with and
to be available for the same purposes and for
the same time period as the appropriations
to which transferred: Provided further, That
upon a determination that all or part of the
funds transferred from this appropriation are
not necessary for the purposes provided here-
in, such amounts may be transferred back to
this appropriation.
ENVIRONMENTAL RESTORATION, DEFENSE-WIDE

(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS)

For the Department of the Defense,
$27,900,000, to remain available until trans-
ferred: Provided, That the Secretary of De-
fense shall, upon determining that such
funds are required for environmental res-
toration, reduction and recycling of hazard-
ous waste, removal of unsafe buildings and
debris of the Department of Defense, or for
similar purposes, transfer the funds made
available by this appropriation to other ap-
propriations made available to the Depart-
ment of Defense, to be merged with and to be
available for the same purposes and for the
same time period as the appropriations to
which transferred: Provided further, That
upon a determination that all or part of the
funds transferred from this appropriation are
not necessary for the purposes provided here-
in, such amounts may be transferred back to
this appropriation.

ENVIRONMENTAL RESTORATION, FORMERLY
USED DEFENSE SITES

(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS)

For the Department of the Army,
$202,300,000, to remain available until trans-

ferred: Provided, That the Secretary of the
Army shall, upon determining that such
funds are required for environmental res-
toration, reduction and recycling of hazard-
ous waste, removal of unsafe buildings and
debris at sites formerly used by the Depart-
ment of Defense, transfer the funds made
available by this appropriation to other ap-
propriations made available to the Depart-
ment of the Army, to be merged with and to
be available for the same purposes and for
the same time period as the appropriation to
which transferred: Provided further, That
upon a determination that all or part of the
funds transferred from this appropriation are
not necessary for the purposes provided here-
in, such amounts may be transferred back to
this appropriation.

OVERSEAS HUMANITARIAN, DISASTER, AND
CIVIC AID

For expenses relating to the Overseas Hu-
manitarian, Disaster, and Civic Aid pro-
grams of the Department of Defense (consist-
ing of the programs provided under sections
401, 402, 404, 2547, and 2551 of title 10, United
States Code); $55,557,000, to remain available
until September 30, 1999: Provided, That of
the funds appropriated in this paragraph,
$5,557,000 shall not be obligated or expended
until authorized by law.

FORMER SOVIET UNION THREAT REDUCTION

For assistance to the republics of the
former Soviet Union, including assistance
provided by contract or by grants, for facili-
tating the elimination and the safe and se-
cure transportation and storage of nuclear,
chemical and other weapons; for establishing
programs to prevent the proliferation of
weapons, weapons components, and weapon-
related technology and expertise; for pro-
grams relating to the training and support of
defense and military personnel for demili-
tarization and protection of weapons, weap-
ons components, and weapons technology
and expertise; $284,700,000, to remain avail-
able until September 30, 2000.

TITLE III
PROCUREMENT

AIRCRAFT PROCUREMENT, ARMY

For construction, procurement, produc-
tion, modification, and modernization of air-
craft, equipment, including ordnance, ground
handling equipment, spare parts, and acces-
sories therefor; specialized equipment and
training devices; expansion of public and pri-
vate plants, including the land necessary
therefor, for the foregoing purposes, and
such lands and interests therein, may be ac-
quired, and construction prosecuted thereon
prior to approval of title; and procurement
and installation of equipment, appliances,
and machine tools in public and private
plants; reserve plant and Government and
contractor-owned equipment layaway; and
other expenses necessary for the foregoing
purposes; $1,541,217,000, to remain available
for obligation until September 30, 2000: Pro-
vided, That of the $309,231,000 appropriated in
this paragraph for the procurement of UH–60
helicopters, $253,231,000 shall be available
only for the procurement of 26 such aircraft
to be provided to the Army National Guard
and $56,000,000 shall be available only for the
procurement of four such aircraft to be
reconfigured as CH–60 helicopters and pro-
vided to the Navy Reserve: Provided further,
That of the funds appropriated in this para-
graph, $5,953,000 shall not be obligated or ex-
pended until authorized by law.

MISSILE PROCUREMENT, ARMY

For construction, procurement, produc-
tion, modification, and modernization of
missiles, equipment, including ordnance,
ground handling equipment, spare parts, and
accessories therefor; specialized equipment
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and training devices; expansion of public and
private plants, including the land necessary
therefor, for the foregoing purposes, and
such lands and interests therein, may be ac-
quired, and construction prosecuted thereon
prior to approval of title; and procurement
and installation of equipment, appliances,
and machine tools in public and private
plants; reserve plant and Government and
contractor-owned equipment layaway; and
other expenses necessary for the foregoing
purposes; $771,942,000, to remain available for
obligation until September 30, 2000.

PROCUREMENT OF WEAPONS AND TRACKED
COMBAT VEHICLES, ARMY

For construction, procurement, produc-
tion, and modification of weapons and
tracked combat vehicles, equipment, includ-
ing ordnance, spare parts, and accessories
therefor; specialized equipment and training
devices; expansion of public and private
plants, including the land necessary there-
for, for the foregoing purposes, and such
lands and interests therein, may be acquired,
and construction prosecuted thereon prior to
approval of title; and procurement and in-
stallation of equipment, appliances, and ma-
chine tools in public and private plants; re-
serve plant and Government and contractor-
owned equipment layaway; and other ex-
penses necessary for the foregoing purposes;
$1,332,907,000, to remain available for obliga-
tion until September 30, 2000.

PROCUREMENT OF AMMUNITION, ARMY

For construction, procurement, produc-
tion, and modification of ammunition, and
accessories therefor; specialized equipment
and training devices; expansion of public and
private plants, including ammunition facili-
ties authorized by section 2854, title 10, Unit-
ed States Code, and the land necessary there-
for, for the foregoing purposes, and such
lands and interests therein, may be acquired,
and construction prosecuted thereon prior to
approval of title; and procurement and in-
stallation of equipment, appliances, and ma-
chine tools in public and private plants; re-
serve plant and Government and contractor-
owned equipment layaway; and other ex-
penses necessary for the foregoing purposes;
$1,062,802,000, to remain available for obliga-
tion until September 30, 2000.

OTHER PROCUREMENT, ARMY

For construction, procurement, produc-
tion, and modification of vehicles, including
tactical, support, and non-tracked combat
vehicles; communications and electronic
equipment; other support equipment; spare
parts, ordnance, and accessories therefor;
specialized equipment and training devices;
expansion of public and private plants, in-
cluding the land necessary therefor, for the
foregoing purposes, and such lands and inter-
ests therein, may be acquired, and construc-
tion prosecuted thereon prior to approval of
title; and procurement and installation of
equipment, appliances, and machine tools in
public and private plants; reserve plant and
Government and contractor-owned equip-
ment layaway; and other expenses necessary
for the foregoing purposes; $2,502,886,000, to
remain available for obligation until Sep-
tember 30, 2000.

AIRCRAFT PROCUREMENT, NAVY

For construction, procurement, produc-
tion, modification, and modernization of air-
craft, equipment, including ordnance, spare
parts, and accessories therefor; specialized
equipment; expansion of public and private
plants, including the land necessary there-
for, and such lands and interests therein,
may be acquired, and construction pros-
ecuted thereon prior to approval of title; and
procurement and installation of equipment,
appliances, and machine tools in public and
private plants; reserve plant and Govern-

ment and contractor-owned equipment lay-
away; $6,753,465,000, to remain available for
obligation until September 30, 2000: Provided,
That of the funds appropriated in this para-
graph, $580,515,000 shall not be obligated or
expended until authorized by law.

WEAPONS PROCUREMENT, NAVY

For construction, procurement, produc-
tion, modification, and modernization of
missiles, torpedoes, other weapons, and re-
lated support equipment including spare
parts, and accessories therefor; expansion of
public and private plants, including the land
necessary therefor, and such lands and inter-
ests therein, may be acquired, and construc-
tion prosecuted thereon prior to approval of
title; and procurement and installation of
equipment, appliances, and machine tools in
public and private plants; reserve plant and
Government and contractor-owned equip-
ment layaway; $1,175,393,000, to remain avail-
able for obligation until September 30, 2000.

PROCUREMENT OF AMMUNITION, NAVY AND
MARINE CORPS

For construction, procurement, produc-
tion, and modification of ammunition, and
accessories therefor; specialized equipment
and training devices; expansion of public and
private plants, including ammunition facili-
ties authorized by section 2854, title 10, Unit-
ed States Code, and the land necessary there-
for, for the foregoing purposes, and such
lands and interests therein, may be acquired,
and construction prosecuted thereon prior to
approval of title; and procurement and in-
stallation of equipment, appliances, and ma-
chine tools in public and private plants; re-
serve plant and Government and contractor-
owned equipment layaway; and other ex-
penses necessary for the foregoing purposes;
$423,797,000, to remain available for obliga-
tion until September 30, 2000.

SHIPBUILDING AND CONVERSION, NAVY

For expenses necessary for the construc-
tion, acquisition, or conversion of vessels as
authorized by law, including armor and ar-
mament thereof, plant equipment, appli-
ances, and machine tools and installation
thereof in public and private plants; reserve
plant and Government and contractor-owned
equipment layaway; procurement of critical,
long leadtime components and designs for
vessels to be constructed or converted in the
future; and expansion of public and private
plants, including land necessary therefor,
and such lands and interests therein, may be
acquired, and construction prosecuted there-
on prior to approval of title, $7,628,158,000, to
remain available for obligation until Sep-
tember 30, 2002: Provided, That additional ob-
ligations may be incurred after September
30, 2002, for engineering services, tests, eval-
uations, and other such budgeted work that
must be performed in the final stage of ship
construction: Provided further, That none of
the funds herein provided for the construc-
tion or conversion of any naval vessel to be
constructed in shipyards in the United
States shall be expended in foreign facilities
for the construction of major components of
such vessel: Provided further, That none of
the funds herein provided shall be used for
the construction of any naval vessel in for-
eign shipyards: Provided further, That none of
the funds in this paragraph for advance pro-
curement for the overhaul of CVN–69 may be
obligated unless the overhaul includes in-
stallation of cooperative engagement capa-
bility and the ship self-defense system: Pro-
vided further, That none of the funds in this
paragraph for production of DDG–51 destroy-
ers may be obligated unless at least four of
the twelve ships in the multiyear contract
for fiscal years 1997 to 2001 are to be deliv-
ered to the Government with cooperative en-
gagement capability and theater ballistic

missile defense capability installed when the
ships are commissioned.

OTHER PROCUREMENT, NAVY

For procurement, production, and mod-
ernization of support equipment and mate-
rials not otherwise provided for, Navy ord-
nance (except ordnance for new aircraft, new
ships, and ships authorized for conversion);
the purchase of not to exceed 194 passenger
motor vehicles for replacement only; and the
purchase of one vehicle required for physical
security of personnel, notwithstanding price
limitations applicable to passenger vehicles
but not to exceed $275,000 per vehicle; expan-
sion of public and private plants, including
the land necessary therefor, and such lands
and interests therein, may be acquired, and
construction prosecuted thereon prior to ap-
proval of title; and procurement and instal-
lation of equipment, appliances, and ma-
chine tools in public and private plants; re-
serve plant and Government and contractor-
owned equipment layaway; $3,084,485,000, to
remain available for obligation until Sep-
tember 30, 2000: Provided, That of the funds
appropriated in this paragraph, $11,053,000
shall not be obligated or expended until au-
thorized by law.

PROCUREMENT, MARINE CORPS

For expenses necessary for the procure-
ment, manufacture, and modification of mis-
siles, armament, military equipment, spare
parts, and accessories therefor; plant equip-
ment, appliances, and machine tools, and in-
stallation thereof in public and private
plants; reserve plant and Government and
contractor-owned equipment layaway; vehi-
cles for the Marine Corps, including the pur-
chase of not to exceed 40 passenger motor ve-
hicles for replacement only; and expansion of
public and private plants, including land
necessary therefor, and such lands and inter-
ests therein, may be acquired, and construc-
tion prosecuted thereon prior to approval of
title; $491,198,000, to remain available for ob-
ligation until September 30, 2000: Provided,
That of the funds appropriated in this para-
graph, $48,391,000 shall not be obligated or ex-
pended until authorized by law.

AIRCRAFT PROCUREMENT, AIR FORCE

For construction, procurement, and modi-
fication of aircraft and equipment, including
armor and armament, specialized ground
handling equipment, and training devices,
spare parts, and accessories therefor; special-
ized equipment; expansion of public and pri-
vate plants, Government-owned equipment
and installation thereof in such plants, erec-
tion of structures, and acquisition of land,
for the foregoing purposes, and such lands
and interests therein, may be acquired, and
construction prosecuted thereon prior to ap-
proval of title; reserve plant and Govern-
ment and contractor-owned equipment lay-
away; and other expenses necessary for the
foregoing purposes including rents and trans-
portation of things; $6,386,479,000 to remain
available for obligation until September 30,
2000: Provided, That of the amounts provided
under this heading, $20,000,000 is available
only to initiate phase II of the Department
of Defense plan to acquire and install up-
graded navigation and safety equipment for
passenger and troop carrying aircraft.

b 1115
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. OBEY

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I offer an
amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:
Amendment offered by Mr. OBEY:
Page 27, line 23, after the dollar amount,

insert the following: ‘‘(reduced by
$331,000,000)’’.

Page 31, line 2, after the dollar amount, in-
sert the following: ‘‘(increased by
$105,000,000)’’.
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Page 35, line 18, after the dollar amount,

insert the following: ‘‘(increased by
$12,000,000)’’.

Page 35, line 19, after the dollar amount,
insert the following: ‘‘(increased by
$12,000,000)’’.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I am offer-
ing this amendment on behalf of myself
and a number of other Members, in-
cluding the gentleman from California
[Mr. DELLUMS]. I know there are other
Members who will be speaking on it as
well. This amendment essentially cuts
331 million from the bill to prevent the
production of 9 B–2’s that the Pentagon
has not even asked for. It would reduce
the deficit by $214 million. It would add
$105 million for the air National Guard
KC–135 reengining and it would add $12
million for Army breast cancer re-
search. It would also remove a major
veto threat to this bill and we would
wind up spending less money.

What I am trying to do is to remove
a $27 billion fiscal time bomb which is
tucked into this bill. I want to simply
point out that the cost of these B–2
bombers by the time they are fully pur-
chased, by the time they are fully
equipped, will drive the rest of the de-
fense budget into a squeeze which I do
not believe thoughtful Members will
want to see it experience.

To put this in perspective, this is a
bomber which has been turned down by
some 20 different studies. Five different
times the proponents of proceeding
with the B–2 have asked for studies to
try to object to the fact that four dif-
ferent Secretaries of Defense have tried
to limit the number of B–2’s that we
are buying to 20. Each time the studies
wound up saying that the decisions
made by the Secretaries of Defense
were the correct decisions and that we
should not be proceeding to build more
than the number of bombers asked for
by the Pentagon.

To put this in perspective, just 2
years ago the cost of one of these B–2
bombers was expected to be about $1.2
billion. That is enough to pay the un-
dergraduate tuition for every single
student at the University of Wisconsin
for the next 11 years. Yet the Congress
is being asked to buy 9 additional B–2’s
that the Pentagon does not want, that
the President does not want, and that
the Defense Department has indicated
would cause a veto.

I want to read from the statement of
administration policy. It says: ‘‘Over-
all, for the reasons stated below, the
Secretary of Defense would join the
President’s other senior advisors in
recommending that the President veto
the bill if it were presented to him in
its current form.’’

It goes on to say about the B–2: ‘‘The
administration firmly opposes the $331
million increase to the President’s re-
quest for B–2 production.’’ And it goes
on to say that ‘‘this life cycle cost of
over $20 billion would weaken the abil-
ity of the Air Force to acquire other
urgently needed weapons systems and
that these resources should be allo-
cated to higher priority requirements.’’

Now, what I am trying to do today is
to remove that veto threat.

I would also like to read from Sec-
retary Cohen’s QDI report which says
as follows: ‘‘The B–2 would not provide
the full range of war fighting and shap-
ing capabilities offered by the forces it
would replace * * *. It goes on to say
the B–2 ‘‘did not provide the same
weaponry delivery capacity per day as
the forces that would have to be retired
to pay for the B–2’s.’’ And then it con-
cludes by saying there ‘‘would be a loss
in war fighting capability during the
decade or more between when the out-
going forces were retired and all the B–
2’s were delivered.’’

It seems to me that indicates that we
ought to not proceed to make this very
expensive purchase.

Instead what we are trying to do is to
use a good portion of this for deficit re-
duction and then to provide some fund-
ing so that we can increase the
reengining of KC–135’s for the Air Na-
tional Guard which are crucial to our
refueling procedures around the world.
Basically we have a number of older
planes with very low-flying hours
which are in very good shape. We can
reengine those planes, use them for re-
fueling operations and save a good
amount of money, over $105 million in
the process.

Third, we would add $12 million to
the Army breast cancer research and
treatment program, bringing that up
above the level provided in the bill.
That program has recently received a
very good evaluation when it has been
peer reviewed.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. OBEY]
has expired.

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

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I would
simply say that what is at issue here is
not whether we ought to have a strong
defense or not. It is not whether we
ought to provide our troops with the
best equipment money can buy or not.
Obviously we need a strong defense and
obviously we need to provide the best
weaponry that money can buy for our
troops. The question is, do we really
need to buy nine additional bombers
that the Pentagon is saying we do not
need, the Secretary of Defense is say-
ing we do not need, especially when we
have other higher priority items in the
military budget. I think the answer to
that question is no. I think we ought to
heed those some 20 studies that have
been conducted on this matter. This
amendment is supported on a biparti-
san basis and I would urge the House to
adopt it.

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chair-
man, I move to strike the last word,
and I rise to oppose the amendment.

Mr. Chairman, I appreciate the chair-
man yielding. I rise reluctantly to op-
pose the position of the ranking mem-
ber of the full committee, for I under-
stand how carefully he has reviewed
this matter. But frankly, just a couple

of years ago I had taken a position that
was not dissimilar. I was responding to
the administration’s direction that
perhaps we could get by with two
squadrons, that is, 20 B–2’s. In spite of
the fact that the trend around the Con-
gress was to say to DOD that we were
going to begin to withdraw our troops
from the world, close foreign bases and
have most of our military assets lo-
cated in to the continental United
States.

Then during the midst of the cam-
paign when candidate Bob Dole was
going to southern California just the
day before he arrived at a location,
Pico Rivera, where many of these em-
ployees who deal with the B–2 work,
the President announced that he was
going to support the 21st B–2. That is,
I gathered he was supporting the third
squadron or at least moving in that di-
rection. Recognizing that if we are
going to be withdrawing troop force
around the world and still need, as the
leader of the free world, to project
force, that indeed we had to have
enough assets available to be able to
deliver force with great strength at
long distance and at relatively low
cost. Such a force, for example, would
be quickly available to stop a rogue na-
tion that was going to cross its neigh-
bor’s boarders and strike it heavily.
Our B–2 force could be present quickly
and then give us time to get personnel,
ships and other assets into the region.

There is little doubt that a third
squadron is very necessary if we are
going to play that sort of role in this
hopefully growing more peaceful world.
The B–2 is fundamental to America’s
continued leadership as we recognize
that fewer of our overall assets are
going to be available for national de-
fense.

There is little doubt that we are on
the right track to develop a third
squadron. It will save us money over
time. But probably most importantly
Mr. Chairman, it is a fundamental
asset in all of our desire to maintain
peace and freedom in the world. I
strongly oppose the gentleman’s
amendment.

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

Mr. LEWIS of California. I yield to
the gentleman from Washington.

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, I want to
commend the gentleman from Califor-
nia, who has been one of our most
steadfast supporters on the B–2 over
the years. I want to point out to my
colleagues in the House that there was
a very positive statement in the Quad-
rennial Defense Review which said that
in the halt phase, when you are trying
to stop the enemy from coming in, like
Saddam was coming into Kuwait, that
there is nothing that the United States
military possesses that can do what
the B–2 bomber will be able to do once
we get the smart conventional sub-
munitions on it like sensor fused weap-
on.

Going back to the gulf war, Iran did
assimilation against Saddam’s division



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSEH5944 July 29, 1997
moving south and with a small number
of B–2 bombers, with sensor fused
weapon, they destroyed 46 percent of
the mechanized vehicles in that divi-
sion and rendered it destroyed in the
field.

That is an incredible new capability.
We have never had that capability be-
fore to stop a mechanized division once
it is under way.

I believe that this bomber is abso-
lutely essential to our national secu-
rity. I believe that this is one of the
greatest mistakes ever made by a coun-
try in its history in not funding some-
thing that will give us an asymmet-
rical advantage over every conceivable
adversary. Because a stealth bomber
with these smart weapons can attack a
nation’s capital, all of its industrial fa-
cilities, all of its military at the same
time, if you have enough of these
bombers. That is the problem. Twenty-
one simply does not do the job.

Mr. LEWIS of California. Reclaiming
my time, Mr. Chairman, the gentleman
makes several very important points.
As we conventionalize the B–2, there is
little doubt that it provides an asset
that indeed allows America to extend
its force very cheaply relative to other
assets that are available to us. Indeed
if America is going to defend freedom
from our continental base, indeed if we
are going to continue to close down
bases around the world, there is little
doubt that we need to be able to strike
quickly and safely, deliver force that
will stop a would-be aggressor.

b 1130

It is very fundamental to the policy
presently in place, and I strongly sup-
port procuring nine additional B–2’s.

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

Mr. Chairman, we are gathered here
in this Chamber on a very historic op-
portunity, an historic day, to balance
the Federal budget, to bring about
some fiscal sanity in this Nation, to
tell the American taxpayers we are fi-
nally, after many decades, becoming
more responsible with their money.

Not a day goes by that we do not
open the newspaper and see a story of
more fraud, waste, and abuse in our
Federal Government. Medicare: Report
indicates $24 billion in wasteful fraudu-
lent spending—$23 billion.

A report the other day, commis-
sioned by the Air Force, indicates that
several of our current fleet are rusting
away, are dangerous planes to fly.

Today, I rise to support the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin [Mr. OBEY] and
the gentleman from California [Mr.
DELLUMS] in their effort to cut the B–
2 bomber, cut $331 million from the bill
to start production of nine more B–2’s.

Let us tell the whole story. They in-
dicate it will cost $27 billion to con-
tinue to build this plane, not $331 mil-
lion. That is the start-up price. That is
to get a foot in the door. That is to
keep the production line going.

I commend the gentleman from Wis-
consin because he did something today

that I am very much in support of: re-
ducing the deficit by $214 million, using
the cuts to reduce the deficit. Fiscal
sanity. Changing priorities. Finding a
way to make ends meet.

How can we, in good conscience, let
this opportunity go by us? We can bal-
ance the budget, but we can do more.
The economy is going in our direction.
We are reducing spending in so many
areas. We are increasing revenues. But,
my fellow colleagues, the deficit still
hovers at $5.3 trillion.

By the year 2002, when we finally bal-
ance, maybe before, we will be $6 tril-
lion in debt. In spending on interest
alone on the deficit, $285 billion going
out of the coffers of the American tax-
payers into the pockets of the bond
holders, not doing anything for society,
not rebuilding infrastructure, not mak-
ing a difference in our inner cities, not
improving education for our children—
$285 billion on spending for interest
alone.

It is like paying a 30-year mortgage
and never touching the principal. At
the end of 30 years we still owe the
same amount we did when we bought
the house.

My fellow colleagues, it is a simple
analogy. We have plenty of B–2 bomb-
ers. The Pentagon says the current
fleet of 21 B–2 bombers is sufficient to
meet the two war scenario, the ability
to fight and win two wars at the same
time.

The massive Deep-Attack Weapons
Mix Study conducted by the Pentagon
concluded that it would not be more
cost effective to buy B–2 bombers. Re-
publican appointee Defense Secretary
Cohen, appointed by the President, a
member of my party from Maine, does
not want any more B–2 bombers. I have
to trust the Secretary of Defense in
making judgments and determinations.

The Pentagon has told us they do not
want any more B–2 bombers. Military
generals have told us they do not want
any more B–2 bombers. But we sit here
with the Nation’s checkbook and say
we will have our will in this House, we
will insist on buying more B–2 bomb-
ers. We do not care what the experts
tell us, we will waste taxpayers’ dollars
to please some defense contractors. It
is time to stop that kind of wasteful
spending.

Again, the Congressional Budget Of-
fice, the one CBO that we held up as
the model of efficiency and accuracy
when we debated the tax measures, the
CBO projects that to build and operate
nine additional B–2 bombers over the
next 20 years could cost over $27 bil-
lion—$27 billion.

Mr. Chairman, I urge my colleagues
to come to this floor prepared to make
a sacrifice for the American taxpayers
today, to support the Obey amendment
to strike the B–2 bomber, to save $331
million today, $27 billion over the life
of this project, to reduce the deficit by
$214 million, add $105 million for the
Air National Guard KC–135 re-engining
and add $12 million for Army breast
cancer research, one of the most accu-

rate groups that has been working on
detecting breast cancer and curing
breast cancer, the Army breast cancer
research program. It also removes a
major veto threat the President has in-
dicated.

I am not concerned about veto
threats. The President makes them on
almost every bill. But on this one I
particularly agree with him. I agree
with him because I think he is making
a good point on saving the fiscal sanity
of this Nation. And, again, I have sup-
ported, as a Member of Congress from
Florida, most defense spending on new
weapon systems. This one has to go.
Eliminate it and support the Obey
amendment.

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

Mr. Chairman, I want to commend
the chairman, the gentleman from
Florida [Mr. YOUNG], and the ranking
member, the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania [Mr. MURTHA], for an excellent
bill. Over the years I think they have
given us better bills than many times
what we have supported.

I, for one, want to thank them for the
language that assures the inspector
general to conduct random audits on
these so-called micro purchases of for-
eign-made goods, and also for the lan-
guage that deals with reciprocity when
foreign countries do not allow our com-
panies to bid on their products; that
this would in fact rescind the blanket
waiver of the Buy American Act. That
language makes a lot of sense in this
bill.

I rise today because in the past I
have voted to slow down defense build-
ing. But we just did not slow down de-
fense building, we have really whacked
away at the defense budget. I would
just like to say that probably our
major role here is to protect our na-
tional security, in Congress. We cannot
protect the national security of our
great Nation with a neighborhood
crime watch.

Defense is expensive, and B–2 is a
weapon of strength. Ronald Reagan
once made a statement that made a lot
of sense to me. He said you always ne-
gotiate from a position of strength. B–
2 is absolute stone cold strength.

Without talking about Captain
O’Grady, without talking about a great
need, it, in fact, boggles my mind that
we continue to discuss B–2 with its
great stealth strength opportunities
for us. If we cannot see it, we cannot
hear it, it cannot be detected by radar,
and we should not talk about it, how
will they know how many we really
have? But the greatest weapon of all
war is the weapon of deterrence, and
the greatest weapon of strength we
now have in our arsenal is the B–2.

I am standing today supporting this
bill, and I would also like to add that
I believe we have cut too far and we are
beginning to weaken, weaken long-
term national security interests
through our zeal to what many call
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this cutting back on this bloated budg-
et. I believe we are underfunded for de-
fense now and, intelligently, we should
move the program forward.

We should stand here, Mr. Chairman,
and support B–2. B–2 is strength. We
have always negotiated from a position
of strength, and we should always be
prepared to protect our national secu-
rity from that position of strength.

Mr. Chairman, I appreciate the chair-
man and the ranking member including
those Buy American issues, those reci-
procity issues, those micro purchase is-
sues, foreign-made goods, addressing
them intelligently in this bill.

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

Mr. Chairman, I would be remiss if I
did not congratulate the chairman, the
gentleman from Florida, {Mr. BILL
YOUNG]. I have been serving on this
Subcommittee on National Security of
the Committee on Appropriations for a
long, long while, and he has conducted
this markup in the committee in a way
that is absolutely exemplary. He has
shown a side that very few of us can
say that we have exhibited here, his
compassion for research, cancer re-
search, bone marrow, head injuries;
and the ranking minority member, the
gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr.
JACK MURTHA].

This has just been a joy to work with
this committee this year because of the
fairness of it, and I just want to con-
gratulate the gentleman from Florida
on bringing to the floor today a bill
that I believe is responsible and de-
serves the overall support of every
Member of this House, and for the staff
who have worked very closely with us
on some very critical issues.

Again, Mr. Chairman, I want to
thank him for his work on this bill and
for his leadership that has brought us
here to the House floor today, and I
would recommend an ‘‘aye’’ vote on the
entire bill.

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

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of the
amendment offered by my distin-
guished colleague from Wisconsin, [Mr.
OBEY] to strike $331 million to begin
advance procurement for nine addi-
tional B–2 bombers.

Now, I have listened to the debate
thus far and, first, let me establish
hopefully some bona fides in this de-
bate. I am now completing my 27th
year in the House of Representatives,
nearly 25 of them serving on what in
the past had been referred to as the
House Armed Services Committee, and
now the House Committee on National
Security, authorizing committee,
where we debate these matters sub-
stantively on the basis of policy. In
that regard, I would like to say that
while this is the appropriations bill,
this is indeed the appropriate oppor-
tunity for us to end this madness.

Now, first of all, Mr. Chairman, how
many times have we in this country

heard of the ultimate weapon? How
many times has this Nation been in
search of the ultimate weapon to pre-
vent war? And the ultimate weapon, I
would suggest, does not root itself in
some technology built in some particu-
lar State in some particular district,
deriving billions of dollars in that area.
That is not our greatest strength. That
is not the ultimate weapon.

Our ultimate weapon is our capacity
to use our minds to deter war, as we sit
around a table to negotiate non-
violently and politically and dip-
lomatically how we will live with each
other. Our future is not vested in some
B–2 bomber. That is absurd, ludicrous
and ridiculous, and we need to abandon
that mentality that in some way the
future of our children and our chil-
dren’s children is locked in some tech-
nology built by some manufacturer
that ultimately will derive billions of
dollars to do it.

Now, what is the bottom line, Mr.
Chairman? The bottom line is that this
is not about B–2’s. I underscore, it is
not about B–2’s. We have B–2s. We have
21 of them. Where on Earth do we need
to fly more than 21 B–2’s?

Mr. Chairman, I would remind my
colleagues that when President Bush
went to war in the Persian Gulf, he
told the American people he was mov-
ing against the fourth largest army in
the world. Within a matter of hours, we
had conquered airspace and conquered
these people. We never used one B–2.

Where, Mr. Chairman? The Soviets
have reduced their military budget by
80 percent, as the gentleman from Wis-
consin [Mr. OBEY] already pointed out.
If we are going to do battle with China,
it will be economics, it will not be fir-
ing missiles at each other. I would like
to think we have moved beyond that
bizarre and absurd set of ideas. We
have 21 of these planes. That is more
than enough.

Now, one of my colleagues said that
when the President funded the 21st
plane that meant we were starting
down the road toward the third squad-
ron. I would suggest, at a bare mini-
mum, that that is hyperbole.

How did we get to the 21st plane? Mr.
Chairman, we had a prototype B–2
plane. A prototype. The first prototype
B–2, hand built. It was not operational.
A decision was made, rightly or
wrongly, to take several hundred mil-
lion dollars to make that 21st proto-
type nonoperational plane operational.
Nothing was said that we will take this
plane and move down the road toward
30 of them.

Now, if Members want to argue that,
they are arguing that from self-inter-
est, a little bit disingenuous, because it
was never stated and never said. This is
not about B–2’s. We have them. It is
about what the Congressional Budget
Office refers to as a $27 billion, not mil-
lion, $27 billion program.
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It is $13.6 billion of it that is in pro-
curement; $13.2 billion of it in oper-

ation, maintenance equipment, et
cetera, $26.8 billion.

The Comptroller, Office of the Penta-
gon determines it as close to $21 bil-
lion. In the letter that talks about
vetoing this bill, if the B–2 is in it,
they refer it as a $20 billion expendi-
ture.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from California [Mr. DEL-
LUMS] has expired.

(By unanimous consent, Mr. DELLUMS
was allowed to proceed for 5 additional
minutes.)

Mr. DELLUMS. So this is not about
B–2. We have them. It is about an ex-
traordinary amount of money.

Now, as I said, the CBO costed out at
$27 billion to build nine. The Comptrol-
ler, $21 billion. Let us look at the budg-
et. Mr. Chairman, if you will recall, the
budget resolution that we are about to
agree to, all the newspaper headlines,
great deal, balanced budget is now
being addressed. In that balanced budg-
et, there was $17.5 billion of additional
money for the Department of Defense
over and above the President’s request
during the 5 years of this so-called bal-
anced budget, $17.5 billion.

Now, the unbudgeted Quadrennial
Defense Review has already claimed
the $17.5 billion and will claim the en-
tire portion of it. My distinguished col-
league, the gentleman from Washing-
ton [Mr. DICKS], earlier in the context
of the debate on the rule, pointed out
that there was some $20 billion slush
fund, referred to as the weapon pro-
curement reserve fund, that they could
magically take this $13.6 billion out of
that fund to fund this additional B–2.

But they say nothing about where
they are going to get the 13.2 down the
road. But let us talk about the 13.6.
This was an item placed in the 5-year
defense plan that would not appear in
the budget next year because what this
fund was established to do was to look
at the problems of underfunding in the
weapon procurement account that
would come about as a result of the
Quadrennial Defense Review.

Now let us look at how they are
going to spend this money. Listen up,
people. The V–22. How many people in
this Chamber have been telling the ma-
rines, we are committed to the V–22?
Part of this money goes to fund the V–
22. How many people?

The second item, the Army 21 force
program, how many officers have said
to the Army, we agree with you on the
force 21 program. Part of this money is
to defund that. Full funding for the na-
tional missile defense. How many
times have we paraded into these
Chambers to discuss national missile
defense? It was part of the Contract
With America. Numerous discussions
and debate about funding the national
missile defense.

The administration came before our
committee and said that we are be-
tween $2 billion and $3 billion under-
funded minimally in our national mis-
sile defense program. Part of that
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money is going to come out of this pro-
gram. They even, in response to a ques-
tion of mine, ‘‘Will the program be
fully funded if we give you the $2.7 or
$2.8 billion?’’ They said, ‘‘maybe not.’’
So they made some additional play for
those who have frightened the Amer-
ican people about national missile de-
fense, where do you think the funding
is going to come in that program?
Right out of this fund that you are get-
ting ready to get committed to spend
for nine additional B–2’s.

For those who think that we ought to
be demilitarizing these chemical weap-
ons, how many millions of American
people live around these weapons
around the country that we ought to be
demilitarizing because they are dan-
gerous? That program will be fully
funded as a result of taking money out
of this reserve fund. So this is no slush
fund.

Medical programs. For those who be-
lieve that weapons of mass destruction
and the proliferation of weapons of
mass destruction is one of the most
dangerous issues that we confront, and
we know that is the case, anyone who
is diligently about their job in the Con-
gress of the United States knows that
proliferation of weapons of mass de-
struction and terrorism are the two
major issues confronting us today, that
program will be funded out of this ac-
count.

Let us move forward. What are the
trade-offs? Mr. Chairman, what are the
trade-offs? I did mention on numerous
occasions that, in the context of a bal-
anced budget, the world has changed.
This is not some magical fund. I would
like to think that I have spoken to
that and prepared to speak to it even
further. But let us talk about the re-
ality that the gentleman from Florida
[Mr. FOLEY] spoke of.

This is a balanced budget environ-
ment. And when we have a balanced
budget and we are talking about $13.6
billion in that 5 years, ultimately $27
billion but $13.6 billion in the 5 years,
and we are pushing that money in the
budget, we have got to push something
out of the budget. So what are the
trade-offs?

The B–2 proponents recommending
trading off tack air, F–22, FA–18 and
the joint strike fighter.

Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent to proceed for 5 ad-
ditional minutes.

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

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, reserving the right to object,
under our reservation, I would like to
point out to my very distinguished
friend that we have made these argu-
ments time after time after time after
time, and the business of the House is
being delayed now.

There are other Members who want
to speak. And I am not going to object,
but I think we all ought to pay atten-
tion to the fact that the gentleman has
already used 10 minutes now. He con-

trolled considerable time when we had
this debate on the authorization bill,
where he is the ranking member. And I
just think that we really ought to be
considering a time limitation, because
nothing new is being said. We are re-
hashing the same arguments over and
over again. And while I will not object
to this additional request for time, I
would put the Members on notice that
I will object to other Members who
would ask for additional time over and
above their 5 minutes.

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

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Further re-
serving the right to object, I yield to
the gentleman from Washington.

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, I think we
have to be fair here now in terms of the
time. I would hope that my colleague is
going to let the other side at least have
a chance to have the time, at least my-
self, the same amount of time that the
gentleman from California [Mr. DEL-
LUMS] had, because he had made a lot
of accusations here today, some of
which are true, and I would like a
chance to rebut them.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, my suggestion is, and it is some-
thing that I suggested earlier, that we
set a specific amount of time, have it
managed and controlled by the pro-
ponents and the opponents, so we can
get to the end of this debate sometime
today.

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, the pro-
ponents had time to go here for 10 min-
utes, a lot more time than the oppo-
nents thus far. So I would like us to
balance it out before we go to a time
agreement, if the gentleman would pos-
sibly agree to that.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, let me ask the author of the
amendment if he would be interested in
discussing a possible time limitation
with the time managed?

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

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. I yield to the
gentleman from Wisconsin.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, let me
simply say that we are being asked to
spend about $300 billion. And it seems
to me that this is not out of line to
spend approximately half an hour lis-
tening to the arguments against the
expenditure of the item under review
on this amendment.

I would simply say that I know that
the manager of this bill would like to
see the House finish this bill with very
little debate, but the fact is this is an
appropriation bill, the Congress is exer-
cising the power of the purse. We may
make one decision on an authorization
bill when real dollars are not in hand,
but when we are on an appropriation
bill, this is when we actually get to see
what the trade offs are.

It seems to me that it is not too
much to expect. I mean, as far as I
know, there are only about four speak-
ers against this. They are going to win
the amendment. But it seems to me
that we have a right to have a reason-

able amount of time to make the argu-
ments against it.

The gentleman from California [Mr.
DELLUMS] is only the ranking member
on the authorizing committee. He only
knows more about this than probably
anyone else on the floor. And given the
fact that we have spent hours and
hours on the legislative appropriations
bill and other appropriation bills, I see
no harm in spending less time on this
bill in the end than we would have
spent on virtually every other appro-
priations bill.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. I do not
know. So I assume the gentleman’s an-
swer is negative on limiting time?

Mr. OBEY. If the gentleman will
yield, I know of only one other speaker
on our side of the aisle.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I will not object to this time ex-
tension. But I think we need to make
sure that both sides get fair treatment
on time. And we want to say again,
under our reservation, we have debated
this over and over and over again. And
the gentleman from California [Mr.
DELLUMS] has spent at least half an
hour himself during the last debate.
And the gentleman is correct, he is
very knowledgeable on the issues. Al-
though he is wrong most of the time,
he is very knowledgeable on these na-
tional defense issues.

Mr. Chairman, I may suggest this
time limitation depending on how this
plays out.

Mr. Chairman, I withdraw my res-
ervation of objection.

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

There was no objection.
The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman

from California [Mr. DELLUMS] is rec-
ognized for 5 additional minutes.

Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Chairman, first
of all, I appreciate the gentleman’s
gratuitous shot.

Second, one point on which I agree
with the gentleman, we ought to all be
paying attention. I have been in this
Congress where we debated for days on
emotional amendments, $5 million
amendments, $1 million amendments.
Here is an amendment that has a $27
billion tail, and suddenly we do not
have time to deal with it.

That is why I am getting paid. We
ought to be debating these issues,
rightly or wrongly. We talk out here
about America being a place where dif-
ferent points of view clash with each
other. I believe in the integrity of the
process. We may have different poli-
tics. I accept your politics, and I accept
my colleague’s. That is how we got
elected to be here. But one place where
we ought to be all coming together is
that the process ought to have integ-
rity and we ought to be able to slow
this train down to be able to debate.

The gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr.
OBEY] pointed out, this is a multi-hun-
dred-billion-dollar deal. So we want to
rush it through for convenience be-
cause it is a nice and neat package?
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And then we will run home to our town
meetings and talk about how diligent
we are as we carry out our fiduciary re-
sponsibilities. How obscene.

We need to slow this process down
and debate each other, talk with these
issues. I am prepared to debate. Five
studies most recently did not make a
case for the B–2. Five studies, all inde-
pendent most recently. The B–1 bomber
can fly as far as the B–2. We have gone
through all of that.

The gentleman talks about crisis re-
sponsibility. Listen to this: This weap-
ons system, these additional nine B–2’s
are going to be so important? Do my
colleagues know how long it would
take us to build nine B–2’s to get them
into the inventory? Ten years.

So my colleagues make this frighten-
ing, scary case to the American people,
but they do not tell them it is going to
take 10 years. So if this is such an im-
portant insurance policy, this is going
to save so many people, then what do
we do over the 10-year period? Do we
pray?

Let us not be so disingenuous. Addi-
tional B–2’s are going to take 10 years.
Here is a plane in search of a problem.
We have 21 of them. B–1’s can reach
any place in the globe without being
locked out for want of a forward base.
And look, we have 95 of them. Some of
the 95 B–1 bombers are so brand new
that the tires have maybe only hit the
ground once or twice.

We spent $20 billion, $20.5 billion
building 100 B–1 bombers. And all of a
sudden, we do not want to talk about
the B–1. That is the stealthiest plane in
the inventory. Nobody wants to talk
about them. We talk about the B–52
and the B–2, as if the B–1 is not there.
My colleagues have argued and made
the case and we bought 100 of them. We
have 95 of them. It is not the platform,
it is the weapon. It is not the platform,
it is the weapon. We put smart weapons
on a B–1, smart weapons on 21 B–2’s. We
do not need to buy additional expensive
platforms that will cost each platform
in excess of a billion dollars.

How many children can we educate
for over $1 billion? How many people
can we save for over $1 billion? What
can we do with $27 billion? It staggers
the imagination to talk about the bril-
liance and genius and compassion of
what we can do with $27 billion. But,
no, we want to sink it into nine B–2
bombers, as if that is God’s gift to the
planet. Bizarre and extreme.

Finally, some people say we need to
build nine more B–2’s, Mr. Chairman,
because we must reserve the industrial
base. An absurd notion. There is no
such thing as a bomber industrial base.
The people that built the B–2 did not
build the B–1. The people that built the
B–1 did not build the B–52. The people
that built the B–52 did not build the
bomber before that. All we have to do
is be able to build a plane and we can
build a bomber.

So what is all this about? This is
about jobs. This is a restart, not an in-
dustrial base preservation. Air Force

sources have estimated that the pro-
duction capability for the B–2 is no
more than 30 percent today. Only 16
percent of the personnel, 16 percent of
the personnel, required to produce nine
B–2’s are currently on the program.
This is according to contractor data.
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Finally, many vendors and suppliers
began exiting this program in 1992.
They are gone, they have left the place.
This is to reassemble.

If we want to generate jobs in Amer-
ica, how many jobs could we generate
with $27 billion? Incredible. Absolutely
extraordinary, Mr. Chairman. But we
do not do it with nine more B–2’s. I ask
my colleagues to support this amend-
ment, oppose nine additional B–2’s. It
is the rational, sane, and fiduciary
thing to do.

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

Mr. Chairman, I served on the Com-
mittee on National Security my first
three terms here and served with the
gentleman from California [Mr. DEL-
LUMS]. He is an honorable man. We dis-
agree on issues, but he has always been
fair and he debates well. That is not
my issue.

The issue is how I see it on why we
need not only the B–2 but the defense
structure that we have. I do not expect
to change the opponents’ minds by my
5 minutes. But I would like to express
to them why I feel that it is important
and at least have them have that un-
derstanding.

First of all, I think it is fair to say,
why did we order the B–2 in the first
place? Was there a perceived mission
for it? Did the Air Force want the air-
plane? The answer is yes.

Second, is there still today a per-
ceived mission for the B–2 and the B–1?
The answer is yes. And is there one in
the future? I also say yes. I will be spe-
cific in just a moment. I think if we
take a look at what the threat is today
in the areas that we could have gone
into, whether it is Desert Storm,
whether it is North Korea, whether it
is different areas, without having to
cost the additional expense of massing
forces, when Saddam Hussein rattles
his ugly sword and makes a strike, can
we do that effectively and save billions
of dollars by using a B–2 strike instead
of having to mass all of our forces and
then back away if nothing happens?
The answer is yes.

Second, if we do not build the B–2
today, then what? The cost of then-
year dollars, the R&D dollars out into
the future is so expensive to build a
new airplane and to invest in a new air-
plane, it would cost much more.

Russia today, I would say to my
friend, not tomorrow, is building today
a first strike nuclear site under the
Ural Mountains the size of inside the
beltway in Washington D.C. Why, when
they already have one to the north-
east? A nuclear threat to the United
States, supposedly an ally. Anyone who

would think Russia is our ally or China
is our ally is mistaken, in my opinion.

Second, let us look at what the real
threat is to our aviators who are going
to be asked to fly in those particular
airplanes. I have some charts. These
are the nations where fighters are pro-
liferated. These airplanes right here,
the SU–27, the SU–35, and the SU–37.
Let us take a scenario of taking a
Strike Eagle, an F–15 Strike Eagle. By
the way, the Air Force has not bought
a new fighter in 25 years, while the de-
velopment of all of these countries are
advancing their procurement and their
R&D. They have advanced farther than
we have, in stealth and in missile tech-
nology and airframe.

If we take a Strike Eagle or an F–
14D, two of our best fighters, and
match them up with an SU–27, an SU–
35, or a –37 that has a big radar, their
radar sees those airplanes first. They
have big giant radars. They are very
fast. They are very maneuverable. The
AA–12 missile gets there faster and fur-
ther than our AMRAAM. Our guys are
going to die. That is why we need the
F–22.

Let us take a F–22 that they do not
see as well because it is more stealthy,
or the B–2. We get inside that envelope,
we get first shot, and the bad guys are
going to die first. These are the coun-
tries that have those airplanes.

Let us take an F–22 flying with a B–
2 or a B–1. This bad guy over here is
going to tell exactly where our fighters
are because that B–2 is going to tell
him it is a big aluminum fog in the sky
and he is going to see it, he is going to
know where we are. Again, our pilots
are going to die, not the bad guys. If we
take the B–2 with an F–22, he gets in
unobserved, can get to the target, can
knock it out or the B–2 can get in there
by himself and save billions of dollars.

These again are the countries that
have the missiles, the AA–12. I have
flown most of these airplanes. If Mem-
bers want to talk about the maneuver-
ability, go to the Paris Air Show and
look at the SU–37 and take a look at
the vector thrust. They are better than
our fighters, the B–2’s and the threat of
the bombers are better than ours, and
we need to know.

Mr. Chairman, I include the following
material for the RECORD:

COUNTRIES WITH ADVANCED AAM IN 2005
AMRAAM, MICA, AA–12

Russia
Belgium
France
Malaysia
Spain
Turkey
Germany

Netherlands
Sweden
UK
China
Israel
Norway
Switzerland

Denmark
Taiwan
Finland
Japan
South Korea
U.A.E.

COUNTRIES WITH ADVANCED SAM’S IN 2005
Patriot, SA–10, or SA–12 SAM’s by 2005

Azerbaijan
Belarus
China 1

Cyprus
Czech Republic
Kazakhstan
Bulgaria
India

Kuwait
Italy
Iran
Russia 1

Ukraine 1

Germany 1

Israel
Moldova

Netherlands
Japan 1

Saudi Arabia
Serbia
South Korea
Syria 1

Turkmenistan

1 Countries projected to have more than one type.
Source: Jane’s, Aviation Week, DMS Market Intel.
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Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, I move to

strike the requisite number of words,
and I rise in opposition to the Obey
amendment.

Mr. Chairman, let me just give a lit-
tle perspective on this. First of all, the
gentleman from California says that
nobody supports this. I do not quite
agree with that. We have seven former
Secretaries of Defense, Melvin Laird,
Jim Schlesinger, Donald Rumsfeld,
Harold Brown, Caspar Weinberger,
Frank Carlucci, and Dick Cheney, who
wrote the President a letter on Janu-
ary 4, 1995. In that letter they said this:

The B–2 was originally conceived to be the
Nation’s next generation bomber, and it re-
mains the most cost effective means of rap-
idly projecting force over great distances. Its
range will enable it to reach any point on
earth within hours after launch while being
deployed at only 3 secure bases around the
world. Its payload and array of munitions
will permit it to destroy numerous time sen-
sitive targets in a single sortie and, perhaps
most importantly, its low observable charac-
teristics will allow it to reach intended tar-
gets without fear of interception. The logic
of continuing low rate production of the B–
2 thus is both fiscal and operational. It is al-
ready apparent that the end of the Cold War
was neither the end of history nor the end of
danger. We hope it will also not be the end of
the B–2. We urge you to consider the pur-
chase of more such aircraft while the options
still exist.

Mr. Chairman, what bothers me
about the administration’s program is
this: They want to invest $300 billion
for TAC air and zero for bombers. That
just does not make any sense. The B–2
was just used in terms of operational
testing using GATS/GAM, and they can
hit targets day, night, all weather,
without lasers, from 41,000 feet. That is
a remarkable capability.

In the future when we get the smart
submunitions like sensor-fused weapon,
GATOR mine, et cetera, combined ef-
fects munition, I believe we will have
the potential for conventional deter-
rence. I want to explain that. I think
frankly nuclear weapons are only good
for nuclear deterrence. We saw Saddam
Hussein come south. We had 18 Trident
submarines. He still came south. But if
we have a bomber that can go a third
of the way around the world with one
aerial refueling and can be utilized im-
mediately to stop the enemy from com-
ing into, say, Kuwait, that is conven-
tional deterrence. President Bush could
have deployed the B–2’s to Diego Gar-
cia, they could have been operational
immediately.

What does that mean? It means that
we stop the enemy from achieving his
objectives. That is what the halt phase
is all about. If we can do that, then we
could have saved the taxpayers the $10
billion it cost us to move 500,000 troops
out to the gulf and we could have saved
the $60 billion that we spent, we and
our allies, on funding the war in the
gulf. And the B–2, to purchase these ad-
ditional nine airplanes will be some-
where between $11 billion and $13 bil-
lion. I think it is a wise, prudent in-
vestment.

The gentleman from California
makes the strongest argument about

why we should do it now. He says that
if we do now, it is going to take 10
years to build these aircraft. You just
do not go out and immediately get ad-
ditional B–2’s. It takes a long time to
do a new bomber R&D program and it
is very, very expensive.

So we want to buy the right number
of planes while the line is still open,
and the line is still open in southern
California. Sometimes the gentleman
makes it sound like it is in Bremerton,
WA, but it is not. It is in southern Cali-
fornia. That is why I think that we
ought to do it now. We can get the
planes for less money, they will be less
expensive and I think it is the right
thing to do.

The gentleman also talks like the
war in the gulf was a slam dunk. The
war in the gulf was not a slam dunk.
The gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr.
MURTHA] is sitting here, our ranking
member. He saw an errant Scud missile
kill a number of his constituents. Had
they had accurate Scud missiles in the
gulf, our 500,000 American troops would
have been vulnerable. They would have
been vulnerable to attack either by
chemical, biological weapons, nuclear
weapons; they could have been de-
stroyed in the field.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Washington [Mr.
DICKS] has expired.

(By unanimous consent, Mr. DICKS
was allowed to proceed for 5 additional
minutes.)

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, the reason
they could have been destroyed in the
field is because of those Scuds. With
the F–22 and the B–2, we finally will
have a capability using Link-16 from
space, from our satellites, to imme-
diately target those Scud launchers.
We will be able to go after them and we
will be able to destroy them. We still
need to do theater missile defense.
That is the other critical component in
order to protect our troops in the field.

I think this new revolution in stealth
gives us an advantage. Why is 21 the
wrong number? Twenty-one is the
wrong number because in the early
going, in that first 2 weeks of any war,
it is sortie rate, it is how fast we can
take that bomber, fly it in, drop those
16 smart bombs or those smart sub-
munitions on the enemy and fly back
out.

With 21 we simply cannot generate
enough sorties to take advantage of
the capability, and utilize the potential
of this stealthy, long-range bomber
with smart inexpensive weapons. So
getting up to a higher level gives us
more capability. We would be able to
commit 20 to a major regional contin-
gency; we would have 10 in reserve for
a second major regional contingency.

I want to say something else. This
Congress should never be ashamed to
stand up to the Pentagon and say they
are wrong. We did it on the F–117’s. The
gentleman says the B–2’s were not
there. General Hoerner said if they had
been there, and it was because they
were not ready to be deployed yet, if

they had been there, he would have
used them just as he used the 117’s.

We had 27 additional 117’s because
this Congress had the guts to stand up
and do what was right for the country.
Under the Constitution of the United
States that is our responsibility, not to
just take what they give us. We have
stood up to them before. We made them
buy additional Sealift. They would not
have had any roll-on/roll-off ships to go
to the gulf if it had not been for Con-
gress and this committee. That is why
we have to from time to time stand up
and do what is right for the security of
this country.

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

Mr. DICKS. I yield to the gentleman
from California.

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Let me even add
to that point. When I worked in the
Pentagon, the Navy never ordered A–
6’s. They prayed that Congress would
add them just to keep the line on so we
could perpetuate it. Members can talk
to General Fogleman or the Air Force
generals, they pray that we will add
this.

Yes, there are budgetary constraints.
They asked for the B–2 in the first
place because it had a mission. With
the White House and other constraints
cutting defense, there are limited dol-
lars. But they want the B–2 for the mis-
sion because they know it is applicable
and it is going to save pilots’ lives.

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

Mr. DICKS. I yield to the gentleman
from California, the distinguished
chairman of the Subcommittee on
Military Procurement of the Commit-
tee on National Security.

b 1215

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Chairman, I think
the point that we need to be able to
have a large inventory of long-range
aircraft is very, very essential in this
debate. In 1962, we had 81 major over-
seas air bases that we could fly short-
range aircraft out of. That 81 major
overseas air base inventory is now
down to 14.

Just a couple of weeks ago, the Japa-
nese diplomats were hedging on wheth-
er they would allow us to use Japanese
air bases for a second Korea contin-
gency. Now if we overlay that fact, the
shrinking bases overseas, with the fact
that we are going to spend $350 billion
on short-range aircraft, and the admin-
istration zeroing B–2 has not a dime for
long-range aircraft, it does not make
any sense. We have got to have the
ability to strike from the United
States.

And last, I would say to my colleague
I thought the most dramatic speech in
the debate, the lengthy debate we had
in the authorization process, was when
SAM JOHNSON, POW in Hanoi, looked
out through the Hanoi Hilton and saw
three B–52’s in Operation Linebacker.
That is when we struck the North Viet-
namese in 11 days and brought them to
the negotiating table; he watched three
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B–52’s destroyed, blown up in midair.
Those are the planes that the adminis-
tration is going to rely on for the next
40 years. According to their plan, they
are going to use aircraft that were vul-
nerable 30 years ago.

So we have to ask the question what
is the alternative. There is not an al-
ternative to the B–2.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Washington [Mr.
DICKS] has expired.

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

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, I will not
request any additional time, and I
wanted to say to my colleague from
California, both colleagues from Cali-
fornia, this last statement is the most
important one. What we really have
here is a wonderful opportunity to save
American lives in the future.

Again the gentleman from California
makes the case when he says it was
easy with air power in the gulf to de-
feat the enemy once we stopped them,
but Saddam stopped himself. What if
he had not stopped? We need a capabil-
ity to stop him which the B–2 will give
us because it can react and go any-
where in the world without having to
have escort aircraft.

But when it gets right down to it,
when those marines came in and the
RPV’s were there and the guys came
running out to surrender to our RPV’s,
what it meant was they had been
bombed into oblivion because we had
total control of the air and we had the
right bombers. The B–2’s give us great-
er accuracy, they give us greater capa-
bility. It is a much more lethal bomber
than the B–52 and the B–1 because it
can operate by itself.

And so my point is what this is really
about is saving American lives in the
future, and that is why this is so im-
portant, and that is why this Congress
cannot fold under pressure from a Pen-
tagon that simply wants to take care
of the services. We need some real
thinking about the future. We need to
take advantage of our technological
advantage—the B–2 represents that ad-
vantage.

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

Mr. DICKS. I yield to the gentleman
from California.

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Small point: The
gentleman from Texas, Mr. SAM JOHN-
SON, saw three B–52’s blow up. Those
were shot down by SA–2 Fansong radar
in an old technology, post-Korean vin-
tage. Today they have got SA–3 sur-
face-to-air missile, all the way through
about 19, and the advanced technology.
We were successful in Desert Storm
with the 117 because we could go over
downtown Baghdad and not be seen.
That is what the B–2 brings to this, in-
stead of the loss of lives, much more ef-
ficiency, not only the cost of training
pilots, but aircraft and our effective-
ness in combat, and that is what we
call national security.

Mr. DICKS. I thank the gentleman
for his contribution.

Mrs. LINDA SMITH of Washington.
Mr. Chairman, I move to strike the
requisite number of words.

Mr. Chairman, I was actually in my
office listening to this debate, and it
took me back to the research project I
did when I was first in Congress about
2 years ago and then the request for
briefing after briefing on all the tech-
nology, all the smart weapons, we
might say, and I learned to admire
many of my colleagues who had worked
so hard to make sure that those smart
weapons were there, smart weapons
like the B–2, and the B–2 being one that
does not risk as many American lives,
gets in, gets the job done.

But then I got to the point of finding
out how many are enough, and I have
listened to the debate, and I think the
important thing for me was I looked
back to the original debate over how
many B–2’s would be enough from the
beginning. It was 10, then it was 20. We
have now 21 in some level of construc-
tion, not all of them done, most of
them not ready for flight, and we are
already starting to say we need 9 more.
I have been told they are needed be-
cause we want to keep some of the con-
struction on, and these will be the ones
we begin in 2002.

As I look at the priorities before us,
it has been real hard for me because I
have since the early 1980’s, unlike some
of my colleagues arguing for this
amendment, I have been a hawk; I am
very strong, very strong pro defense. I
was a Democrat turned Republican
over the peace through strength move-
ment in the early 1980’s, came in be-
cause of Ronald Reagan. And so when I
looked at this I thought is America
going to be stronger, safer? Are we
going to be able to save more American
lives if we have 9 on top of the 21?

My briefings did not show me that we
needed another nine; very hard when I
stand here with people I admire so
much who have fought so strong for a
national defense, but I have to respect-
fully disagree.

When it comes to priorities and bal-
ancing the budget, I believe we have to
have a strong America, but we have to
balance the budget. I believe that this
amendment simply says that some of
the money, a very small amount, $50
million, will be there for breast cancer
research in the military department.

In looking at this particular program
as someone that does not necessarily
believe just because we give somebody
money they are going to do something
good with it, I found it is the most ef-
fective, the most efficient, good for the
military families, and this is some-
where else I go. I believe that good
strong military medical, good strong
research for America, all ties together.
It does not have to be more bombers.

So with that I would conclude and
just say I support this amendment be-
cause I just have to respectfully dis-
agree. I believe right now we are on the
verge of discovering more about breast
cancer and cancer, and the research
has been sorely underfunded. This

could save lives immediately, not
maybe after 2002; and by the way, it
takes a long time to develop those
planes. We are way into 2010 before we
start talking about anything being
used. If we had a war, it is many, many
years before we would use them if we
ever needed them, but breast cancer is
killing people right now.

So with that, I would ask Members to
support this amendment and support a
strong national defense.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I ask unanimous consent that all
time remaining in the discussion on
this amendment be limited to 20 min-
utes, 10 minutes to be controlled by the
gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. OBEY]
and 10 minutes to be controlled by my-
self.

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman
include all amendments thereto?

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Including any
amendments thereto.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to request of the gentleman from Flor-
ida?

Mr. SANDERS. Reserving the right
to object, Mr. Chairman, if I might, I
would just ask the gentleman from
Wisconsin [Mr. OBEY] if he thinks that
is enough time to accommodate this
side to make their presentations.

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

Mr. SANDERS. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I think it
is enough time. I mean we cannot give
everyone who wants to speak 5 min-
utes, but we can give them a good
amount of time to speak. I think it is
adequate. I only know of two people
who want to speak on our side.

Mr. SANDERS. Mr. Chairman, I
withdraw my reservation of objection.

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

There was no objection.
The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman

from Florida [Mr. YOUNG] and the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin [Mr. OBEY] each
will control 10 minutes.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Califor-
nia [Mr. MILLER].

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr. Chair-
man, as I understand the amendment,
the gentleman takes some of the
money out of this account and makes
it available for breast cancer research.
I was just wondering does that prohibit
other kinds of cancer research, in the
case of prostate cancer research, and
does the bill allow for that?

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

Mr. MILLER of California. I yield to
the gentleman from Wisconsin.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I would
point out the bill already contains a
small appropriation for prostate cancer
research as well, and I would certainly
have no objection if in conference this
is reallocated so we can provide addi-
tional funding for both breast cancer
research and prostate research.
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Mr. MILLER of California. Mr. Chair-

man, I thank the gentleman, and I rise
in strong support of the amendment.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 3 minutes to the gen-
tleman from California [Mr. HUNTER].

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Chairman, I want
to start by thanking the distinguished
chairman of the subcommittee and
thank him for the way he has con-
ducted this debate.

Mr. Chairman, let me issue my dis-
sent, my objection, to what I think is
one of the cruelest tradeoffs that can
ever been offered on the House floor,
and it has been offered here, and that is
the idea that if we do not build B–2’s,
somehow we are going to spend the
money on a lot of happy areas like
breast cancer research and other at-
tractive areas that all of us, as Mem-
bers of Congress, want to fund. That is
a tradeoff of guns for butter.

As my colleagues know, I am re-
minded, when I visit my aunt and un-
cle’s house in Fort Worth, TX; there is
a picture on the mantle, and that pic-
ture is one of my second cousins who
was killed in Korea, Son Stillwell. He
was killed in Korea, one of some 50,000
KIA there in a war that we were not
prepared to fight because a previous
Congress, a Congress after World War
II, did not want to spend the money for
a strong national defense, and we had
all the same answers that have been
given here today as to why we do not
need a robust B–2 force.

Things are going well. No enemy on
the horizon. In those days we said we
have a nuclear weapon, we will never
see another military take us on, cer-
tainly the North Koreans and the Chi-
nese would not take us on.

If my colleagues read the then Sec-
retary of Defense’s testimony a few
months before the North Koreans in-
vaded, we had all of the happy talk
about a smaller downsized force; only
Omar Bradley had the guts to come be-
fore Congress and say, ‘‘We can’t win a
major war.’’

Mr. Chairman, as my colleagues
know, we do not serve our people well,
all those people who are interested in
breast cancer research, and a good life
and educational opportunities, unless
we defend them.

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

Mr. HUNTER. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Washington.

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, just in
case somebody does not think there is
money in this bill, there is $125 million
in this bill for breast cancer research
already.

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman for his point, and it is a
good point. We have taken care of
many of these other areas that have
been discussed that have been offered
up as an attractive alternative to hav-
ing some bomber power.

But as my colleagues know, General
Fogleman is going out. One of his sins
in Washington, DC, I think, was being
extremely candid. I asked him in a

hearing whether the B–2 was valuable
because the word coming from the
other side, from the political side, of
the administration was we do not want
B–2’s, and being good soldiers, all of
our chiefs then go down the line, they
sit in front of us at the dais, and they
stand behind the administration’s po-
litical position on any particular weap-
on system. And he said this. He said:

‘‘I didn’t say the B–2 wasn’t valuable.
The B–2 is extremely valuable, espe-
cially in the halt phase of a war, that
you stop the enemy before you have a
lot of casualties, before you send home
a lot of your people in body bags.’’

And then he hesitated, and he said:
‘‘In fact it is valuable in all phases of

the war.’’
And I said, ‘‘General Fogleman,

would it save American lives to have a
robust B–2 force?’’

And he said, ‘‘Yes.’’
So the point is there is not a body of

military opinion over there that says
this is not a valuable system. It is a
valuable system. We need to support
this important program.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Ver-
mont [Mr. SANDERS].

b 1230

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

Mr. Chairman, I would urge the Mem-
bers of Congress to take a hard look at
reality, at what really is going on in
this country. Do we want the United
States to have the strongest military
in the world? I think we do. Do we al-
ready have that capability? Have we al-
ready, along with our other NATO al-
lies, greatly, greatly, many times over-
spent all of our potential enemies? And
the answer is yes.

I ask my friends who are opposing
the Obey-Dellums amendment to think
about priorities. If they want the
strongest military in the world, OK;
but are they happy with the fact that
we have by far the highest rate of
childhood poverty in the industrialized
world? Is that something that Members
of this Congress should be proud of?
Should we be talking about spending
over a period of years $27 billion more
for B–2 bombers, and then telling mil-
lions of kids who are ill-fed, ill-housed,
ill-educated, that in this great Nation
we do not have the resources to help
them, but we can build B–2 bombers?
My answer is, no, those are absurd pri-
orities.

There are people here who day after
day talk about the national debt and
our deficit. They say we have to cut
back on Medicare and Medicaid and
education. Let me tell them, spending
$27 billion for B–2 bombers also runs up
the national debt. That is real money.

Recently we have been talking about
major cutbacks in Medicare, $115 bil-
lion. There are some who say we should
charge low-income senior citizens $5
for every home health care visit, which
can amount to some $700 a year for a

low-income senior citizen trying to get
by on $9,000 a year. People say, yes,
that is what we have to do to balance
the budget. Then the next thing, they
come back and say, oh, yes, but we can
spend $27 billion for B–2 bombers. I
think those are very false priorities.

Let us talk about job creation. All of
us want job creation in America. Do
Members know how we can do it? We
can do it by putting more money into
school construction. We can do it by
building roads and bridges and protect-
ing our infrastructure, which is falling
apart all over America. We can do this
by educating more people.

When we talk about national prior-
ities, let us understand, there are mil-
lions of middle-class families who
today cannot afford to send their kids
to college. What we are saying to those
people is no, we do not have enough
money to make sure that your kids can
go to college so they can make it into
the middle class, but yes, no problem,
over a period of time we can build nine
more B–2 bombers that the Pentagon
says they do not want, for a cost of $27
billion.

Mr. Chairman, I would urge my col-
leagues to understand that we are play-
ing with a zero-sum game. We just can-
not print more and more money. Let us
get our priorities straight. Let us sup-
port the Dellums-Obey amendment.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 1 minute to the gentleman
from California [Mr. MCKEON].

Mr. MCKEON. Mr. Chairman, I want
to thank the chairman for yielding
time to me, and thank him for the good
work he has done on bringing this bill
to the floor and on this ongoing debate
that we constantly have on the B–2
bomber.

I have not yet heard the other side,
those in opposition, who are so strong
in their opposition to this plane, what
they figure we would use if we did not
have this plane. I know there has been
some talk of possibly another kind of
bomber somewhere down the road, but
there has been, what, $15 billion, $20
billion spent on R&D on this plane. I
cannot see anyone here in this body
that would begin to propose $15 billion
to $20 billion R&D to build a new air-
craft. This is the cheapest plane we
could buy at this time.

This is the only plane that has a pro-
duction line, even though it is now
being closed up, that does have a pro-
duction line, one that the manpower is
there, the technology is there; and we
are in the process of taking this apart,
wasting all of that money that was
spent. I think that is something that
really, it would be wonderful if we
could look into the future and say no,
we will never need another long-range
bomber. We need to stand up and de-
fend this plane to defend our service
people.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Califor-
nia [Mr. DELLUMS].

Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Chairman, I
thank my colleague for yielding time
to me.
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First, Mr. Chairman, let me say this:

This has not been a debate. This is a
very complex issue. It takes some time
to lay the basis of the foundation of
the arguments on either side. But once
we spend enough time laying down the
basis of our respective positions, allow-
ing us to clash and debate with each
other, someone jumps up and says we
spent too much time. This has not been
a debate. We end up with a triumph of
process over substance. I think that is
tragic. These are dark days in the Con-
gress when we cannot engage each
other in constructive and important
debate.

Mr. Chairman, with the time that I
have remaining, let me just make a few
rebuttal arguments. First, I would like
to remind my colleagues, we are build-
ing 21 of these planes. It is not zero. We
are building 21 of these planes. For
anyone to attempt to suggest to the
American people that there is great
magic in going from 21 to 30 is bizarre
in the extreme, particularly when that
step takes us $27 billion down the road.

Do we have an inventory of bombers?
Yes, sir. We have 95 B–1’s, extraor-
dinarily well equipped. In fact, they
can take more of these precision-guid-
ed smart weapons than even the B–2
can, plus 21 B–2’s, plus additional up-
graded B–52 bombers. So we have a
major bomber force out there. Where
are we going to fly them? Who are we
flying them against?

We talk as if we have zero. We are
the greatest superpower standing. Our
military budget equals the military
budget of every other Nation on the
face of the Earth combined. When we
put our allies into that equation,
America and its friends outspend the
rest of the world 4 to 1. That is reality.

Mr. Chairman, another point. Former
Secretary of Defense William Perry,
the father of the B–2 bomber, opposed
additional B–2’s because he knew what
we were giving up in order to purchase
more B–2’s. Former Secretary of De-
fense Cheney was the one that struck
the deal on 20.

The next point, people keep walking
up to the microphone saying, we have
had this debate over and over. It was
supposed to be over at 20. This gen-
tleman did not start the debate. It is
the people who represent the contrac-
tors who want to keep bringing this
weapon system forward. The adminis-
tration is not asking for it, the Joint
Chiefs are not asking for it. Nobody is
asking for it except the contractors
and a few Members of Congress; so few
willing to spend so much money, Mr.
Chairman.

Finally, I would ask my colleagues to
approach this matter with a degree of
fiduciary responsibility that is re-
quired by the moment. This is a bal-
anced budget environment. This is a
zero-sum game. You cannot create
money out here. If you push this pro-
gram in, you are going to push some-
thing out. You are going to hurt some
people. I urge my colleagues to support
this amendment.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 3 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Washington [Mr. DICKS].

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. DICKS. I yield to the gentleman
from California.

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chair-
man, I appreciate the gentleman yield-
ing to me. I would just like to respond
by way of comment to the question of
the gentleman from California [Mr.
DELLUMS].

I, too, thought the question was over
at 20, and then just before the election
the President asked for the 21st. I
thought he was getting a new under-
standing that a third squadron might
be helpful, so it seems to me we ought
to revisit this issue. I appreciate my
colleague raising the question.

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, let me say
this: This debate on the B–2 has been a
long, difficult debate. I can understand
my colleagues who think it is going to
hurt something. But my view of this is
that of everything we are doing at the
Pentagon today, not one other weapons
system has the potential capability to
deter war as does the B–2. Take this
platform that is stealthy, that can go
one-third of the way around the world
and stop the enemy from achieving
their objectives, and that is a remark-
able capability.

What are the weapons we are going
to use on this? J-DAMS at $13,000. If we
do not have the B–2’s, then we have to
use the B–52’s with standoff cruise mis-
siles that cost $1.2 million per weap-
on—16 times $13,000 is $208,000, versus
$1.2 million. You get 16 weapons on a
B–2 for the cost of one-sixth of one
cruise missile. It is ridiculous. This
will save us money over time. And you
can fly in over the target and knock
out 16 separate targets in one sortie. In
World War II, it took 3,000 sorties in
order to be able to achieve that objec-
tive.

This is a revolution in technology.
What it gives us is an asymmetrical ca-
pability to stop the enemy before they
achieve their objective. What does that
mean? It saves American lives. It saves
American lives.

Unfortunately, Mr. Chairman, I say
to my friend, the gentleman from Cali-
fornia, I supported the B–1, but the B–
1 is not stealthy. It has to have escort
aircraft. It cannot go out the first day
without being vulnerable to being shot
down, just as the B–52’s will be shot
down. That is why we have to have
some number of long-range stealthy
bombers to stop aggression, whether it
is North Korea, whether it is Iran,
whether it is Iraq, whether it is some-
thing in China. We do not know what
the future holds, but every time we
have been weak before, we have gotten
ourselves into trouble. Here is a capa-
bility that gives us an advantage that
no other country possesses.

Yet, we are going to walk away from
it and say well, we have enough. We do
not have enough. Every expert who has
looked at this, all independent studies,

Rand, Jasper Welch, all say 40 to 60 is
the right number. We are saying 30 is
all we can afford at this point. I urge
the House to reject this amendment.
This is a great moment for us to stand
up and set our defense priorities for the
future.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield my-
self 31⁄2 minutes.

Mr. Chairman, let me simply say, in
response to the last comment, keep in
mind this is a weapon which is a cold
war weapon. It was designed originally
to drop nuclear weapons upon the
enemy. There is a substantial question
about whether or not, when it is con-
verted to conventional use and you
have to use it on repeated missions,
whether or not the stealth capability
of this weapon can be retained under
those kinds of battle conditions. I
think people need to remember that.

Second, let me simply summarize,
this weapon is not being driven on the
merits, in my view, it is contractor-
driven. We have had a lot of comments
about the necessity to make the right
decision militarily for the country.
Does anybody on this floor believe that
the existing Secretary of Defense, an
honorable Republican from the Senate,
does anyone believe that he is not
going to try to make the decisions
which he believes will save the most
American lives and meet the greatest
defense needs of the United States? I do
not know of anybody who believes that
about him.

I simply want to read what his own
summary said on this weapon: ‘‘First,
the B–2 would not provide the full
range of warfighting and shaping capa-
bilities offered by the forces it would
replace’’. It then goes on to say, ‘‘For
example, missions such as air superi-
ority, reconnaissance, and forward
presence would suffer. Second, the ad-
ditional B–2s did not provide the same
weapons delivery capacity per day as
the forces that would have to be retired
to pay for the B–2s.’’

It then concludes by saying, ‘‘* * *
existing forces would have to be retired
immediately to pay for the additional
B–2s. Even then, the savings from retir-
ing the forces are not enough to offset
the large up-front investment for the
B–2s * * * and there would be a loss in
warfighting capability during the dec-
ade or more between when the out-
going forces were retired and all the B–
2s were delivered.’’

b 1245

I think that is pretty clear. What we
are simply asking Members to do is to
save the $331 million in this bill for
nine planes which the Pentagon does
not want because it wants other great-
er defense capability. By doing that, we
avoid making a down payment on a $27
billion expenditure that we cannot af-
ford and instead we use that $331 mil-
lion, we use two-thirds of it to cut the
deficit. We use 12 million of it to in-
crease breast cancer research in the
Pentagon medical operation, and we
use $105 million of it to strengthen the
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tanker capability of our Armed Forces
which, as everyone knows, needs up-
grading. That is what we do with the
money.

This amendment strengthens, not
weakens, the defense of the country. It
follows the recommendations of the
Pentagon itself. It helps avoid a veto,
which the Pentagon has indicated they
will recommend if this amendment
does not pass.

If Members are interested in the best
possible defense for the country and
the best use of taxpayer dollars at the
same time, they will vote for this
amendment.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield myself the balance of my
time.

Mr. Chairman, several questions have
been raised that really have not been
answered. The question about how
many B–2’s does the Pentagon want or
did the Pentagon want, I remind my
colleagues that in the beginning of the
B–2 program, the Defense Department
wanted 132 B–2’s. When funding was ob-
viously difficult, they reduced it to 75.
And funding was even more difficult,
they reduced it to 20. And as my col-
league from California pointed out,
when it became politically advan-
tageous, the 20 went up to 21.

So the Department of Defense has
been all over the board on how many
B–2’s they wanted. The Congress is of
the opinion as we voted on the armed
services authorization bill last month,
that there should be nine additional B–
2’s to make it a three squadron force.

Where would the money go? The
amendment would take this money
from the B–2 line and put it into KC–135
reengining. In that account we are al-
ready $152 million over the budget. The
breast cancer program that most all of
us support, the administration has
never asked for it in the defense appro-
priations bill, but we have for years
have funded it, and this year this bill is
$125 million over what the President’s
budget was. That was a big zero.

The gentleman from Vermont [Mr.
SANDERS] talked about how we out-
spend everybody else in the world, and
there is a lot of reason for that. One
reason is we are an all-volunteer force.
We do not have a draft. We do not re-
quire that people serve in the military
of the United States. We believe that
those who do volunteer and that those
who do serve should have a decent
quality of life, that they should not
have to live in hovels, that they should
not have to live on food stamps. So we
include in this bill a pay raise. We in-
clude in this bill additional money to
repair barracks. We include in this bill
additional money for medical care for
those who serve in the military and
their families.

In fact about 70 percent of the money
appropriated in this bill goes for those
types of items, not to buy airplanes or
ships or guns or tanks but to take care
of our troops.

Then, Mr. Chairman, if I were Sad-
dam Hussein or a would-be Saddam

Hussein, a would-be dictator and I saw
that the United States has something
as effective and powerful as a B–2, I
would be very careful before I agitated
or did something to bring the wrath of
the United States against me.

It is difficult to prove a negative. But
because of the effectiveness of the B–2
and the deterrent value that it brings
to our force, how many wars, how
many battles will we not have to fight?

It is hard to tell. But if we just did
not have to fight one battle because we
had something like the B–2, how many
American lives would we save?

That is what we are talking about,
accomplishing the mission and saving
the lives of the Americans who do it.

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposi-
tion of this amendment.

It is no surprise that some Members would
oppose a defense program that actually works
to defend this Nation.

Some Members simply believe that our de-
fense needs are secondary to social spending.

I disagree.
I believe that the highest value this Federal

Government has is defending our people
against external threats.

Some Members believe that those threats to
our Nation’s survival are in permanent decline.

This is wishful thinking.
We live in an age when dictators are alive

and well. They are busy stockpiling nuclear,
biological, and chemical weapons.

We must prepare to defend ourselves
against these very real threats, and the B–2
has proven time and again to be a potent and
effective defensive weapon.

The notion that the B–2 is needlessly ex-
travagant is simply wrong. The Air Force has
estimated that a B–2 with two crewmembers
could conduct an attack normally involving 75
tactical aircraft and 147 crewmembers.

The procurement and life-cycle costs of 75
tactical aircraft approaches $7.5 billion. The
comparable cost for one B–2 is $1.1 billion.

Clearly, the B–2 provides us with the best
opportunity to protect U.S. interests at the low-
est cost and with the best possible technology.

I hope that my colleagues will make the
right choice tonight.

A vote against keeping the B–2 line open
and operational is shortsighted and we simply
cannot afford to make such ill-considered,
shortsighted choices.

I urge a ‘‘no’’ vote on this amendment.
The CHAIRMAN. The question is on

the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin [Mr. OBEY].

The question was taken; and the
Chairman announced that the noes ap-
peared to have it.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I demand a
recorded vote and, pending that, I
make the point of order that a quorum
is not present.

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to House
Resolution 198, further proceedings on
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin [Mr. OBEY] will
be postponed.

The point of no quorum is considered
withdrawn.

The Clerk will read.
The Clerk read as follows:

MISSILE PROCUREMENT, AIR FORCE

For construction, procurement, and modi-
fication of missiles, spacecraft, rockets, and

related equipment, including spare parts and
accessories therefor, ground handling equip-
ment, and training devices; expansion of pub-
lic and private plants, Government-owned
equipment and installation thereof in such
plants, erection of structures, and acquisi-
tion of land, for the foregoing purposes, and
such lands and interests therein, may be ac-
quired, and construction prosecuted thereon
prior to approval of title; reserve plant and
Government and contractor-owned equip-
ment layaway; and other expenses necessary
for the foregoing purposes including rents
and transportation of things; $2,320,741,000, to
remain available for obligation until Sep-
tember 30, 2000.

PROCUREMENT OF AMMUNITION, AIR FORCE

For construction, procurement, produc-
tion, and modification of ammunition, and
accessories therefor; specialized equipment
and training devices; expansion of public and
private plants, including ammunition facili-
ties authorized by section 2854, title 10, Unit-
ed States Code, and the land necessary there-
for, for the foregoing purposes, and such
lands and interests therein, may be acquired,
and construction prosecuted thereon prior to
approval of title; and procurement and in-
stallation of equipment, appliances, and ma-
chine tools in public and private plants; re-
serve plant and Government and contractor-
owned equipment layaway; and other ex-
penses necessary for the foregoing purposes;
$414,884,000, to remain available for obliga-
tion until September 30, 2000.

OTHER PROCUREMENT, AIR FORCE

For procurement and modification of
equipment (including ground guidance and
electronic control equipment, and ground
electronic and communication equipment),
and supplies, materials, and spare parts
therefor, not otherwise provided for; the pur-
chase of not to exceed 196 passenger motor
vehicles for replacement only; the purchase
of 1 vehicle required for physical security of
personnel, notwithstanding price limitations
applicable to passenger vehicles but not to
exceed $232,340 per vehicle; and expansion of
public and private plants, Government-
owned equipment and installation thereof in
such plants, erection of structures, and ac-
quisition of land, for the foregoing purposes,
and such lands and interests therein, may be
acquired, and construction prosecuted there-
on, prior to approval of title; reserve plant
and Government and contractor-owned
equipment layaway; $6,588,939,000, to remain
available for obligation until September 30,
2000: Provided, That of the funds appropriated
in this paragraph $14,843,000 shall not be obli-
gated or expended until authorized by law.

PROCUREMENT, DEFENSE-WIDE

For expenses of activities and agencies of
the Department of Defense (other than the
military departments) necessary for procure-
ment, production, and modification of equip-
ment, supplies, materials, and spare parts
therefor, not otherwise provided for; the pur-
chase of not to exceed 381 passenger motor
vehicles for replacement only; expansion of
public and private plants, equipment, and in-
stallation thereof in such plants, erection of
structures, and acquisition of land for the
foregoing purposes, and such lands and inter-
ests therein, may be acquired, and construc-
tion prosecuted thereon prior to approval of
title; reserve plant and Government and con-
tractor-owned equipment layaway;
$2,186,669,000, to remain available for obliga-
tion until September 30, 2000: Provided, That
of the funds appropriated in this paragraph,
$349,680,000 shall not be obligated or ex-
pended until authorized by law.

NATIONAL GUARD AND RESERVE EQUIPMENT

For procurement of aircraft, missiles,
tracked combat vehicles, ammunition, other
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weapons, and other procurement for the re-
serve components of the Armed Forces;
$850,000,000, to remain available for obliga-
tion until September 30, 2000: Provided, That
the Chiefs of the Reserve and National Guard
components shall, not later than 30 days
after the enactment of this Act, individually
submit to the congressional defense commit-
tees the modernization priority assessment
for their respective Reserve or National
Guard component: Provided further, That of
the funds appropriated in this paragraph,
$154,895,000 shall not be obligated or ex-
pended until authorized by law.

TITLE IV
RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST AND

EVALUATION
RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST AND

EVALUATION, ARMY

For expenses necessary for basic and ap-
plied scientific research, development, test
and evaluation, including maintenance, re-
habilitation, lease, and operation of facili-
ties and equipment; $4,686,427,000, to remain
available for obligation until September 30,
1999.

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

Mr. Chairman, I claim this time for
purposes of entering into a colloquy
with the distinguished chairman, the
gentleman from Florida, of the Sub-
committee on National Defense.

I would like to bring the DRAGON-
FLY program to the gentleman’s at-
tention. The DRAGONFLY program
will demonstrate the revolutionary
flight potential of the canard rotor/
wing or CRW high speed vertical take-
off and landing concept and to assess
and validate CRW’s characteristics and
capabilities using unmanned aircraft
technology.

Details on this revolutionary pro-
gram came to my attention too late to
be included in the defense appropria-
tions bill now under consideration. I
understand that the Defense Depart-
ment plans to pursue this technology.
However, due to budgetary constraints,
funds could not be included in this
year’s budget request.

Mr. Chairman, I respectfully request
that the gentleman’s subcommittee
consider the funding requirements for
the DRAGONFLY program during con-
ference on the defense bill.

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

Mr. HAYWORTH. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Florida.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I would say to the gentleman
that I agree that the DRAGONFLY
technology appears promising and that
the committee will consider the gentle-
man’s request during the conference
and address this issue during that
time.

Mr. HAYWORTH. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman for his consider-
ation and assistance.

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

RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST AND
EVALUATION, NAVY

For expenses necessary for basic and ap-
plied scientific research, development, test
and evaluation, including maintenance, re-
habilitation, lease, and operation of facili-

ties and equipment; $7,907,837,000, to remain
available for obligation until September 30,
1999: Provided, That funds appropriated in
this paragraph which are available for the V–
22 may be used to meet unique requirements
of the Special Operations Forces.

RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST AND
EVALUATION, AIR FORCE

For expenses necessary for basic and ap-
plied scientific research, development, test
and evaluation, including maintenance, re-
habilitation, lease, and operation of facili-
ties and equipment; $14,315,456,000, to remain
available for obligation until September 30,
1999: Provided, That of the funds made avail-
able in this paragraph, $4,000,000 shall be
only for development of coal-derived jet fuel
technologies.

AMENDMENT NO. 5 OFFERED BY MR. NADLER

Mr. NADLER. Mr. Chairman, I offer
an amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-
ignate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows.

Amendment No. 5 offered by Mr. NADLER:
Page 32, line 11, after the dollar amount,

insert the following: ‘‘(reduced by
$420,000,000)’’.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I ask unanimous consent that all
debate on this amendment and all
amendments thereto close in 30 min-
utes and that the time be equally di-
vided and controlled by the gentleman
from New York [Mr. NADLER] and my-
self.

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

There was no objection.
The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman

from New York [Mr. NADLER] and the
gentleman from Florida [Mr. YOUNG],
each will control 15 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from New York [Mr. NADLER].

Mr. NADLER. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Chairman, I am offering an
amendment to reduce the appropria-
tion for the F–22 fighter plane program
in an effort to demonstrate our concern
over the continued cost growth for this
program. This year the Air Force is re-
questing $2 billion for research and de-
velopment of the F–22. Last year the
Air Force estimated that the 1998 cost
would be $1.65 billion, the amount set
by my amendment. This amendment is
a modest reduction in funding, not a
cancellation of the costly F–22 pro-
gram.

Many Members of Congress have ex-
pressed support for the F–22 program. I
for one oppose it. But if we are going to
spend tens of billions of dollars on it, if
we are going to spend $27 billion on it,
we had better make sure the money is
properly spent. Senator COATS of Indi-
ana has recognized this and cham-
pioned a similar amendment to this in
the Senate defense authorization bill.
This amendment therefore should
enjoy at least some bipartisan support
in both Houses.

The F–22 is one of three different
types of tactical aircraft being devel-
oped for future deployment. The esti-
mated total program cost of the three

tactical air programs in the President’s
budget, the F–22, the F/A–18E/F and the
Joint Strike Fighter will be well over
$350 billion.

The Committee on National Security
reports that, quote: ‘‘the long-term
costs associated with DOD’s mod-
ernization plan are staggering.’’ At a
time of fiscal restraint, developing
three planes concurrently, three tac-
tical airplanes at the same time seems
duplicative and wasteful. While we are
asking taxpayers to make sacrifices,
we must be vigilant in our duty to
guard against unnecessary spending.
These dollars could be used to greater
benefit.

We heard some of the better uses to
which they could be put in the debate
on the previous amendment. The F–22
program has been plagued by cost over-
runs and poor project management.
Both the Air Force and the cost analy-
sis and improvement group in DOD es-
timated increased cost for F–22 produc-
tion above and beyond what was pre-
viously authorized. In testimony prior
to the National Defense Act for Fiscal
Year 1997, the Air Force informed the
Senate Committee on Armed Services
restructuring the program had been
costly in the past and had resulted in
future cost escalations.

This program is a poster child for De-
fense Department waste. We cannot
allow these costs to keep creeping up-
ward unchecked.

This year’s request for a funding in-
crease is based in part on the cancella-
tion of four preproduction vehicles,
foregoing production of 54 operational
aircraft and transferring those funds
into the engineering and manufactur-
ing development account. So this
transfer of funds means the number of
planes produced will be decreased while
the costs will continue to increase.

The Air Force therefore appears to be
asking to do less with more rather
than the opposite of what we usually
hear that we ought to require govern-
ment departments to do.

According to the GAO, the F–15E,
which the F–22 is designed to replace,
will continue to be the premier tactical
aircraft in the world at least until 2010.
Events in the Persian Gulf suggest that
current tactical aircraft are more than
able to counter any likely threat to
United States forces. The U.S. may
need one new fighter program for the
years after 2010 but not three at the
same time. We must reduce this pro-
gram now and make it very clear that
defense contractors will not be re-
warded for high costs.

It is time we looked at our defense
programs with a little more scrutiny.
We must not simply rubber stamp a
bloated defense budget that includes
billions of dollars in excessive funding
simply because we fundamentally be-
lieve, as we all do, in providing for a
strong defense.

We must have the moral strength to
reduce funding for defense projects
even if they are built in Marietta, GA,
and other reasons represented by pow-
erful Members of the House. To ignore
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these cost overruns and do nothing
would be a gross disservice to the
American people. To increase funding
under such circumstances for an expen-
sive program with a poor record of fi-
nancial restraint would be an extreme
case of protecting special interests at
the expense of hard-working taxpayers.

It is a disservice to the American
people that year after year we refuse to
open the size and scope of our defense
budget. I urge my colleagues to join me
in fighting to keep costs under control
even if those costs appear in a defense
bill. The Defense Department should
not be immune from our normal cost-
paring efforts.

Again, this amendment will simply
reduce the R&D for this development of
this fighter plane to the amount that
the Air Force requested a year ago that
they would request for this year.
Again, in the situation in which we de-
velop three tactical aircraft at the
same time, I think this is a very mod-
est request, a very modest amendment,
and I urge my colleagues to support
this amendment.

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 5 minutes to the distin-
guished gentleman from California
[Mr. CUNNINGHAM], who is from the
Vietnam era, an aviation ace who has
flown against these aircraft, who has
had them fly against him. He has been
shot at and he shot them down. I think
he is an expert on this subject.

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman for yielding me
this time.

I understand part of the gentleman’s
amendment, that when we have a lot of
different programs that we have to
buy, then there is limited dollars. But
I would also tell the gentleman that
that has been created not artificially
but by this very body. When we keep
cutting defense, procurement, about 70
percent, when we have additional
BRACC rounds and that takes, base
closing rounds and that takes addi-
tional dollars, when we increase the op-
erations tempo higher, higher than
during the Vietnam conflict, which
wears out our equipment, then we can-
not put the money in research and de-
velopment. We want to take money and
advance the procurement for a carrier,
which would save $600 million. But if
we take money out of that carrier
from, say, the F–22, we take it from
any of the other programs, then those
costs go up.

b 1300
So, eventually, we override the costs

and we cannot even buy smart.
Those that are proponents of reduc-

ing defense, and they have that right, I
disagree with that. But those that do,
cost us not only national security but
we cannot even buy smart because we
cannot buy and keep a line open. We
have to shut down a line, and we have
to open it. We have to lay off workers
and bring them back on. That is very
costly.

But I want to talk tactically. These
are some of the aircraft that the F–22
would have to go out and fight. I have
flown most of what we have in the
United States inventory and most of
what the Soviets have. I can tell my
colleagues their capabilities. I can tell
my colleagues about their radars, their
missiles, their maneuverability, what
their electronic warfare equipment is,
all the different tactical applications.

The F–22 will have a much different
mission, say, than the FA–18EF. It will
be more of a hunter-killer, flying with
four to eight aircraft protecting B–2’s,
or actually on what we call a Mig cap,
going in prior to going into a target
and sweeping the area and having blue
water and fleet air defense, as well as
air superiority. As General Fogleman
says, we need air dominance. We had
air superiority in Desert Storm.

But as we go in, I would ask my col-
leagues to take a look at the reasons
that we need these airplanes. The F–22,
a lot of it is for the same reason that
we needed the B–2. The F–22 is one of
the new stealthy airplanes that we
have to go in against a target and that
the enemy, all those fighters that I
showed my colleagues previously, do
not know that they are there.

When we close in on a fighter and he
does not know we are there, we get
first shot, he does not. Right now, most
of those airplanes on that other chart
have missiles that will go farther than
ours, they go faster and they detect us
first. With the F–22, they do not detect
us. It allows our shorter range missile
to get inside so that we can fire and
launch and leave, and now our guys are
going to live. That is the value of the
F–22.

Now, it is an Air Force airplane. I
flew in the Navy. Why would I support
an Air Force airplane? Because it is
part of national security and it is part
of the defense of this country. In this
humble Member’s opinion it is an air-
craft that we need.

I agree there are not enough dollars
to go around, and we could buy other
programs, but when we take from one
to give to the other, then the addi-
tional costs go up and that is not effec-
tive.

I would say to my friend that in this
other chart, the aircraft of tomorrow
are here today, only the United States
does not have them. I am alive today
because I had better training than the
enemy. I am alive today because the
airplane, the F–4 Phantom in Vietnam
was better than the Mig-21. The mis-
siles I had, the Sparrow and the Side-
winder, were better than the Aphid and
the Apex, but that is no longer true.

This is the research and develop-
ment. And I will be happy to take my
colleagues up on the fourth floor where
we can talk about the secure programs,
the black programs that exist in this
airplane, that are star wars technology
that none of the other airplanes have
and none of the other countries have.
This will be an airplane for the future.
This is an airplane that will mean the

difference between life and death for
our aviators, our men and women.

Mr. NADLER. Mr. Chairman, I yield
5 minutes to the gentleman from Wis-
consin [Mr. OBEY].

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
support of the gentleman’s amend-
ment, and let me explain why.

I do not think there are many Mem-
bers of this House who are more great-
ly respected than the gentleman from
California [Mr. CUNNINGHAM]. I think
he is respected both as a legislator and
for his past service to this country in
his military capacity, and because he is
a genuinely nice person to know. But I
want to say, nonetheless, that I think
on the merits this amendment has the
better of the argument.

I make that statement for this rea-
son. The Pentagon is going to be buy-
ing three new tactical aircraft. One of
them is the F–22. We are supposed to
purchase them to replace the F–15. The
F–15 is probably the finest fighter the
United States has ever known. We have
over 700 of them. The problem with this
is that the cost of the F–22 has appar-
ently been escalating by about 20 per-
cent, if we take a look at the latest in-
formation, and that means it is going
to cost about $85 billion to buy 438 of
these babies.

Now, the Congress hires the GAO, the
General Accounting Office, to try to
give us the best possible advice about
how we ought to spend our money to
get the biggest bang for it. And what
they indicate is that the F–15, which is
the plane that the F–22 is designed to
replace, will last us at least until the
year 2015.

They indicate, therefore, that they
believe the purchase of the F–22, which
is in this bill, is at least 7 years pre-
mature. They think there will be at
least a 7-year overlap between the use
of the F–22 and the F–15. So they,
therefore, suggest that we slow down
the purchase of the F–22’s so that we do
not run up the cost of this program any
more than is necessary. I think that is
the correct thing to do.

I would also point out that people
say, ‘‘Well, we have a huge threat that
we have to respond to.’’ They do not
point out that many of the countries
that possess the planes that we are
worried about are countries such as
France, which the last time I looked
was our ally. They do not point out
that the Rand Corp. says this about the
threat to the United States: ‘‘The air
power forces of the former Soviet
Union are fragmented and their recov-
ery would take many years. The air
fleets fielded by other potential adver-
saries are small and aging.’’

Another Rand study concludes that
China will retire about half of its fight-
ers and tac aircraft within the next 10
years and that they cannot afford to
replace them. And if we ask the De-
fense Department, they will tell us
that they believe that there will be few
purchases of high performance fighter
aircraft by any potential U.S. adversar-
ies any time soon.
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So I think the gentleman’s amend-

ment is a perfectly reasonable one. We
all know we are going to have this
plane some day, and it will, by all ac-
counts, be a magnificent airplane. But
the fact is we have competing needs in
this defense budget and, once again, I
tell my colleagues that this budget
contains nothing but false promises if
it continues to pretend that it can live
under the existing 5-year budget ceil-
ings that are established for it and still
buy all of the new weapon systems, in-
cluding tactical aircraft, which people
are hoping to buy.

There just is not going to be enough
room in that bag to buy everything
that we are scheduled to buy. Sooner
or later we will have to make a deci-
sion about which purchases we are
going to eliminate, or else admit that
the 5-year budget ceilings that are
talked about in this new budget agree-
ment are nothing but a public lie.

Now, that is the hard choice of it,
and the sooner Congress faces up to it,
the better off we will all be, and that is
why I think the gentleman is correct in
pursuing his amendment.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 3 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Washington [Mr. DICKS].

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

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, first of
all, I want to rise in opposition to the
Nadler amendment. As I understand it,
we would be cutting $420 million out of
the F–22 procurement.

Now, what this would do would be to
slow down this program.

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

Mr. DICKS. I yield to the gentleman
from New York.

Mr. NADLER. Mr. Chairman, I would
advise the gentleman it is $420 million
for the R&D, not procurement.

Mr. DICKS. Excuse me, Mr. Chair-
man, reclaiming my time, $420 million
from the R&D account, not the pro-
curement account. I wish we were in
procurement, but we are not there yet.
We are still in R&D.

What that will do is to slow down
this program rather substantially. I
think this is a program that has al-
ready been stretched out to such an ex-
tent that one has to be concerned
about how much money we are going to
spend on R&D to get this program into
procurement.

Now, the F–22 is the Air Force’s No.
1 priority. Now, anyone who listened to
the earlier debate, I might have a dif-
ferent set of priorities for the Air
Force, but they believe that the F–22,
the air superiority fighter, is abso-
lutely essential for the United States
to be able, as we did in the Gulf war, to
be able to gain air superiority once a
war starts.

Of course, this is the airplane that
will be involved in coming in, attack-
ing other aircraft, attacking surface-
to-air missiles, Scud launchers, and it
will be very, very important in the

early going in order to gain air superi-
ority and to be able to cap the enemy
so that they cannot get their aircraft
off the ground.

Once we do that, then we can bring in
all the nonstealthy assets that we cur-
rently possess, like the F–15’s, the F–
16’s, the F–18’s, et cetera. But it is the
enabler. That is why stealth is so im-
portant, not just for bombers but also
for our fighter aircraft. So I believe
that this is one of the two or three
most important programs we are in-
volved in.

I think if we put together the F–22’s
and the B–2’s, we get a tremendous syn-
ergism with an airplane that can give
us air superiority and another one that
can take advantage of that, to go in
and knock out a variety of enemy tar-
gets and to ultimately allow us to win
the war in such a way that we save
American lives.

So I would argue strongly against
slowing down the F–22, and that is
what this amendment will do by cut-
ting back R&D funding. I would assume
it would slow it down for at least 1
year, maybe even more. It would have
a devastating effect on the program it-
self.

Every time Congress gets up and does
this, we adjust these programs, then
the money is cut back, and then the
contractors have to go back and read-
just their entire schedule for develop-
ing the plane. So I feel very strongly
that this program has already been in-
terrupted and we should not do it again
with this amendment.

Mr. Chairman, I urge a ‘‘no’’ vote on
the Nadler amendment.

Mr. NADLER. Mr. Chairman, I yield
1 minute to the gentleman from Wis-
consin [Mr. OBEY].

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I would
like to simply take this minute to say
that I agree with one point the gen-
tleman has just made. I think it is a
mistake for us to stretch out the pur-
chase time for every large weapon sys-
tem that we buy because it does raise
the per unit cost.

But if we agree with that, then we
have to face up to the choice that we
have to cut out one or more of these
weapon systems. And that is why, it
seems to me, that the Congress is mak-
ing a grave mistake if we do not elimi-
nate one of the three tac air systems
which the Pentagon is supposed to buy
under this bill.

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

Mr. OBEY. I yield to the gentleman
from Washington.

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, I would
say to the gentleman that one area we
did not look at, that was not looked at
in the Quadrennial Defense Review, is
our nuclear weapons. I would argue we
could make a reduction ourselves in
nuclear weapons and use that money to
fund these conventional programs
which are usable.

I am a believer that nuclear weapons
are there for deterrence and only deter-
rence, and we really do not get a hell of

a lot of military capability out of
them.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I do not
argue with that, but unless we are will-
ing to cut the number of systems we
buy, then the only choice we have is to
pursue what the gentleman is pursuing.

Mr. NADLER. Mr. Chairman, how
much time do we have remaining?

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from New York [Mr. NADLER] has 4
minutes remaining, and the gentleman
from Florida [Mr. YOUNG] has 7 min-
utes remaining.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 3 minutes to the gentle-
woman from Texas [Ms. GRANGER].

Ms. GRANGER. Mr. Chairman, I rise
today in strong opposition to the
amendment offered by the gentleman
from New York. The F–22 will be the
Air Force’s air superiority fighter for
the first part of the 21st century. The
Air Force needs the F–22 as soon as
possible.

Right now the Air Force relies on the
F–15 to fly its air superiority missions.
The F–15 has served our Nation well
and has been critical to ensuring that
no American ground troop has been
killed by enemy aircraft in over 40
years. But the F–15 is aging. Much of
its technology was developed back in
the 1970’s and even the 1960’s.
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Though it was far superior than any-

thing in the world when it was intro-
duced, the rest of the world has slowly
but surely caught up with the F–15. We
still might have an edge in air superi-
ority, but it is a slight edge at best.

The effect of the adoption of the
amendment of the gentleman from New
York [Mr. NADLER] would be to con-
tinue to rely on this old technology for
years to come and to just get by. We
would keep on flying the aging F–15
and hope that the world does not com-
pletely catch up with us before we
unleash the F–22 fighter wings.

Mr. Chairman, we cannot afford to
compromise our national security in-
terests, as well as the safety and secu-
rity of the brave men and women who
serve our country, by just getting by.
Proponents of cutting the F–22 argue
that the world is a safe place and that
we face no imminent dangers that jus-
tify immediate production of the F–22.
But one of the main reasons that we
face no dangers today, and I stress
today, is that any potential enemies
recognize the superiority of American
technology and fighting strength.

But the longer we delay incorporat-
ing 21st century technology into our
military, the more we invite potential
foes to take the chance that they can
match us in battle. Investing in tech-
nology like the F–22 Raptor today will,
therefore, save us in the long run. War
will be much less likely to occur if our
enemies and potential enemies under-
stand that engaging our military in
battle is a guaranteed losing propo-
sition.

The costs of war, even the cost of a
brief and successful war like Desert
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Storm, are much greater than the cost
of peace. But more important than the
ultimate economic savings we will reap
from preventing wars with investing in
the F–22 are the lives of fighting men
and women that will be saved. By pre-
venting as many conflicts as possible
and then by thoroughly dominating
those few in which we might have to
engage, the F–22 Raptor will minimize
harm to our troops in the field. The
mothers and fathers of our men and
women in uniform will be able to sleep
better at night knowing that their
children are less likely to be in harm’s
way.

Mr. Chairman, the F–22 is needed,
and it is needed without any additional
delay in production.

Mr. NADLER. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Chairman, a number of argu-
ments are made against this amend-
ment. The argument is made by the
gentleman from California, who we all
respect, is that we have to have air su-
periority, which we all agree with, and
that if we do not have the F–22, we will
not have air superiority, and that
American fighters in some future war,
therefore, will, God forbid, die from
lack of the superiority in the technical
equipment.

The argument ignores two facts.
First, we heard the gentleman from
Wisconsin [Mr. OBEY] refer to the Rand
Commission reports. The Rand Com-
mission says the air fleets of potential
adversaries are small and aging. They
are not coming up with new technology
fighters. We do not see the Russians
doing the research and spending the
money to produce the next generation
of fighters. The Chinese Air Force is
going to be retired and not replaced be-
cause they are not doing it either.

So with whom are we competing for
this great new technology? The
French, our allies? The Defense Depart-
ment says they see few high perform-
ance aircraft any time soon anywhere
else in the world, other than perhaps in
France, our allies.

Second, we are not opposing the F–22.
We are saying stretch out the time be-
fore the procurement, do not reduce
the procurement time, stretch out the
time before the procurement so that
there is not a 7-year overlap with the
F–15. We will have the aircraft when we
need it. But we do not need three sepa-
rate tactical aircraft programs at the
same time.

Finally, let me say, again the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin [Mr. OBEY] al-
luded to this, in this 5-year budget
agreement that everyone is talking
about today, we have Defense Depart-
ment caps for each year. We are not
going to be able to maintain them if we
keep buying every weapon on system,
if we need more B–2’s, if we need three
new tactical aircraft systems.

So what are we doing? We are penny
pinching in operations and training
and personnel, when we ought to be
spending more money, instead of pro-
curing large numbers of new weapons

systems which we cannot possibly af-
ford in the future and which we do not
need. Some of them we need. But we
have to make choices. Governing is
about making choices.

This amendment is about making a
choice, about reducing the cost over-
runs in this program, and hopefully
giving us time to reconsider whether
we need three tactical aircraft pro-
grams as a follow-on to the F–15,
which, last time I looked, was one air-
craft.

So I urge the adoption of this amend-
ment.

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

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield myself the balance of the
time, and I rise in opposition to the
Nadler amendment. I understand that
it is well-intentioned. Even though the
program has already been slowed down
with the agreement of the Congress, it
is the No. 1 priority for the United
States Air Force.

The phrase ‘‘air superiority’’ has
been used during this debate several
times. Let me tell you what air superi-
ority is. Air superiority is the ability
of our pilots flying our airplanes to go
into the war zone and to deny access to
the air by the enemy planes, either to
shoot them down or, as we did in
Desert Storm, to scare them so that
they run when they see our airplanes.

The other part of air superiority is
the soldier on the ground. The soldier
on the ground, when he looks up, he
wants to see an American airplane in
control of the sky, he wants to know
that the airplane up there is not going
to drop a bomb or some kind of muni-
tion on him. That is why air superi-
ority is so important.

The F–22 will guarantee us air superi-
ority and control of the skies in the
world as we know it today. But as the
gentleman from California [Mr.
CUNNINGHAM] pointed out earlier, many
other countries are building new and
outstanding technology aircraft. We
have got to be able to keep up with
that.

In the year 2015, a date that has been
mentioned when the F–22 might be
fully capable, fully operational, the F–
15, which is a tremendous airplane, will
be 45 years old. My 10-year-old son has
told me repeatedly that he wants to be
a fighter pilot. Well, if that should hap-
pen and he cannot fly the F–22 until
the year 2015, he can be flying a 45-
year-old airplane. I do not want that to
happen, and I do not want anybody else
that is going to be flying a combat air-
craft to have to fly a 40-year-old air-
plane.

It is just not right because it takes
away his advantage, it takes away his
edge over the enemy. All of us pray to
God that we never have to send another
pilot to war or another soldier to a
ground war. But unfortunately that
may not be the case. But we have got
to go with the best equipment, the best
technology, the best training that we
possibly can so that our soldiers in the

air, on the ground, our sailors on the
sea, under the sea have the best train-
ing, the best equipment, the best tech-
nology possible so that they can, No. 1,
accomplish their mission, Mr. Chair-
man, but No. 2, give themselves some
protection while they are at it.

That is what this F–22 will do. It will
help accomplish the mission and give
our pilots protection and the ability to
come home in their airplane, rather
than come home as a POW or come
home in a body bag. That is why this
investment is a good investment and
we ought to deny this amendment and
allow the F–22 program to continue.

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

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from New York [Mr. NADLER].

The amendment was rejected.
The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read.
The Clerk read as follows:

RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST AND
EVALUATION, DEFENSE-WIDE

For expenses of activities and agencies of
the Department of Defense (other than the
military departments), necessary for basic
and applied scientific research, development,
test and evaluation; advanced research
projects as may be designated and deter-
mined by the Secretary of Defense, pursuant
to law; maintenance, rehabilitation, lease,
and operation of facilities and equipment;
$9,494,337,000, to remain available for obliga-
tion until September 30, 1999: Provided, That
not less than $444,898,000 of the funds appro-
priated in this paragraph shall be made
available only for the Sea-Based Wide Area
Defense (Navy Upper-Tier) program: Provided
further, That funds appropriated for the
Dual-Use Applications Program under sec-
tion 5803 of the Treasury, Postal Service, and
General Government Appropriations Act,
1997 (Public Law 104–208), shall remain avail-
able for obligation until September 30, 1998.

DEVELOPMENTAL TEST AND EVALUATION,
DEFENSE

For expenses, not otherwise provided for,
of independent activities of the Director,
Test and Evaluation in the direction and su-
pervision of developmental test and evalua-
tion, including performance and joint devel-
opmental testing and evaluation; and admin-
istrative expenses in connection therewith;
$268,183,000, to remain available for obliga-
tion until September 30, 1999.

OPERATIONAL TEST AND EVALUATION,
DEFENSE

For expenses, not otherwise provided for,
necessary for the independent activities of
the Director, Operational Test and Evalua-
tion in the direction and supervision of oper-
ational test and evaluation, including initial
operational test and evaluation which is con-
ducted prior to, and in support of, production
decisions; joint operational testing and eval-
uation; and administrative expenses in con-
nection therewith; $32,684,000, to remain
available for obligation until September 30,
1999: Provided, That of the funds appropriated
in this paragraph, $9,300,000 shall not be obli-
gated or expended until authorized by law.

TITLE V
REVOLVING AND MANAGEMENT FUNDS

DEFENSE WORKING CAPITAL FUNDS

For the Defense Working Capital Funds;
$971,952,000.

NATIONAL DEFENSE SEALIFT FUND

For National Defense Sealift Fund pro-
grams, projects, and activities, and for ex-
penses of the National Defense Reserve
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Fleet, as established by section 11 of the
Merchant Ship Sales Act of 1946 (50 U.S.C.
App. 1744); $1,199,926,000, to remain available
until expended: Provided, That none of the
funds provided in this paragraph shall be
used to award a new contract that provides
for the acquisition of any of the following
major components unless such components
are manufactured in the United States: aux-
iliary equipment, including pumps, for all
ship-board services; propulsion system com-
ponents (that is; engines, reduction gears,
and propellers); shipboard cranes; and
spreaders for shipboard cranes: Provided fur-
ther, That the exercise of an option in a con-
tract awarded through the obligation of pre-
viously appropriated funds shall not be con-
sidered to be the award of a new contract:
Provided further, That the Secretary of the
military department responsible for such
procurement may waive these restrictions on
a case-by-case basis by certifying in writing
to the Committees on Appropriations of the
House of Representatives and the Senate,
that adequate domestic supplies are not
available to meet Department of Defense re-
quirements on a timely basis and that such
an acquisition must be made in order to ac-
quire capability for national security pur-
poses: Provided further, That of the funds ap-
propriated in this paragraph, $18,300,000 shall
not be obligated or expended until author-
ized by law.

TITLE VI

OTHER DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE
PROGRAMS

DEFENSE HEALTH PROGRAM

For expenses, not otherwise provided for,
for medical and health care programs of the
Department of Defense, as authorized by law;
$10,309,750,000, of which $10,035,682,000 shall be
for Operation and maintenance, of which not
to exceed three percent shall remain avail-
able until September 30, 1999, and of which
$274,068,000, to remain available for obliga-
tion until September 30, 2000, shall be for
Procurement: Provided, That of the funds ap-
propriated in this paragraph, $55,300,000 shall
not be obligated or expended until author-
ized by law.

CHEMICAL AGENTS AND MUNITIONS
DESTRUCTION, DEFENSE

For expenses, not otherwise provided for,
necessary for the destruction of the United
States stockpile of lethal chemical agents
and munitions in accordance with the provi-
sions of section 1412 of the Department of
Defense Authorization Act, 1986 (50 U.S.C.
1521), and for the destruction of other chemi-
cal warfare materials that are not in the
chemical weapon stockpile, $595,700,000, of
which $472,200,000 shall be for Operation and
maintenance, $67,200,000 shall be for Procure-
ment to remain available until September
30, 2000, and $56,300,000 shall be for Research,
development, test and evaluation to remain
available until September 30, 1999.

DRUG INTERDICTION AND COUNTER-DRUG
ACTIVITIES, DEFENSE

(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS)

For drug interdiction and counter-drug ac-
tivities of the Department of Defense, for
transfer to appropriations available to the
Department of Defense for military person-
nel of the reserve components serving under
the provisions of title 10 and title 32, United
States Code; for Operation and maintenance;
for Procurement; and for Research, develop-
ment, test and evaluation; $713,082,000: Pro-
vided, That funds appropriated by this para-
graph shall be available for obligation for
the same time period and for the same pur-
pose as the appropriation to which trans-
ferred: Provided further, That the transfer au-
thority provided in this paragraph is in addi-

tion to any transfer authority contained
elsewhere in this Act: Provided further, That
of the funds appropriated in this paragraph,
$51,411,000 shall not be obligated or expended
until authorized by law.

OFFICE OF THE INSPECTOR GENERAL

For expenses and activities of the Office of
the Inspector General in carrying out the
provisions of the Inspector General Act of
1978, as amended; $142,980,000, of which
$141,180,000 shall be for Operation and main-
tenance, of which not to exceed $600,000 is
available for emergencies and extraordinary
expenses to be expended on the approval or
authority of the Inspector General, and pay-
ments may be made on his certificate of ne-
cessity for confidential military purposes;
and of which $1,800,000, to remain available
until September 30, 2000, shall be for Pro-
curement: Provided, That of the funds appro-
priated in this paragraph, $4,600,000 shall not
be obligated or expended until authorized by
law.

TITLE VII
RELATED AGENCIES

CENTRAL INTELLIGENCE AGENCY RETIREMENT
AND DISABILITY SYSTEM FUND

For payment to the Central Intelligence
Agency Retirement and Disability System
Fund, to maintain proper funding level for
continuing the operation of the Central In-
telligence Agency Retirement and Disability
System; $196,900,000.

INTELLIGENCE COMMUNITY MANAGEMENT
ACCOUNT

(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS)

For necessary expenses of the Intelligence
Community Management Account;
$125,580,000, of which $39,011,000 for the Ad-
vanced Research and Development Commit-
tee and the Environmental Intelligence and
Applications Program shall remain available
until September 30, 1999: Provided, That of
the funds appropriated under this heading,
$27,000,000 shall be transferred to the Depart-
ment of Justice for the National Drug Intel-
ligence Center to support the Department of
Defense’s counter-drug intelligence respon-
sibilities, and of the said amount, $1,500,000
for Procurement shall remain available until
September 30, 2000, and $3,000,000 for Re-
search, development, test and evaluation
shall remain available until September 30,
1999.
PAYMENT TO KAHO’OLAWE ISLAND CONVEY-

ANCE, REMEDIATION, AND ENVIRONMENTAL
RESTORATION FUND

For payment to Kaho’olawe Island Convey-
ance, Remediation, and Environmental Res-
toration Fund, as authorized by law;
$10,000,000, to remain available until ex-
pended.
NATIONAL SECURITY EDUCATION TRUST FUND

For the purposes of title VIII of Public
Law 102–183, $2,000,000, to be derived from the
National Security Education Trust Fund, to
remain available until expended.

TITLE VIII
GENERAL PROVISIONS

SEC. 8001. No part of any appropriation
contained in this Act shall be used for pub-
licity or propaganda purposes not authorized
by the Congress.

SEC. 8002. During the current fiscal year,
provisions of law prohibiting the payment of
compensation to, or employment of, any per-
son not a citizen of the United States shall
not apply to personnel of the Department of
Defense: Provided, That salary increases
granted to direct and indirect hire foreign
national employees of the Department of De-
fense funded by this Act shall not be at a
rate in excess of the percentage increase au-
thorized by law for civilian employees of the

Department of Defense whose pay is com-
puted under the provisions of section 5332 of
title 5, United States Code, or at a rate in ex-
cess of the percentage increase provided by
the appropriate host nation to its own em-
ployees, whichever is higher: Provided fur-
ther, That this section shall not apply to De-
partment of Defense foreign service national
employees serving at United States diplo-
matic missions whose pay is set by the De-
partment of State under the Foreign Service
Act of 1980: Provided further, That the limita-
tions of this provision shall not apply to for-
eign national employees of the Department
of Defense in the Republic of Turkey.

SEC. 8003. No part of any appropriation
contained in this Act shall remain available
for obligation beyond the current fiscal year,
unless expressly so provided herein.

SEC. 8004. No more than 20 per centum of
the appropriations in this Act which are lim-
ited for obligation during the current fiscal
year shall be obligated during the last two
months of the fiscal year: Provided, That this
section shall not apply to obligations for
support of active duty training of reserve
components or summer camp training of the
Reserve Officers’ Training Corps.

(TRANSFER OF FUNDS)

SEC. 8005. Upon determination by the Sec-
retary of Defense that such action is nec-
essary in the national interest, he may, with
the approval of the Office of Management
and Budget, transfer not to exceed
$2,000,000,000 of working capital funds of the
Department of Defense or funds made avail-
able in this Act to the Department of De-
fense for military functions (except military
construction) between such appropriations
or funds or any subdivision thereof, to be
merged with and to be available for the same
purposes, and for the same time period, as
the appropriation or fund to which trans-
ferred: Provided, That such authority to
transfer may not be used unless for higher
priority items, based on unforeseen military
requirements, than those for which origi-
nally appropriated and in no case where the
item for which funds are requested has been
denied by Congress: Provided further, That
the Secretary of Defense shall notify the
Congress promptly of all transfers made pur-
suant to this authority or any other author-
ity in this Act: Provided further, That no part
of the funds in this Act shall be available to
prepare or present a request to the Commit-
tees on Appropriations for reprogramming of
funds, unless for higher priority items, based
on unforeseen military requirements, than
those for which originally appropriated and
in no case where the item for which re-
programming is requested has been denied by
the Congress.

(TRANSFER OF FUNDS)
SEC. 8006. During the current fiscal year,

cash balances in working capital funds of the
Department of Defense established pursuant
to section 2208 of title 10, United States
Code, may be maintained in only such
amounts as are necessary at any time for
cash disbursements to be made from such
funds: Provided, That transfers may be made
between such funds: Provided further, That
transfers may be made between working cap-
ital funds and the ‘‘Foreign Currency Fluc-
tuations, Defense’’ appropriation and the
‘‘Operation and Maintenance’’ appropriation
accounts in such amounts as may be deter-
mined by the Secretary of Defense, with the
approval of the Office of Management and
Budget, except that such transfers may not
be made unless the Secretary of Defense has
notified the Congress of the proposed trans-
fer. Except in amounts equal to the amounts
appropriated to working capital funds in this
Act, no obligations may be made against a
working capital fund to procure or increase
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the value of war reserve material inventory,
unless the Secretary of Defense has notified
the Congress prior to any such obligation.

SEC. 8007. Funds appropriated by this Act
may not be used to initiate a special access
program without prior notification 30 cal-
endar days in session in advance to the con-
gressional defense committees.

SEC. 8008. (a) None of the funds provided in
this Act shall be available to initiate (1) a
multiyear contract that employs economic
order quantity procurement in excess of
$20,000,000 in any one year of the contract or
that includes an unfunded contingent liabil-
ity in excess of $20,000,000, or (2) a contract
for advance procurement leading to a
multiyear contract that employs economic
order quantity procurement in excess of
$20,000,000 in any one year, unless the con-
gressional defense committees have been no-
tified at least thirty days in advance of the
proposed contract award: Provided, That no
part of any appropriation contained in this
Act shall be available to initiate a multiyear
contract for which the economic order quan-
tity advance procurement is not funded at
least to the limits of the Government’s li-
ability: Provided further, That no part of any
appropriation contained in this Act shall be
available to initiate multiyear procurement
contracts for any systems or component
thereof if the value of the multiyear con-
tract would exceed $500,000,000 unless specifi-
cally provided in this Act: Provided further,
That no multiyear procurement contract can
be terminated without 10-day prior notifica-
tion to the congressional defense commit-
tees: Provided further, That the execution of
multiyear authority shall require the use of
a present value analysis to determine lowest
cost compared to an annual procurement.

Funds appropriated in title III of this Act
may be used for multiyear procurement con-
tracts as follows:

Family of Medium Tactical Vehicles.
(b) None of the funds provided in this Act

and hereafter may be used to submit to Con-
gress (or to any committee of Congress) a re-
quest for authority to enter into a contract
covered by those provisions of subsection (a)
that precede the first proviso of that sub-
section unless—

(1) such request is made as part of the sub-
mission of the President’s Budget for the
United States Government for any fiscal
year and is set forth in the Appendix to that
budget as part of proposed legislative lan-
guage for appropriations bills for the next
fiscal year; or

(2) such request is formally submitted by
the President as a budget amendment; or

(3) the Secretary of Defense makes such re-
quest in writing to the congressional defense
committees.

SEC. 8009. Within the funds appropriated
for the operation and maintenance of the
Armed Forces, funds are hereby appropriated
pursuant to section 401 of title 10, United
States Code, for humanitarian and civic as-
sistance costs under chapter 20 of title 10,
United States Code. Such funds may also be
obligated for humanitarian and civic assist-
ance costs incidental to authorized oper-
ations and pursuant to authority granted in
section 401 of chapter 20 of title 10, United
States Code, and these obligations shall be
reported to Congress on September 30 of each
year: Provided, That funds available for oper-
ation and maintenance shall be available for
providing humanitarian and similar assist-
ance by using Civic Action Teams in the
Trust Territories of the Pacific Islands and
freely associated states of Micronesia, pursu-
ant to the Compact of Free Association as
authorized by Public Law 99–239: Provided
further, That upon a determination by the
Secretary of the Army that such action is
beneficial for graduate medical education

programs conducted at Army medical facili-
ties located in Hawaii, the Secretary of the
Army may authorize the provision of medi-
cal services at such facilities and transpor-
tation to such facilities, on a nonreimburs-
able basis, for civilian patients from Amer-
ican Samoa, the Commonwealth of the
Northern Mariana Islands, the Marshall Is-
lands, the Federated States of Micronesia,
Palau, and Guam.

SEC. 8010. (a) During fiscal year 1998, the ci-
vilian personnel of the Department of De-
fense may not be managed on the basis of
any end-strength, and the management of
such personnel during that fiscal year shall
not be subject to any constraint or limita-
tion (known as an end-strength) on the num-
ber of such personnel who may be employed
on the last day of such fiscal year.

(b) The fiscal year 1999 budget request for
the Department of Defense as well as all jus-
tification material and other documentation
supporting the fiscal year 1999 Department of
Defense budget request shall be prepared and
submitted to the Congress as if subsections
(a) and (b) of this provision were effective
with regard to fiscal year 1999.

(c) Nothing in this section shall be con-
strued to apply to military (civilian) techni-
cians.

SEC. 8011. Notwithstanding any other pro-
vision of law, none of the funds made avail-
able by this Act shall be used by the Depart-
ment of Defense to exceed, outside the fifty
United States, its territories, and the Dis-
trict of Columbia, 125,000 civilian workyears:
Provided, That workyears shall be applied as
defined in the Federal Personnel Manual:
Provided further, That workyears expended in
dependent student hiring programs for dis-
advantaged youths shall not be included in
this workyear limitation.

SEC. 8012. None of the funds made available
by this Act shall be used in any way, directly
or indirectly, to influence congressional ac-
tion on any legislation or appropriation mat-
ters pending before the Congress.

SEC. 8013. (a) None of the funds appro-
priated by this Act shall be used to make
contributions to the Department of Defense
Education Benefits Fund pursuant to section
2006(g) of title 10, United States Code, rep-
resenting the normal cost for future benefits
under section 3015(c) of title 38, United
States Code, for any member of the armed
services who, on or after the date of enact-
ment of this Act—

(1) enlists in the armed services for a pe-
riod of active duty of less than three years;
or

(2) receives an enlistment bonus under sec-
tion 308a or 308f of title 37, United States
Code,

nor shall any amounts representing the nor-
mal cost of such future benefits be trans-
ferred from the Fund by the Secretary of the
Treasury to the Secretary of Veterans Af-
fairs pursuant to section 2006(d) of title 10,
United States Code; nor shall the Secretary
of Veterans Affairs pay such benefits to any
such member: Provided, That in the case of a
member covered by clause (1), these limita-
tions shall not apply to members in combat
arms skills or to members who enlist in the
armed services on or after July 1, 1989, under
a program continued or established by the
Secretary of Defense in fiscal year 1991 to
test the cost-effective use of special recruit-
ing incentives involving not more than nine-
teen noncombat arms skills approved in ad-
vance by the Secretary of Defense: Provided
further, That this subsection applies only to
active components of the Army.

(b) None of the funds appropriated by this
Act shall be available for the basic pay and
allowances of any member of the Army par-
ticipating as a full-time student and receiv-

ing benefits paid by the Secretary of Veter-
ans Affairs from the Department of Defense
Education Benefits Fund when time spent as
a full-time student is credited toward com-
pletion of a service commitment: Provided,
That this subsection shall not apply to those
members who have reenlisted with this op-
tion prior to October 1, 1987: Provided further,
That this subsection applies only to active
components of the Army.

(TRANSFER OF FUNDS)
SEC. 8014. Funds appropriated in title III of

this Act for the Department of Defense Pilot
Mentor-Protege Program may be transferred
to any other appropriation contained in this
Act solely for the purpose of implementing a
Mentor-Protege Program developmental as-
sistance agreement pursuant to section 831
of the National Defense Authorization Act
for Fiscal Year 1991 (Public Law 101–510; 10
U.S.C. 2301 note), as amended, under the au-
thority of this provision or any other trans-
fer authority contained in this Act.

SEC. 8015. None of the funds in this Act
may be available for the purchase by the De-
partment of Defense (and its departments
and agencies) of welded shipboard anchor and
mooring chain 4 inches in diameter and
under unless the anchor and mooring chain
are manufactured in the United States from
components which are substantially manu-
factured in the United States: Provided, That
for the purpose of this section manufactured
will include cutting, heat treating, quality
control, testing of chain and welding (includ-
ing the forging and shot blasting process):
Provided further, That for the purpose of this
section substantially all of the components
of anchor and mooring chain shall be consid-
ered to be produced or manufactured in the
United States if the aggregate cost of the
components produced or manufactured in the
United States exceeds the aggregate cost of
the components produced or manufactured
outside the United States: Provided further,
That when adequate domestic supplies are
not available to meet Department of Defense
requirements on a timely basis, the Sec-
retary of the service responsible for the pro-
curement may waive this restriction on a
case-by-case basis by certifying in writing to
the Committees on Appropriations that such
an acquisition must be made in order to ac-
quire capability for national security pur-
poses.

SEC. 8016. None of the funds appropriated
by this Act available for the Civilian Health
and Medical Program of the Uniformed Serv-
ices (CHAMPUS) shall be available for the
reimbursement of any health care provider
for inpatient mental health service for care
received when a patient is referred to a pro-
vider of inpatient mental health care or resi-
dential treatment care by a medical or
health care professional having an economic
interest in the facility to which the patient
is referred: Provided, That this limitation
does not apply in the case of inpatient men-
tal health services provided under the pro-
gram for the handicapped under subsection
(d) of section 1079 of title 10, United States
Code, provided as partial hospital care, or
provided pursuant to a waiver authorized by
the Secretary of Defense because of medical
or psychological circumstances of the pa-
tient that are confirmed by a health profes-
sional who is not a Federal employee after a
review, pursuant to rules prescribed by the
Secretary, which takes into account the ap-
propriate level of care for the patient, the in-
tensity of services required by the patient,
and the availability of that care.

SEC. 8017. Funds available in this Act may
be used to provide transportation for the
next-of-kin of individuals who have been
prisoners of war or missing in action from
the Vietnam era to an annual meeting in the
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United States, under such regulations as the
Secretary of Defense may prescribe.

SEC. 8018. Notwithstanding any other pro-
vision of law, during the current fiscal year,
the Secretary of Defense may, by Executive
Agreement, establish with host nation gov-
ernments in NATO member states a separate
account into which such residual value
amounts negotiated in the return of United
States military installations in NATO mem-
ber states may be deposited, in the currency
of the host nation, in lieu of direct monetary
transfers to the United States Treasury: Pro-
vided, That such credits may be utilized only
for the construction of facilities to support
United States military forces in that host
nation, or such real property maintenance
and base operating costs that are currently
executed through monetary transfers to such
host nations: Provided further, That the De-
partment of Defense’s budget submission for
fiscal year 1999 shall identify such sums an-
ticipated in residual value settlements, and
identify such construction, real property
maintenance or base operating costs that
shall be funded by the host nation through
such credits: Provided further, That all mili-
tary construction projects to be executed
from such accounts must be previously ap-
proved in a prior Act of Congress: Provided
further, That each such Executive Agreement
with a NATO member host nation shall be
reported to the congressional defense com-
mittees, the Committee on International Re-
lations of the House of Representatives and
the Committee on Foreign Relations of the
Senate thirty days prior to the conclusion
and endorsement of any such agreement es-
tablished under this provision.

SEC. 8019. None of the funds available to
the Department of Defense may be used to
demilitarize or dispose of M-1 Carbines, M-1
Garand rifles, M-14 rifles, .22 caliber rifles,
.30 caliber rifles, or M-1911 pistols.

SEC. 8020. Notwithstanding any other pro-
vision of law, none of the funds appropriated
by this Act shall be available to pay more
than 50 percent of an amount paid to any
person under section 308 of title 37, United
States Code, in a lump sum.

SEC. 8021. No more than $500,000 of the
funds appropriated or made available in this
Act shall be used for any single relocation of
an organization, unit, activity or function of
the Department of Defense into or within the
National Capital Region: Provided, That the
Secretary of Defense may waive this restric-
tion on a case-by-case basis by certifying in
writing to the congressional defense commit-
tees that such a relocation is required in the
best interest of the Government.

SEC. 8022. During the current fiscal year,
funds appropriated or otherwise available for
any Federal agency, the Congress, the judi-
cial branch, or the District of Columbia may
be used for the pay, allowances, and benefits
of an employee as defined by section 2105 of
title 5 or an individual employed by the gov-
ernment of the District of Columbia, perma-
nent or temporary indefinite, who—

(1) is a member of a Reserve component of
the Armed Forces, as described in section
10101 of title 10, or the National Guard, as de-
scribed in section 101 of title 32;

(2) performs, for the purpose of providing
military aid to enforce the law or providing
assistance to civil authorities in the protec-
tion or saving of life or property or preven-
tion of injury—

(A) Federal service under sections 331, 332,
333, or 12406 of title 10, or other provision of
law, as applicable, or

(B) full-time military service for his or her
State, the District of Columbia, the Com-
monwealth of Puerto Rico, or a territory of
the United States; and

(3) requests and is granted—
(A) leave under the authority of this sec-

tion; or

(B) annual leave, which may be granted
without regard to the provisions of sections
5519 and 6323(b) of title 5, if such employee is
otherwise entitled to such annual leave:

Provided, That any employee who requests
leave under subsection (3)(A) for service de-
scribed in subsection (2) of this section is en-
titled to such leave, subject to the provisions
of this section and of the last sentence of
section 6323(b) of title 5, and such leave shall
be considered leave under section 6323(b) of
title 5.

SEC. 8023. None of the funds appropriated
by this Act shall be available to perform any
cost study pursuant to the provisions of OMB
Circular A–76 if the study being performed
exceeds a period of twenty-four months after
initiation of such study with respect to a
single function activity or forty-eight
months after initiation of such study for a
multi-function activity.

SEC. 8024. Funds appropriated by this Act
for the American Forces Information Service
shall not be used for any national or inter-
national political or psychological activities.

SEC. 8025. Notwithstanding any other pro-
vision of law or regulation, the Secretary of
Defense may adjust wage rates for civilian
employees hired for certain health care occu-
pations as authorized for the Secretary of
Veterans Affairs by section 7455 of title 38,
United States Code.

SEC. 8026. None of the funds appropriated
or made available in this Act shall be used to
reduce or disestablish the operation of the
53rd Weather Reconnaissance Squadron of
the Air Force Reserve, if such action would
reduce the WC–130 Weather Reconnaissance
mission below the levels funded in this Act.

SEC. 8027. (a) Of the funds for the procure-
ment of supplies or services appropriated by
this Act, qualified nonprofit agencies for the
blind or other severely handicapped shall be
afforded the maximum practicable oppor-
tunity to participate as subcontractors and
suppliers in the performance of contracts let
by the Department of Defense.

(b) During the current fiscal year, a busi-
ness concern which has negotiated with a
military service or defense agency a sub-
contracting plan for the participation by
small business concerns pursuant to section
8(d) of the Small Business Act (15 U.S.C.
637(d)) shall be given credit toward meeting
that subcontracting goal for any purchases
made from qualified nonprofit agencies for
the blind or other severely handicapped.

(c) For the purpose of this section, the
phrase ‘‘qualified nonprofit agency for the
blind or other severely handicapped’’ means
a nonprofit agency for the blind or other se-
verely handicapped that has been approved
by the Committee for the Purchase from the
Blind and Other Severely Handicapped under
the Javits-Wagner-O’Day Act (41 U.S.C. 46–
48).

SEC. 8028. During the current fiscal year,
net receipts pursuant to collections from
third party payers pursuant to section 1095 of
title 10, United States Code, shall be made
available to the local facility of the uni-
formed services responsible for the collec-
tions and shall be over and above the facili-
ty’s direct budget amount.

SEC. 8029. During the current fiscal year,
the Department of Defense is authorized to
incur obligations of not to exceed $350,000,000
for purposes specified in section 2350j(c) of
title 10, United States Code, in anticipation
of receipt of contributions, only from the
Government of Kuwait, under that section:
Provided, That, upon receipt, such contribu-
tions from the Government of Kuwait shall
be credited to the appropriations or fund
which incurred such obligations.

SEC. 8030. Of the funds made available in
this Act, not less than $27,200,000 shall be

available for the Civil Air Patrol, of which
$22,702,000 shall be available for Operation
and maintenance.

SEC. 8031. (a) None of the funds appro-
priated in this Act are available to establish
a new Department of Defense (department)
federally funded research and development
center (FFRDC), either as a new entity, or as
a separate entity administrated by an orga-
nization managing another FFRDC, or as a
nonprofit membership corporation consist-
ing of a consortium of other FFRDCs and
other non-profit entities.

(b) LIMITATION ON COMPENSATION.—No
member of a Board of Directors, Trustees,
Overseers, Advisory Group, Special Issues
Panel, Visiting Committee, or any similar
entity of a defense FFRDC, and no paid con-
sultant to any defense FFRDC, may be com-
pensated for his or her services as a member
of such entity, or as a paid consultant, ex-
cept under the same conditions, and to the
same extent, as members of the Defense
Science Board: Provided, That a member of
any such entity referred to previously in this
subsection shall be allowed travel expenses
and per diem as authorized under the Federal
Joint Travel Regulations, when engaged in
the performance of membership duties.

(c) Notwithstanding any other provision of
law, none of the funds available to the de-
partment from any source during fiscal year
1998 may be used by a defense FFRDC,
through a fee or other payment mechanism,
for charitable contributions, for construc-
tion of new buildings, for payment of cost
sharing for projects funded by government
grants, or for absorption of contract over-
runs.

(d) Notwithstanding any other provision of
law, the Secretary of Defense shall reduce
the total amounts appropriated in titles II,
III, and IV of this Act by $55,000,000: Provided,
That the total amounts appropriated in ti-
tles II, III, and IV of this Act are hereby re-
duced by $55,000,000 to reflect savings from
the use of defense FFRDCs by the Depart-
ment.

(e) Within 60 days after enactment of this
Act, the Secretary of Defense shall submit to
the congressional defense committees a re-
port presenting the specific amounts of staff
years of technical effort to be allocated by
the department for each defense FFRDC dur-
ing fiscal year 1998: Provided, That, after the
submission of the report required by this
subsection, the department may not reallo-
cate more than five percent of an FFRDC’s
staff years among other defense FFRDCs
until 30 days after a detailed justification for
any such reallocation is submitted to the
congressional defense committees.

(f) The Secretary of Defense shall, with the
submission of the department’s fiscal year
1999 budget request, submit a report present-
ing the specific amounts of staff years of
technical effort to be allocated for each de-
fense FFRDC during that fiscal year.

(g) The total amounts appropriated to or
for the use of the department in title II of
this Act are hereby further reduced by
$86,300,000 to reflect savings from the de-
creased use of non-FFRDC consulting serv-
ices by the department.

(h) No part of the reductions contained in
subsections (d) and (g) of this section may be
applied against any budget activity, activity
group, subactivity group, line item, program
element, program, project, subproject or ac-
tivity which does not fund defense FFRDC
activities or non-FFRDC consulting services
within each appropriation account.

(i) Not later than 90 days after enactment
of this Act, the Secretary of Defense shall
submit to the congressional defense commit-
tees a report listing the specific funding re-
ductions allocated to each category listed in
subsection (h) above pursuant to this sec-
tion.
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SEC. 8032. None of the funds appropriated

or made available in this Act shall be used to
procure carbon, alloy or armor steel plate for
use in any Government-owned facility or
property under the control of the Depart-
ment of Defense which were not melted and
rolled in the United States or Canada: Pro-
vided, That these procurement restrictions
shall apply to any and all Federal Supply
Class 9515, American Society of Testing and
Materials (ASTM) or American Iron and
Steel Institute (AISI) specifications of car-
bon, alloy or armor steel plate: Provided fur-
ther, That the Secretary of the military de-
partment responsible for the procurement
may waive this restriction on a case-by-case
basis by certifying in writing to the Commit-
tees on Appropriations of the House of Rep-
resentatives and the Senate that adequate
domestic supplies are not available to meet
Department of Defense requirements on a
timely basis and that such an acquisition
must be made in order to acquire capability
for national security purposes: Provided fur-
ther, That these restrictions shall not apply
to contracts which are in being as of the date
of enactment of this Act.

SEC. 8033. For the purposes of this Act, the
term ‘‘congressional defense committees’’
means the National Security Committee of
the House of Representatives, the Armed
Services Committee of the Senate, the sub-
committee on Defense of the Committee on
Appropriations of the Senate, and the sub-
committee on National Security of the Com-
mittee on Appropriations of the House of
Representatives.

SEC. 8034. During the current fiscal year,
the Department of Defense may acquire the
modification, depot maintenance and repair
of aircraft, vehicles and vessels as well as the
production of components and other Defense-
related articles, through competition be-
tween Department of Defense depot mainte-
nance activities and private firms: Provided,
That the Senior Acquisition Executive of the
military department or defense agency con-
cerned, with power of delegation, shall cer-
tify that successful bids include comparable
estimates of all direct and indirect costs for
both public and private bids: Provided further,
That Office of Management and Budget Cir-
cular A–76 shall not apply to competitions
conducted under this section.

SEC. 8035. (a)(1) If the Secretary of Defense,
after consultation with the United States
Trade Representative, determines that a for-
eign country which is party to an agreement
described in paragraph (2) has violated the
terms of the agreement by discriminating
against certain types of products produced in
the United States that are covered by the
agreement, the Secretary of Defense shall re-
scind the Secretary’s blanket waiver of the
Buy American Act with respect to such
types of products produced in that foreign
country.

(2) An agreement referred to in paragraph
(1) is any reciprocal defense procurement
memorandum of understanding, between the
United States and a foreign country pursu-
ant to which the Secretary of Defense has
prospectively waived the Buy American Act
for certain products in that country.

(b) The Secretary of Defense shall submit
to Congress a report on the amount of De-
partment of Defense purchases from foreign
entities in fiscal year 1998. Such report shall
separately indicate the dollar value of items
for which the Buy American Act was waived
pursuant to any agreement described in sub-
section (a)(2), the Trade Agreement Act of
1979 (19 U.S.C. 2501 et seq.), or any inter-
national agreement to which the United
States is a party.

(c) For purposes of this section, the term
‘‘Buy American Act’’ means title III of the
Act entitled ‘‘An Act making appropriations

for the Treasury and Post Office Depart-
ments for the fiscal year ending June 30,
1934, and for other purposes’’, approved
March 3, 1933 (41 U.S.C. 10a et seq.).

SEC. 8036. Appropriations contained in this
Act that remain available at the end of the
current fiscal year as a result of energy cost
savings realized by the Department of De-
fense shall remain available for obligation
for the next fiscal year to the extent, and for
the purposes, provided in section 2865 of title
10, United States Code.

(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS)
SEC. 8037. Amounts deposited during the

current fiscal year to the special account es-
tablished under 40 U.S.C. 485(h)(2) and to the
special account established under 10 U.S.C.
2667(d)(1) are appropriated and shall be avail-
able until transferred by the Secretary of
Defense to current applicable appropriations
or funds of the Department of Defense under
the terms and conditions specified by 40
U.S.C. 485(h)(2) (A) and (B) and 10 U.S.C.
2667(d)(1)(B), to be merged with and to be
available for the same time period and the
same purposes as the appropriation to which
transferred.

SEC. 8038. During the current fiscal year,
appropriations available to the Department
of Defense may be used to reimburse a mem-
ber of a reserve component of the Armed
Forces who is not otherwise entitled to trav-
el and transportation allowances and who oc-
cupies transient government housing while
performing active duty for training or inac-
tive duty training: Provided, That such mem-
bers may be provided lodging in kind if tran-
sient government quarters are unavailable as
if the member was entitled to such allow-
ances under subsection (a) of section 404 of
title 37, United States Code: Provided further,
That if lodging in kind is provided, any au-
thorized service charge or cost of such lodg-
ing may be paid directly from funds appro-
priated for operation and maintenance of the
reserve component of the member concerned.

SEC. 8039. The President shall include with
each budget for a fiscal year submitted to
the Congress under section 1105 of title 31,
United States Code, materials that shall
identify clearly and separately the amounts
requested in the budget for appropriation for
that fiscal year for salaries and expenses re-
lated to administrative activities of the De-
partment of Defense, the military depart-
ments, and the Defense Agencies.

SEC. 8040. Notwithstanding any other pro-
vision of law, funds available for ‘‘Drug
Interdiction and Counter-Drug Activities,
Defense’’ may be obligated for the Young
Marines program.

SEC. 8041. During the current fiscal year,
amounts contained in the Department of De-
fense Overseas Military Facility Investment
Recovery Account established by section
2921(c)(1) of the National Defense Authoriza-
tion Act of 1991 (Public Law 101–510; 10 U.S.C.
2687 note) shall be available until expended
for the payments specified by section
2921(c)(2) of that Act.

SEC. 8042. Of the funds appropriated or oth-
erwise made available by this Act, not more
than $119,200,000 shall be available for pay-
ment of the operating costs of NATO Head-
quarters: Provided, That the Secretary of De-
fense may waive this section for Department
of Defense support provided to NATO forces
in and around the former Yugoslavia.

SEC. 8043. During the current fiscal year,
appropriations which are available to the De-
partment of Defense for operation and main-
tenance may be used to purchase items hav-
ing an investment item unit cost of not more
than $100,000.

SEC. 8044. (a) During the current fiscal
year, none of the appropriations or funds
available to the Defense Working Capital

Funds shall be used for the purchase of an in-
vestment item for the purpose of acquiring a
new inventory item for sale or anticipated
sale during the current fiscal year or a sub-
sequent fiscal year to customers of the De-
fense Working Capital Funds if such an item
would not have been chargeable to the De-
fense Business Operations Fund during fiscal
year 1994 and if the purchase of such an in-
vestment item would be chargeable during
the current fiscal year to appropriations
made to the Department of Defense for pro-
curement.

(b) The fiscal year 1999 budget request for
the Department of Defense as well as all jus-
tification material and other documentation
supporting the fiscal year 1999 Department of
Defense budget shall be prepared and submit-
ted to the Congress on the basis that any
equipment which was classified as an end
item and funded in a procurement appropria-
tion contained in this Act shall be budgeted
for in a proposed fiscal year 1999 procure-
ment appropriation and not in the Supply
Management Activity Group or any other
area or category of the Defense Working
Capital Funds.

SEC. 8045. None of the funds provided in
this Act and hereafter shall be available for
use by a Military Department to modify an
aircraft, weapon, ship or other item of equip-
ment, that the Military Department con-
cerned plans to retire or otherwise dispose of
within five years after completion of the
modification: Provided, That this prohibition
shall not apply to safety modifications: Pro-
vided further, That this prohibition may be
waived by the Secretary of a Military De-
partment if the Secretary determines it is in
the best national security interest of the
United States to provide such waiver and so
notifies the congressional defense commit-
tees in writing.

SEC. 8046. None of the funds appropriated
by this Act for programs of the Central In-
telligence Agency shall remain available for
obligation beyond the current fiscal year, ex-
cept for funds appropriated for the Reserve
for Contingencies, which shall remain avail-
able until September 30, 1999.

SEC. 8047. Notwithstanding any other pro-
vision of law, funds made available in this
Act for the Defense Intelligence Agency may
be used for the design, development, and de-
ployment of General Defense Intelligence
Program intelligence communications and
intelligence information systems for the
Services, the Unified and Specified Com-
mands, and the component commands.

SEC. 8048. Amounts collected for the use of
the facilities of the National Science Center
for Communications and Electronics during
the current fiscal year pursuant to section
1459(g) of the Department of Defense Author-
ization Act, 1986, and deposited to the special
account established under subsection
1459(g)(2) of that Act are appropriated and
shall be available until expended for the op-
eration and maintenance of the Center as
provided for in subsection 1459(g)(2).

SEC. 8049. None of the funds appropriated in
this Act may be used to fill the commander’s
position at any military medical facility
with a health care professional unless the
prospective candidate can demonstrate pro-
fessional administrative skills.

SEC. 8050. (a) None of the funds appro-
priated in this Act may be expended by an
entity of the Department of Defense unless
the entity, in expending the funds, complies
with Buy American Act. For purposes of this
subsection, the term ‘‘Buy American Act’’
means title III of the Act entitled ‘‘An Act
making appropriations for the Treasury and
Post Office Departments for the fiscal year
ending June 30, 1934, and for other purposes’’,
approved March 3, 1933 (41 U.S.C. 10a et seq.).

(b) If the Secretary of Defense determines
that a person has been convicted of inten-
tionally affixing a label bearing a ‘‘Made in
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America’’ inscription to any product sold in
or shipped to the United States that is not
made in America, the Secretary shall deter-
mine, in accordance with section 2410f of
title 10, United States Code, whether the per-
son should be debarred from contracting
with the Department of Defense.

(c) In the case of any equipment or prod-
ucts purchased with appropriations provided
under this Act, it is the sense of the Congress
that any entity of the Department of De-
fense, in expending the appropriation, pur-
chase only American-made equipment and
products, provided that American-made
equipment and products are cost-competi-
tive, quality-competitive, and available in a
timely fashion.

SEC. 8051. None of the funds appropriated
by this Act shall be available for a contract
for studies, analysis, or consulting services
entered into without competition on the
basis of an unsolicited proposal unless the
head of the activity responsible for the pro-
curement determines—

(1) as a result of thorough technical eval-
uation, only one source is found fully quali-
fied to perform the proposed work, or

(2) the purpose of the contract is to explore
an unsolicited proposal which offers signifi-
cant scientific or technological promise, rep-
resents the product of original thinking, and
was submitted in confidence by one source,
or

(3) the purpose of the contract is to take
advantage of unique and significant indus-
trial accomplishment by a specific concern,
or to insure that a new product or idea of a
specific concern is given financial support:

Provided, That this limitation shall not
apply to contracts in an amount of less than
$25,000, contracts related to improvements of
equipment that is in development or produc-
tion, or contracts as to which a civilian offi-
cial of the Department of Defense, who has
been confirmed by the Senate, determines
that the award of such contract is in the in-
terest of the national defense.

SEC. 8052. (a) Except as provided in sub-
sections (b) and (c), none of the funds made
available by this Act may be used—

(1) to establish a field operating agency, or
to increase the number of personnel assigned
to a field operating agency of a headquarters
activity; or

(2) to pay the basic pay of a member of the
Armed Forces or civilian employee of the
Department who is transferred or reassigned
from a headquarters activity if the member
or employee’s place of duty remains at the
location of that headquarters.

(b) The Secretary of Defense or Secretary
of a military department may waive the lim-
itations in subsection (a), on a case-by-case
basis, if the Secretary determines, and cer-
tifies to the Committees on Appropriations
of the House of Representatives and Senate
that the granting of the waiver will reduce
the personnel requirements or the financial
requirements of the department.

(c) This section does not apply to field op-
erating agencies funded within the National
Foreign Intelligence Program.

SEC. 8053. Notwithstanding section 303 of
Public Law 96–487 or any other provision of
law, the Secretary of the Navy is authorized
to lease real and personal property at Naval
Air Facility, Adak, Alaska, pursuant to 10
U.S.C. 2667(f), for commercial, industrial or
other purposes.

SEC. 8054. Notwithstanding any other pro-
vision of law, for resident classes entering
the war colleges after September 30, 1998, the
Department of Defense shall require that not
less than 20 percent of the total of United
States military students at each war college
shall be from military departments other
than the hosting military department: Pro-

vided, That each military department will
recognize the attendance at a sister military
department war college as the equivalent of
attendance at its own war college for pro-
motion and advancement of personnel.

(RESCISSIONS)
SEC. 8055. Of the funds provided in Depart-

ment of Defense Appropriations Acts, the
following funds are hereby rescinded from
the following accounts in the specified
amounts:

‘‘Aircraft Procurement, Army, 1997/1999’’,
$10,000,000;

‘‘Procurement of Ammunition, Army, 1997/
1999’’, $5,000,000;

‘‘Other Procurement, Army, 1997/1999’’,
$46,000,000;

‘‘Aircraft Procurement, Navy, 1997/1999’’,
$24,000,000;

‘‘Other Procurement, Navy, 1997/1999’’,
$2,200,000;

‘‘Aircraft Procurement, Air Force, 1997/
1999’’, $27,000,000;

‘‘Shipbuilding and Conversion, Navy, 1996/
2000’’, $35,600,000;

‘‘Other Procurement, Navy, 1996/1998’’,
$3,300,000;

‘‘Research, Development, Test and Evalua-
tion, Army, 1997/1998’’, $7,000,000.

SEC. 8056. None of the funds provided in
this Act may be obligated for payment on
new contracts on which allowable costs
charged to the government include payments
for individual compensation at a rate in ex-
cess of $250,000 per year.

SEC. 8057. None of the funds available in
this Act may be used to reduce the author-
ized positions for military (civilian) techni-
cians of the Army National Guard, the Air
National Guard, Army Reserve and Air Force
Reserve for the purpose of applying any ad-
ministratively imposed civilian personnel
ceiling, freeze, or reduction on military (ci-
vilian) technicians, unless such reductions
are a direct result of a reduction in military
force structure.

SEC. 8058. None of the funds appropriated
or otherwise made available in this Act may
be obligated or expended for assistance to
the Democratic People’s Republic of North
Korea unless specifically appropriated for
that purpose.

SEC. 8059. During the current fiscal year,
funds appropriated in this Act are available
to compensate members of the National
Guard for duty performed pursuant to a plan
submitted by a Governor of a State and ap-
proved by the Secretary of Defense under
section 112 of title 32, United States Code:
Provided, That during the performance of
such duty, the members of the National
Guard shall be under State command and
control: Provided further, That such duty
shall be treated as full-time National Guard
duty for purposes of sections 12602 (a)(2) and
(b)(2) of title 10, United States Code.

SEC. 8060. Funds appropriated in this Act
for operation and maintenance of the Mili-
tary Departments, Unified and Specified
Commands and Defense Agencies shall be
available for reimbursement of pay, allow-
ances and other expenses which would other-
wise be incurred against appropriations for
the National Guard and Reserve when mem-
bers of the National Guard and Reserve pro-
vide intelligence support to Unified Com-
mands, Defense Agencies and Joint Intel-
ligence Activities, including the activities
and programs included within the General
Defense Intelligence Program and the Con-
solidated Cryptologic Program: Provided,
That nothing in this section authorizes devi-
ation from established Reserve and National
Guard personnel and training procedures.

SEC. 8061. During the current fiscal year,
none of the funds appropriated in this Act
may be used to reduce the civilian medical

and medical support personnel assigned to
military treatment facilities below the Sep-
tember 30, 1997 level: Provided, That the
Service Surgeons General may waive this
section by certifying to the congressional de-
fense committees that the beneficiary popu-
lation is declining in some catchment areas
and civilian strength reductions may be con-
sistent with responsible resource steward-
ship and capitation-based budgeting.

(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS)
SEC. 8062. None of the funds appropriated in

this Act may be transferred to or obligated
from the Pentagon Reservation Maintenance
Revolving Fund, unless the Secretary of De-
fense certifies that the total cost for the
planning, design, construction and installa-
tion of equipment for the renovation of the
Pentagon Reservation will not exceed
$1,218,000,000.

SEC. 8063. (a) None of the funds available to
the Department of Defense for any fiscal
year for drug interdiction or counter-drug
activities may be transferred to any other
department or agency of the United States
except as specifically provided in an appro-
priations law.

(b) None of the funds available to the
Central Intelligence Agency for any fiscal
year for drug interdiction and counter-drug
activities may be transferred to any other
department or agency of the United States
except as specifically provided in an appro-
priations law.

(TRANSFER OF FUNDS)
SEC. 8064. Appropriations available in this

Act under the heading ‘‘Operation and Main-
tenance, Defense-Wide’’ for increasing en-
ergy and water efficiency in Federal build-
ings may, during their period of availability,
be transferred to other appropriations or
funds of the Department of Defense for
projects related to increasing energy and
water efficiency, to be merged with and to be
available for the same general purposes, and
for the same time period, as the appropria-
tion or fund to which transferred.

SEC. 8065. None of the funds appropriated
by this Act may be used for the procurement
of ball and roller bearings other than those
produced by a domestic source and of domes-
tic origin: Provided, That the Secretary of
the military department responsible for such
procurement may waive this restriction on a
case-by-case basis by certifying in writing to
the Committees on Appropriations of the
House of Representatives and the Senate,
that adequate domestic supplies are not
available to meet Department of Defense re-
quirements on a timely basis and that such
an acquisition must be made in order to ac-
quire capability for national security pur-
poses.

SEC. 8066. Notwithstanding any other pro-
vision of law, funds available to the Depart-
ment of Defense shall be made available to
provide transportation of medical supplies
and equipment, on a nonreimbursable basis,
to American Samoa: Provided, That notwith-
standing any other provision of law, funds
available to the Department of Defense shall
be made available to provide transportation
of medical supplies and equipment, on a non-
reimbursable basis, to the Indian Health
Service when it is in conjunction with a
civil-military project.

SEC. 8067. None of the funds in this Act
may be used to purchase any supercomputer
which is not manufactured in the United
States, unless the Secretary of Defense cer-
tifies to the congressional defense commit-
tees that such an acquisition must be made
in order to acquire capability for national se-
curity purposes that is not available from
United States manufacturers.

SEC. 8068. Notwithstanding any other pro-
vision of law, the Naval shipyards of the
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United States shall be eligible to participate
in any manufacturing extension program fi-
nanced by funds appropriated in this or any
other Act.

SEC. 8069. Notwithstanding any other pro-
vision of law, each contract awarded by the
Department of Defense during the current
fiscal year for construction or service per-
formed in whole or in part in a State which
is not contiguous with another State and has
an unemployment rate in excess of the na-
tional average rate of unemployment as de-
termined by the Secretary of Labor, shall in-
clude a provision requiring the contractor to
employ, for the purpose of performing that
portion of the contract in such State that is
not contiguous with another State, individ-
uals who are residents of such State and
who, in the case of any craft or trade, possess
or would be able to acquire promptly the
necessary skills: Provided, That the Sec-
retary of Defense may waive the require-
ments of this section, on a case-by-case
basis, in the interest of national security.

SEC. 8070. During the current fiscal year,
the Army shall use the former George Air
Force Base as the airhead for the National
Training Center at Fort Irwin: Provided,
That none of the funds in this Act shall be
obligated or expended to transport Army
personnel into Edwards Air Force Base for
training rotations at the National Training
Center.

SEC. 8071. (a) The Secretary of Defense
shall submit, on a quarterly basis, a report
to the congressional defense committees, the
Committee on International Relations of the
House of Representatives and the Committee
on Foreign Relations of the Senate setting
forth all costs (including incremental costs)
incurred by the Department of Defense dur-
ing the preceding quarter in implementing
or supporting resolutions of the United Na-
tions Security Council, including any such
resolution calling for international sanc-
tions, international peacekeeping oper-
ations, and humanitarian missions under-
taken by the Department of Defense. The
quarterly report shall include an aggregate
of all such Department of Defense costs by
operation or mission.

(b) The Secretary of Defense shall detail in
the quarterly reports all efforts made to seek
credit against past United Nations expendi-
tures and all efforts made to seek compensa-
tion from the United Nations for costs in-
curred by the Department of Defense in im-
plementing and supporting United Nations
activities.

SEC. 8072. (a) LIMITATION ON TRANSFER OF
DEFENSE ARTICLES AND SERVICES.—Notwith-
standing any other provision of law, none of
the funds available to the Department of De-
fense for the current fiscal year may be obli-
gated or expended to transfer to another na-
tion or an international organization any de-
fense articles or services (other than intel-
ligence services) for use in the activities de-
scribed in subsection (b) unless the congres-
sional defense committees, the Committee
on International Relations of the House of
Representatives, and the Committee on For-
eign Relations of the Senate are notified 15
days in advance of such transfer.

(b) COVERED ACTIVITIES.—This section ap-
plies to—

(1) any international peacekeeping or
peace-enforcement operation under the au-
thority of chapter VI or chapter VII of the
United Nations Charter under the authority
of a United Nations Security Council resolu-
tion; and

(2) any other international peacekeeping,
peace-enforcement, or humanitarian assist-
ance operation.

(c) REQUIRED NOTICE.—A notice under sub-
section (a) shall include the following:

(1) A description of the equipment, sup-
plies, or services to be transferred.

(2) A statement of the value of the equip-
ment, supplies, or services to be transferred.

(3) In the case of a proposed transfer of
equipment or supplies—

(A) a statement of whether the inventory
requirements of all elements of the Armed
Forces (including the reserve components)
for the type of equipment or supplies to be
transferred have been met; and

(B) a statement of whether the items pro-
posed to be transferred will have to be re-
placed and, if so, how the President proposes
to provide funds for such replacement.

SEC. 8073. None of the funds available to
the Department of Defense under this Act
shall be obligated or expended to pay a con-
tractor under a contract with the Depart-
ment of Defense for costs of any amount paid
by the contractor to an employee when—

(1) such costs are for a bonus or otherwise
in excess of the normal salary paid by the
contractor to the employee; and

(2) such bonus is part of restructuring costs
associated with a business combination.

SEC. 8074. None of the funds provided in
title II of this Act for ‘‘Former Soviet Union
Threat Reduction’’ may be obligated or ex-
pended to finance housing for any individual
who was a member of the military forces of
the Soviet Union or for any individual who is
or was a member of the military forces of the
Russian Federation.

SEC. 8075. For purposes of section 1553(b) of
title 31, United States Code, any subdivision
of appropriations made in this Act under the
heading ‘‘Shipbuilding and Conversion,
Navy’’ shall be considered to be for the same
purpose as any subdivision under the heading
‘‘Shipbuilding and Conversion, Navy’’ appro-
priations in any prior year, and the one per-
cent limitation shall apply to the total
amount of the appropriation.

SEC. 8076. Notwithstanding 31 U.S.C.
1552(a), not more than $14,000,000 appro-
priated under the heading ‘‘Aircraft Procure-
ment, Air Force’’ in Public Law 102–396
which was available and obligated for the B–
2 Aircraft Program shall remain available
for expenditure and for adjusting obligations
for such Program until September 30, 2003.

SEC. 8077. During the current fiscal year, in
the case of an appropriation account of the
Department of Defense for which the period
of availability for obligation has expired or
which has closed under the provisions of sec-
tion 1552 of title 31, United States Code, and
which has a negative unliquidated or unex-
pended balance, an obligation or an adjust-
ment of an obligation may be charged to any
current appropriation account for the same
purpose as the expired or closed account if—

(1) the obligation would have been properly
chargeable (except as to amount) to the ex-
pired or closed account before the end of the
period of availability or closing of that ac-
count;

(2) the obligation is not otherwise properly
chargeable to any current appropriation ac-
count of the Department of Defense; and

(3) in the case of an expired account, the
obligation is not chargeable to a current ap-
propriation of the Department of Defense
under the provisions of section 1405(b)(8) of
the National Defense Authorization Act for
Fiscal Year 1991, Public Law 101–510, as
amended (31 U.S.C. 1551 note): Provided, That
in the case of an expired account, if subse-
quent review or investigation discloses that
there was not in fact a negative unliquidated
or unexpended balance in the account, any
charge to a current account under the au-
thority of this section shall be reversed and
recorded against the expired account: Pro-
vided further, That the total amount charged
to a current appropriation under this section
may not exceed an amount equal to one per-
cent of the total appropriation for that ac-
count.

(TRANSFER OF FUNDS)

SEC. 8078. Upon enactment of this Act, the
Secretary of Defense shall make the follow-
ing transfers of funds: Provided, That the
amounts transferred shall be available for
the same purposes as the appropriations to
which transferred, and for the same time pe-
riod as the appropriation from which trans-
ferred: Provided further, That the amounts
shall be transferred between the following
appropriations in the amount specified:

From:
Under the heading, ‘‘Shipbuilding and Con-

version, Navy, 1989/2000’’:
SSN–688 attack submarine program,

$3,000,000;
DDG–51 destroyer program, $1,500,000;
LHD–1 amphibious assault ship program,

$8,000,000;
T–AO fleet oiler program, $3,453,000;
AOE combat support ship program,

$3,600,000;
For craft, outfitting, and post delivery,

$2,019,000;
To:
Under the heading, ‘‘Shipbuilding and Con-

version, Navy, 1989/2000’’:
SSN–21 attack submarine program,

$21,572,000;
From:
Under the heading, ‘‘Shipbuilding and Con-

version, Navy, 1991/2001’’:
DDG–51 destroyer program, $1,060,000;
LHD–1 amphibious assault ship program,

$1,600,000;
LSD–41 cargo variant ship program,

$2,666,000;
AOE combat support ship program,

$7,307,000;
For craft, outfitting, and post delivery,

$12,000,000;
To:
Under the heading, ‘‘Shipbuilding and Con-

version, Navy, 1991/2001’’:
SSN–21 attack submarine program,

$24,633,000;
From:
Under the heading, ‘‘Shipbuilding and Con-

version, Navy, 1996/2000’’:
LHD–1 amphibious assault ship program,

$5,592,000;
To:
Under the heading, ‘‘Shipbuilding and Con-

version, Navy, 1996/2000’’:
SSN–21 attack submarine program,

$5,592,000;
From:
Under the heading, ‘‘Shipbuilding and Con-

version, Navy, 1994/1998’’:
LHD–1 amphibious assault ship program,

$400,000;
DDG–51 destroyer program, $1,054,000;
From:
Under the heading, ‘‘Shipbuilding and Con-

version, Navy, 1995/1999’’:
For craft, outfitting, and post delivery,

conversions, and first destination transpor-
tation, $715,000;

From:
Under the heading, ‘‘Shipbuilding and Con-

version, Navy, 1996/2000’’:
LHD–1 amphibious assault ship program,

$17,513,000;
For craft, outfitting, and post delivery,

conversions, and first destination transpor-
tation, $878,000;

From:
Under the heading, ‘‘Shipbuilding and Con-

version, Navy, 1997/2001’’:
For craft, outfitting, and post delivery,

conversions, and first destination transpor-
tation, $3,600,000;

To:
Under the heading, ‘‘Shipbuilding and Con-

version, Navy, 1997/2001’’:
DDG–51 destroyer program, $24,160,000;
From:
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Under the heading, ‘‘Aircraft Procurement,

Air Force, 1997/1999’’, $73,531,000;
To:
Under the heading, ‘‘Research, Develop-

ment, Test and Evaluation, Air Force, 1997/
1998’’, $73,531,000.

SEC. 8079. The Under Secretary of Defense
(Comptroller) shall submit to the congres-
sional defense committees by February 1,
1998 a detailed report identifying, by amount
and by separate budget activity, activity
group, subactivity group, line item, program
element, program, project, subproject, and
activity, any activity for which the fiscal
year 1999 budget request was reduced because
Congress appropriated funds above the Presi-
dent’s budget request for that specific activ-
ity for fiscal year 1998.

SEC. 8080. (a). None of the funds available
to the Department of Defense under this Act
may be obligated or expended to reimburse a
defense contractor for restructuring costs as-
sociated with a business combination of the
defense contractor that occurs after the date
of enactment of this Act unless—

(1) the auditable savings for the Depart-
ment of Defense resulting from the restruc-
turing will exceed the costs allowed by a fac-
tor of at least two to one, or

(2) the savings for the Department of De-
fense resulting from the restructuring will
exceed the costs allowed and the Secretary
of Defense determines that the business com-
bination will result in the preservation of a
critical capability that might otherwise be
lost to the Department, and

(3) the report required by Section 818(e) of
Public Law 103–337 to be submitted to Con-
gress in 1997 is submitted.

(b) Not later than April 1, 1998, the Comp-
troller General shall, in consultation with
the Inspector General of the Department of
Defense, the Secretary of Defense, and the
Secretary of Labor, submit to Congress a re-
port which shall include the following:

(1) an analysis and breakdown of the re-
structuring costs paid by or submitted to the
Department of Defense to companies in-
volved in business combinations since 1993;

(2) an analysis of the specific costs associ-
ated with workforce reductions;

(3) an analysis of the services provided to
the workers affected by business combina-
tions;

(4) an analysis of the effectiveness of the
restructuring costs used to assist laid off
workers in gaining employment;

(5) in accordance with section 818 of Public
Law 103–337, an analysis of the savings
reached from the business combination rel-
ative to the restructuring costs paid by the
Department of Defense.

(c) The report should set forth rec-
ommendations to make this program more
effective for workers affected by business
combinations and more efficient in terms of
the use of Federal dollars.

SEC. 8081. Funds appropriated in title II of
this Act for supervision and administration
costs for facilities maintenance and repair,
minor construction, or design projects may
be obligated at the time the reimbursable
order is accepted by the performing activity:
Provided, That for the purpose of this sec-
tion, supervision and administration costs
includes all in-house Government cost.

SEC. 8082. (a) The Chief of the National
Guard Bureau may permit the use of equip-
ment of the National Guard Distance Learn-
ing Project by any person or entity on a
space-available, reimbursable basis. The
Chief of the National Guard Bureau shall es-
tablish the amount of reimbursement to
fully recover the costs for such use on a case-
by-case basis.

(b) Amounts collected under subsection (a)
shall be credited to funds available for the
National Guard Distance Learning Project

and be available to defray all costs associ-
ated with the use of equipment of the project
under that subsection. Such funds shall be
available for such purposes without fiscal
year limitation.

SEC. 8083. Using funds available by this Act
or any other Act, the Secretary of the Air
Force, pursuant to a determination under
section 2690 of title 10, United States Code,
may implement cost-effective agreements
for required heating facility modernization
in the Kaiserslautern Military Community
in the Federal Republic of Germany: Pro-
vided, That in the City of Kaiserslautern
such agreements will include the use of Unit-
ed States anthracite as the base load energy
for municipal district heat to the United
States Defense installations: Provided fur-
ther, That at Landstuhl Army Regional Med-
ical Center and Ramstein Air Base, furnished
heat may be obtained from private, regional
or municipal services, if provisions are in-
cluded for the consideration of United States
coal as an energy source.

SEC. 8084. In accordance with section 1557
of title 31, United States Code, the following
obligated balance shall be exempt from sub-
chapter IV of chapter 15 of such title and
shall remain available for expenditure with-
out fiscal year limitation: Funds obligated
by the Army for contract number DAK F 40–
92–H–5001 from funds made available in the
Department of Defense Appropriations Act,
1992 (Public Law 102–172) under the heading
‘‘Operation and Maintenance, Army’’.

SEC. 8085. In accordance with section 1557
of title 31, United States Code, the following
obligated balance shall be exempt from sub-
chapter IV of chapter 15 of such title and
shall remain available for expenditure with-
out fiscal year limitation: Funds obligated
by the Economic Development Administra-
tion for EDA Project No. 04–49–04095 from
funds made available in the Department of
Defense Appropriations Act, 1994 (Public Law
103–189).

SEC. 8086. None of the funds provided by
this Act may be used to pay costs of instruc-
tion for an Air Force officer for enrollment
commencing during the 1998–1999 academic
year in a postgraduate degree program at a
civilian educational institution if—

(1) the degree program to be pursued by
that officer is offered by the Air Force Insti-
tute of Technology (or was offered by that
institute during the 1996–1997 academic
year);

(2) the officer is qualified for enrollment at
the Air Force Institute of Technology in
that degree program; and

(3) the number of students commencing
that degree program at the Air Force Insti-
tute of Technology during the first semester
of the 1998–1999 academic year is less than
the number of students commencing that de-
gree program for the first semester of the
1996–1997 academic year.

SEC. 8087. Of the funds provided in this Act
under the heading, ‘‘Environmental Restora-
tion, Air Force’’, $10,400,000 shall be depos-
ited into the Foreign Military Sales Trust
Fund to the credit of the Canadian Govern-
ment pursuant to the exchange of notes be-
tween the Governments of the United States
and Canada concerning environmental clean-
up at former United States’ military instal-
lations in Canada.

SEC. 8088. During the current fiscal year,
the amounts which are necessary for the op-
eration and maintenance of the Fisher
Houses administered by the Departments of
the Army, the Navy, and the Air Force are
hereby appropriated, to be derived from
amounts which are available in the applica-
ble Fisher House trust fund established
under 10 U.S.C. 2221 for the Fisher Houses of
each such department.

SEC. 8089. During the current fiscal year,
refunds attributable to the use of the Gov-

ernment travel card by military personnel
and civilian employees of the Department of
Defense may be credited to operation and
maintenance accounts of the Department of
Defense which are current when the refunds
are received.

SEC. 8090. During the current fiscal year,
not more than a total of $60,000,000 in with-
drawal credits may be made by the Marine
Corps Supply Management activity group of
the Navy Working Capital Fund, Department
of Defense Working Capital Funds, to the
credit of current applicable appropriations of
a Department of Defense activity in connec-
tion with the acquisition of critical low den-
sity repairables that are capitalized into the
Navy Working Capital Fund.

SEC. 8091. Notwithstanding 31 U.S.C. 3902,
during the current fiscal year interest pen-
alties may be paid by the Department of De-
fense from funds financing the operation of
the military department or defense agency
with which the invoice or contract payment
is associated.

SEC. 8092. At the time the President sub-
mits his budget for fiscal year 1999, the De-
partment of Defense shall transmit to the
congressional defense committees a budget
justification document for the active and re-
serve Military Personnel accounts, to be
known as the ‘‘M–1’’, which shall identify, at
the budget activity, activity group, and sub-
activity group level, the amounts requested
by the President to be appropriated to the
Department of Defense for military person-
nel in any budget request, or amended budg-
et request, for fiscal year 1999.

SEC. 8093. Notwithstanding any other pro-
vision in this Act, the total amount appro-
priated in this Act is hereby reduced by
$100,000,000 to reflect savings due to excess
inventory, to be distributed as follows: ‘‘Op-
eration and Maintenance, Army’’, $15,000,000;
and ‘‘Operation and Maintenance, Navy’’,
$85,000,000.

SEC. 8094. The amount otherwise provided
in this Act for ‘‘Environmental Restoration,
Army’’ is hereby reduced by $73,000,000, to re-
flect funds carried by the Army as a result of
shared cleanup costs.

SEC. 8095. Notwithstanding any other pro-
vision in this Act, the total amount appro-
priated in title III of this Act is hereby re-
duced by $50,000,000 to reflect savings from
repeal of Section 2403 of title 10, United
States Code.

SEC. 8096. None of the funds in this or any
other Act may be used by the National Im-
agery and Mapping Agency for any mapping,
charting, and geodesy activities unless con-
tracts for such services are awarded in ac-
cordance with the qualifications based selec-
tion process in 40 U.S.C. 541 et seq. and 10
U.S.C. 2855: Provided, That an exception shall
be provided for such services that are critical
to national security after a written notifica-
tion has been submitted by the Deputy Sec-
retary of Defense to the Committees on Ap-
propriations of the House of Representatives
and the Senate.

SEC. 8097. During the current fiscal year,
the Secretary of Defense may award con-
tracts for capital assets having a develop-
ment or acquisition cost of not less than
$100,000 of a Working Capital Fund in ad-
vance of the availability of funds in the
Working Capital Fund for minor construc-
tion, automatic data processing equipment,
software, equipment, and other capital im-
provements.

SEC. 8098. The Secretary of Defense shall
submit to the congressional defense commit-
tees not later than November 15, 1997 an
aviation safety plan outlining an appropriate
level of navigational safety upgrades for all
Department of Defense aircraft and the asso-
ciated funding profile to install these up-
grades in an expeditious manner.
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SEC. 8099. The Secretary of Defense shall

submit to the Committees on Appropriations
of the House of Representatives and Senate,
not later than April 15, 1998, a report on al-
ternatives for current theater combat sim-
ulations: Provided, That this report shall be
based on a review and evaluation by the De-
fense Science Board of the adequacy of the
current models used by the Department of
Defense for theater combat simulations,
with particular emphasis on the tactical
warfare (TACWAR) model and the ability of
that model to adequately measure airpower,
stealth, and other asymmetrical United
States warfighting advantages, and shall in-
clude the recommendations of the Defense
Science Board for improvements to current
models and modeling techniques.

SEC. 8100. None of the funds appropriated in
title IV of this Act may be used to procure
end-items for delivery to military forces for
operational training, operational use or in-
ventory requirements: Provided, That this re-
striction does not apply to end-items used in
development and test activities preceding
and leading to acceptance for operational
use: Provided further, That this restriction
does not apply to programs funded within
the National Foreign Intelligence Program:
Provided further, That the Secretary of De-
fense may waive this restriction on a case-
by-case basis by certifying in writing to the
Committees on Appropriations of the House
of Representatives and the Senate that it is
in the national security interest to do so.

SEC. 8101. The budget of the President for
fiscal year 1999 submitted to Congress pursu-
ant to section 1105 of title 31, United States
Code, and each annual budget request there-
after, shall include budget activity groups
(known as ‘‘subactivities’’) in the operation
and maintenance accounts of the military
departments and other appropriation ac-
counts, as may be necessary, to separately
identify all costs incurred by the Depart-
ment of Defense to support the expansion of
the North Atlantic Treaty Organization. The
budget justification materials submitted to
Congress in support of the budget of the De-
partment of Defense for fiscal year 1999, and
subsequent fiscal years, shall provide com-
plete, detailed estimates for the incremental
costs of such expansion.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida (during the
reading). Mr. Chairman, I ask unani-
mous consent that the remainder of
title VIII, through page 96, line 21, be
considered as read, printed in the
RECORD, and open to amendment at
any point.

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

There was no objection.
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. TRAFICANT

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Chairman, I
offer an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:
Amendment offered by Mr. TRAFICANT:
Page 96, after line 7, insert the following

new sections:
SEC. 8100A. It is the sense of the Congress

that all member nations of the North Atlan-
tic Treaty Organization (NATO) should con-
tribute their proportionate share to pay for
the costs of the Partnership for Peace pro-
gram and for any future costs attributable to
the expansion of NATO.

SEC. 8100B. None of the funds in this Act
may be used to pay for NATO expansion not
authorized by law.

Mr. TRAFICANT (during the read-
ing). Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous
consent that the amendment be consid-
ered as read and printed in the RECORD.

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

There was no objection.
Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Chairman, the

amendment states that members of
NATO should contribute their fair
share for any expansion of NATO in
Europe. It also states that funds in this
bill shall be used for those which are
authorized by the Congress. Very
straightforward and simple.

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

Mr. TRAFICANT. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania, the distin-
guished ranking member.

Mr. MURTHA. The chairman and I
have discussed this at length, and we
will fall on our sword trying to get
what the gentleman from Ohio [Mr.
TRAFICANT] wants. We will do every-
thing we can to take care of the gen-
tleman from Ohio.

Is that not right, Mr. Chairman?
Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-

man, will the gentleman yield?
Mr. TRAFICANT. I yield to the gen-

tleman from Florida.
Mr. YOUNG of Florida. I would say

that we agree completely with what
this amendment is trying to accom-
plish. We do have a little concern about
how this language might fit in with the
President’s signing of the bill. But we
do appreciate the gentleman making
some changes in the language that
were recommended.

With that, we prepared to accept the
amendment with the understanding
that if we hear from the administra-
tion, we may have to come back and
see if there would be additional
changes that the gentleman might be
agreeable to.

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Chairman, I
yield to the gentleman from Washing-
ton [Mr. DICKS], the distinguished line-
backer from the University of Washing-
ton.

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, I want to
say to my friend, the gentleman from
Ohio [Mr. TRAFICANT], I read his
amendment. I think it is a good amend-
ment. We will work hard with him with
the administration, and I hope the
House will support his amendment.

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Chairman, re-
claiming my time, in closing out here,
we need not have a black sinkhole hole
for money going to protect Europe
folks. All we say is, let us go by which
we authorize. The Congress and people
govern. We do not have governance
through the White House.

Mr. Chairman, I urge an ‘‘aye’’ vote.
The CHAIRMAN. The question is on

the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Ohio [Mr. TRAFICANT].

The amendment was agreed to.
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MRS. CLAYTON

Mrs. CLAYTON. Mr. Chairman, I
offer an amendment, and I ask unani-
mous consent that it be considered at
this time although it addresses a por-
tion of the bill not yet read for amend-
ment.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentlewoman
from North Carolina?

There was no objection.
The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will re-

port the amendment.
The Clerk read as follows:
Amendment offered by Mrs. CLAYTON:
Page 100, after line 15, insert the following

new section:
SEC. ll. The Secretary of the Army may

reimburse a member of the Army who was
deployed from the United States to Europe
in support of operations in Bosnia and who
incurred an out-of-pocket expense for ship-
ment of a personal item to or from Europe
during the period beginning on October 1,
1996, and ending on May 30, 1997, if the ship-
ment of that item, if made after May 30, 1997,
would have been provided by the Department
of the Army through the Temporary Change
of Station (TCS) weight allowance under the
Joint Travel Regulation, as in effect after
that date.

b 1330

Mrs. CLAYTON. Mr. Chairman, I
have spoken both with the ranking mi-
nority member and the chairman of the
subcommittee, so they are aware what
the basis of this amendment is. This is
an equity issue. It is a fairness issue.
By approving this amendment, we will
authorize the Department of the Army
to pay for the shipment of personal
items which the Department itself has
paid for before and which now, after
some persuasion, are again providing
for.

Mr. MURTHA. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentlewoman yield?

Mrs. CLAYTON. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania.

Mr. MURTHA. Mr. Chairman, the
gentlewoman came to us with this
amendment today. We talked to the
staff and we know there has been an in-
justice here. If the gentlewoman will
withdraw her amendment, we will do
everything we can to work this thing
out in conference.

Mrs. CLAYTON. I do plan to with-
draw it because we do have the com-
mitment from both sides to work it
out; but if I may proceed, just to give
the equity reason for it. I wanted our
colleagues to know what this commit-
tee will be doing to try to rectify this
issue.

This is an issue that was caused be-
cause there was an administrative pro-
cedure change which meant that we did
not reimburse the National Guard or
the Army Reserve that went to Bosnia
when we had before. So there were a
number of individuals, National Guard
Members who came to me saying they
had no way of getting their moneys
back because there was no authority to
reimburse them for sending their per-
sonal items back home.

What this means: That those men
and women serving in our military in
Bosnia would have to pay it out of
their own pockets unless the commit-
tee works this out. I am delighted that
the committee sees the value and the
equity of ensuring that those who serve
us in our Armed Forces are not re-
quired to take on an extra burden. In
the light of their cooperation, not only
the 125 Reservists and National
Guardsmen in my district, but some
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4,280 throughout the Nation had to pay
for it out of their pockets. With this
committee correcting this, this will
mean that more than 4,000 people will
now be able to have these expenses re-
imbursed and they will not have to as-
sume the obligation of the American
people and defending our country out
of their pocket. I want to thank both
the chairman and the ranking member
for providing the leadership.

Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con-
sent to withdraw the amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentlewoman
from North Carolina?

There was no objection.
Mr. POMEROY. Mr. Chairman, I

move to strike the last word. I rise to
engage the gentleman from Florida
[Mr. YOUNG], the chairman of the sub-
committee, in a colloquy.

Mr. Chairman, I am deeply concerned
about the Pentagon’s plan to retire 23
B–52 bombers, roughly 25 percent of the
B–52 fleet. In light of the uncertain
prospects for Russian ratification of
START II and the continuing need for
long-range conventional airpower, I be-
lieve it would be unwise to make uni-
lateral reductions in the only battle-
tested, dual-capable bomber in the U.S.
inventory. I would ask the subcommit-
tee chairman if he shares my concerns
about the proposed reduction in the B–
52 fleet.

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

Mr. POMEROY. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Florida.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. As the gen-
tleman knows, in each of the last 4
years, the subcommittee has supported
additional funding to maintain the full
fleet of B–52’s. But I am sure that he is
also aware that the Senate has in-
cluded additional funds to keep all 94
B–52’s in the active inventory. Al-
though the House authorization com-
mittee did not authorize this for this
fiscal year, the action taken by the
Senate is consistent with this sub-
committee’s recommendation in recent
years.

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

Mr. POMEROY. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Washington.

Mr. DICKS. I rise to express my
strong support for maintaining the full
fleet of 94 B–52’s. In the last decade,
over $4 billion has been invested to
thoroughly modernize the B–52 bomber.
The B–52 not only supports the air-leg
of the nuclear triad, but it is also a po-
tent conventional weapon able to carry
the complete inventory of smart weap-
ons. I assure the gentleman from North
Dakota that I will work to see that the
necessary funding is provided in con-
ference to keep all 94 B–52’s in the ac-
tive inventory. I have discussed this
with the gentleman from Pennsylvania
[Mr. MURTHA] as well.

Mr. POMEROY. I thank the gen-
tleman from Florida and I thank the
gentleman from Washington. I look
forward to working with them as this
bill moves into conference.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. OBEY

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to House
Resolution 198, the pending business is
the demand for a recorded vote on the
amendment offered by the gentleman
from Wisconsin [Mr. OBEY] on which
further proceedings were postponed and
on which the noes prevailed by voice
vote.

The Clerk will designate the amend-
ment.

The Clerk designated the amend-
ment.

RECORDED VOTE

The CHAIRMAN. A recorded vote has
been demanded.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 200, noes 222,
not voting 12, as follows:

[Roll No. 336]

AYES—200

Abercrombie
Allen
Andrews
Baldacci
Ballenger
Barrett (WI)
Barton
Bass
Becerra
Bereuter
Berry
Blagojevich
Blumenauer
Boehlert
Bonior
Boswell
Boucher
Boyd
Brown (OH)
Burr
Camp
Capps
Cardin
Carson
Castle
Chabot
Clay
Clayton
Clement
Coble
Coburn
Combest
Condit
Conyers
Costello
Coyne
Danner
Davis (FL)
Davis (IL)
DeFazio
DeGette
Delahunt
DeLauro
Dellums
Deutsch
Doggett
Doyle
Duncan
Edwards
Ehlers
Engel
Eshoo
Evans
Farr
Fattah
Flake
Foley
Ford
Frank (MA)
Franks (NJ)
Furse
Gallegly
Ganske
Gejdenson
Gephardt
Goode
Goodlatte

Goodling
Gordon
Greenwood
Gutierrez
Hall (OH)
Hamilton
Hilliard
Hoekstra
Hooley
Houghton
Jackson (IL)
Johnson (WI)
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kasich
Kennedy (MA)
Kennedy (RI)
Kennelly
Kildee
Kilpatrick
Kind (WI)
Kleczka
Klug
Kolbe
Kucinich
LaFalce
Lampson
Lantos
Largent
Latham
Lazio
Leach
Levin
Lewis (GA)
Lipinski
LoBiondo
Lofgren
Lowey
Luther
Maloney (NY)
Markey
Mascara
McCarthy (MO)
McCarthy (NY)
McDermott
McGovern
McHale
McKinney
McNulty
Meehan
Menendez
Miller (CA)
Miller (FL)
Minge
Mink
Moakley
Molinari
Moran (VA)
Morella
Nadler
Neal
Oberstar
Obey
Olver
Owens
Pallone
Pascrell

Pastor
Paul
Payne
Pelosi
Peterson (MN)
Petri
Pickett
Porter
Portman
Poshard
Price (NC)
Pryce (OH)
Quinn
Rahall
Ramstad
Rangel
Regula
Rivers
Roemer
Ros-Lehtinen
Rothman
Roukema
Roybal-Allard
Rush
Sabo
Sanders
Sanford
Sawyer
Schumer
Scott
Sensenbrenner
Serrano
Shays
Shuster
Sisisky
Skaggs
Slaughter
Smith (MI)
Smith, Adam
Smith, Linda
Snyder
Spratt
Stabenow
Stark
Stenholm
Stokes
Strickland
Stupak
Sununu
Tanner
Tauscher
Tierney
Towns
Upton
Velazquez
Vento
Wamp
Watt (NC)
Waxman
Weldon (PA)
Weygand
White
Wise
Woolsey
Wynn
Yates

NOES—222

Ackerman
Aderholt
Archer
Armey
Bachus
Baesler
Baker
Barcia
Barr
Barrett (NE)
Bartlett
Bateman
Bentsen
Berman
Bilbray
Bilirakis
Bishop
Bliley
Blunt
Boehner
Bonilla
Bono
Borski
Brady
Brown (CA)
Brown (FL)
Bryant
Bunning
Burton
Buyer
Callahan
Calvert
Campbell
Canady
Cannon
Chambliss
Chenoweth
Christensen
Clyburn
Collins
Cook
Cooksey
Cox
Cramer
Crane
Crapo
Cubin
Cunningham
Davis (VA)
Deal
DeLay
Diaz-Balart
Dickey
Dicks
Dixon
Dooley
Doolittle
Dreier
Dunn
Ehrlich
Emerson
English
Ensign
Etheridge
Everett
Ewing
Fawell
Fazio
Filner
Fowler
Fox
Frelinghuysen
Frost
Gekas
Gibbons

Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gilman
Goss
Graham
Granger
Green
Gutknecht
Hall (TX)
Hansen
Harman
Hastert
Hastings (FL)
Hastings (WA)
Hayworth
Hefley
Hefner
Herger
Hill
Hilleary
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Hobson
Holden
Horn
Hostettler
Hoyer
Hulshof
Hunter
Hutchinson
Hyde
Inglis
Istook
Jackson-Lee

(TX)
Jefferson
Jenkins
John
Johnson (CT)
Johnson, E. B.
Johnson, Sam
Jones
Kelly
Kim
King (NY)
Kingston
Klink
Knollenberg
LaHood
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (KY)
Linder
Livingston
Lucas
Maloney (CT)
Manton
Manzullo
Martinez
Matsui
McCollum
McCrery
McDade
McHugh
McIntosh
McIntyre
McKeon
Meek
Metcalf
Mica
Millender-

McDonald
Mollohan
Moran (KS)
Murtha
Myrick

Nethercutt
Neumann
Northup
Norwood
Nussle
Ortiz
Oxley
Packard
Pappas
Parker
Paxon
Pease
Peterson (PA)
Pickering
Pitts
Pombo
Pomeroy
Radanovich
Redmond
Reyes
Riggs
Rodriguez
Rogan
Rogers
Rohrabacher
Royce
Ryun
Salmon
Sanchez
Sandlin
Saxton
Scarborough
Schaefer, Dan
Schaffer, Bob
Sessions
Shadegg
Shaw
Sherman
Shimkus
Skeen
Skelton
Smith (NJ)
Smith (OR)
Smith (TX)
Snowbarger
Solomon
Souder
Spence
Stearns
Stump
Talent
Tauzin
Taylor (MS)
Taylor (NC)
Thomas
Thompson
Thornberry
Thune
Thurman
Tiahrt
Torres
Traficant
Turner
Visclosky
Walsh
Waters
Watkins
Watts (OK)
Weldon (FL)
Weller
Whitfield
Wicker
Wolf
Young (FL)

NOT VOTING—12

Cummings
Dingell
Foglietta
Forbes

Gonzalez
LaTourette
McInnis
Ney

Riley
Schiff
Wexler
Young (AK)

b 1355
Messrs. BRADY, BONO, PITTS, Ms.

WATERS, and Mrs. JOHNSON of Con-
necticut changed their vote from ‘‘aye’’
to ‘‘no.’’

Mr. STENHOLM changed his vote
from ‘‘no’’ to ‘‘aye.’’

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

as above recorded.
PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Mr. GALLEGLY. Mr. Chairman, un-
fortunately on rollcall 336, I did not
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verify the electronic vote. It was my
intention to vote ‘‘no’’ on the Obey
amendment as a strong supporter of
the B–2 and I either inadvertently or
incorrectly voted ‘‘yes.’’

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Mr. LATOURETTE. Mr. Chairman, I was un-
fortunately detained for rollcall vote No. 336 to
the Department of Defense Appropriations Act.
Had I been present I would have voted ‘‘yes’’.
As my voting record will reflect, I have consist-
ently voted against additional B–2 funding.

I was not present for the vote because I
was testifying before the National Capital Me-
morial Commission in support of my legisla-
tion, H.R. 1608, the Pyramid of Remembrance
Act. As you know, H.R. 1608 would establish
a memorial in the District of Columbia or its
surrounding areas for soldiers who died in
undeclared military conflicts and training exer-
cises. I am proud to report that the idea for
this bill came from high school students at
Riverside High School in my district. Since its
introduction, the bill has gained bipartisan sup-
port in the House of Representatives. I am
looking forward to working with the leadership
in moving the bill through the legislative proc-
ess so that the lives of these brave and self-
less soldiers are not forgotten.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read.
The Clerk read as follows:
SEC. 8102. (a) LIMITATION.—Funds appro-

priated or otherwise made available for the
Department of Defense for any fiscal year
may not be obligated for the deployment of
any ground elements of the United States
Armed Forces in the Republic of Bosnia and
Herzegovina after—

(1) June 30, 1998; or
(2) such later date as may be specifically

prescribed by law after the date of the enact-
ment of this Act, based upon a request from
the President or otherwise as the Congress
may determine.

(b) EXCEPTIONS.—The limitation in sub-
section (a) shall not apply to the extent nec-
essary to support (1) a limited number of
United States diplomatic facilities in exist-
ence on the date of the enactment of this
Act, and (2) noncombat military personnel
sufficient only to advise the commanders
North Atlantic Treaty Organization peace-
keeping operations in the Republic of Bosnia
and Herzegovina.

(c) CONSTRUCTION OF SECTION.—Nothing in
this section shall be deemed to restrict the
authority of the President under the Con-
stitution to protect the lives of United
States citizens.

(d) LIMITATION ON SUPPORT FOR LAW EN-
FORCEMENT ACTIVITIES IN BOSNIA.—None of
the funds appropriated or otherwise made
available to the Department of Defense for
any fiscal year may be obligated or expended
after the date of the enactment of this Act
for the conduct of, or direct support for, law
enforcement activities in the Republic of
Bosnia and Herzegovina, except for the train-
ing of law enforcement personnel or to pre-
vent imminent loss of life.

(e) PRESIDENTIAL REPORT ON POLITICAL AND
MILITARY CONDITIONS IN BOSNIA.—(1) Not
later than December 15, 1997, the President
shall submit to Congress a report on the po-
litical and military conditions in the Repub-
lic of Bosnia and Herzegovina (hereafter in
this subsection referred to as Bosnia-
Herzegovina). Of the funds available to the
Secretary of Defense for fiscal year 1998 for
the operation of United States ground forces
in Bosnia-Herzegovina during that fiscal
year, no more than 60 percent may be ex-
pended before the report is submitted.

(2) The report under paragraph (1) shall in-
clude a discussion of the following:

(A) An identification of the specific steps
taken by the United States Government to
transfer the United States portion of the
peacekeeping mission in the Republic of
Bosnia and Herzegovina to European allied
nations or organizations.

(B) A detailed discussion of the proposed
role and involvement of the United States in
supporting peacekeeping activities in the
Republic of Bosnia and Herzegovina follow-
ing the withdrawal of United States ground
forces from the Republic of Bosnia and
Herzegovina pursuant to subsection (a).

(C) A detailed explanation and timetable
for carrying out the President’s commitment
to withdraw all United States ground forces
from Bosnia-Herzegovina by the end of June
1998, including the planned date of com-
mencement and completion of the with-
drawal.

(D) The date on which the transition from
the multinational force known as the Sta-
bilization Force to the planned multi-
national successor force to be known as the
Deterrence Force will occur and how the de-
cision as to that date will impact the esti-
mates of costs associated with the operation
of United States ground forces in Bosnia-
Herzegovina during fiscal year 1998 as con-
tained in the President’s budget for fiscal
year 1998.

(E) The military and political consider-
ations that will affect the decision to carry
out such a transition.

(F) Any plan to maintain or expand other
Bosnia-related operations (such as the oper-
ation designated as Operation Deliberate
Guard) if tensions in Bosnia-Herzegovina re-
main sufficient to delay the transition from
the Stabilization Force to the Deterrence
Force and the estimated cost associated with
each such operation.

(G) Whether allied nations participating in
the Bosnia mission have similar plans to in-
crease and maintain troop strength or main-
tain ground forces in Bosnia-Herzegovina
and, if so, the identity of each such country
and a description of that country’s plans.

(3) As used in this subsection, the term
‘‘Stabilization Force’’ (referred to as
‘‘SFOR’’) means the follow-on force to the
Implementation Force (known as ‘‘IFOR’’) in
the Republic of Bosnia and Herzegovina and
other countries in the region, authorized
under United Nations Security Council Reso-
lution 1008 (December 12, 1996).

b 1400
The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read.
The Clerk read as follows:
This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Department

of Defense Appropriations Act, 1998’’.
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. SOLOMON

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Chairman. I offer
an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:
Amendment offered by Mr. SOLOMON:
Page 100, after line 15, insert the following

new section.
SEC. 8103. None of the funds made available

in this Act may be obligated or expended to
enter into or renew a contract with a con-
tractor that is subject to the reporting re-
quirement set forth in subsection (d) of sec-
tion 4212 of title 38, United States Code, but
has not submitted the most recent report re-
quired by such subsection for 1997 or a subse-
quent year.

Mr. SOLOMON (during the reading).
Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the amendment be considered
as read and printed in the RECORD.

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

There was no objection.
Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Chairman, I will

not take 5 minutes. Discrimination in
America is wrong. It goes against ev-
erything we stand for as a nation. What
is especially ugly is discrimination
against disabled veterans, and Vietnam
veterans, in particular. Mr. Chairman,
we owe these men and women the best
of the very best, fair and open consider-
ation for employment.

A couple of years ago we passed a
program called Vet 100, which requires
contractors to report their hiring prac-
tices of veterans, disabled veterans and
Vietnam veterans. Since that time,
there were 25,000 contractors across
this Nation that were either inten-
tionally or unintentionally in non-
compliance for this law. After an
amendment we passed last year, we
brought 8,000 of those contractors, sim-
ply because they were made aware of
it, into compliance in the program.

We are asking now that this be at-
tached to this particular bill so that it
will bring notice to all of the contrac-
tors and make them aware so they can
again comply with this law, so we can
begin to hire these disabled American
veterans, along with Vietnam veterans.

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

Mr. SOLOMON. I yield to the very
distinguished gentleman from Florida
[Mr. YOUNG], the chairman of the Sub-
committee on National Security of the
Committee on Appropriations.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I thank the gentleman for yield-
ing to me.

Mr. Chairman, as the gentleman has
stated, last year we did accept this
amendment. We thought it would work
fine. It has worked partially. I think it
is important that we continue this lan-
guage. The chairman of the Committee
on Rules, the very distinguished chair-
man, has worked with us on writing
the language in such a way I think as
will be very effective. I am very, very
happy to accept this amendment. I
think it is something that ought to be
done.

Mr. SOLOMON. I certainly thank the
gentleman, Mr. Chairman. With him
having said that, I am getting a signal
from the very distinguished ranking
member of the subcommittee, a great
former marine.

Mr. Chairman, I ask consideration on
my amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from New York [Mr. SOLOMON].

The amendment was agreed to.
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. OBEY

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I offer an
amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:
Amendment offered by Mr. OBEY:
Page 100, after line 15, insert the following

new section:
SEC. 8103. None of the funds made available

in this Act may be used to approve or license
the sale of F–22 advanced tactical fighter to
any foreign government.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, this coun-
try is going to spend $85 billion to build
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a new generation of fighter aircraft,
the F–22, and we are told that the rea-
son we must do that is because we have
sold so many of our F–16’s around the
world, and so many of our F–15’s, that
we now have to stay ahead of the capa-
bility of other countries. So we are told
that in order to do that we have to
make this large expenditure.

Mr. Chairman, all this amendment
says is that if we are going to go ahead
and spend that $85 billion, that we
ought not to make the same mistake
we made in the past. That is why this
amendment says that no F–22’s can be
sold abroad.

The reason I am urging that we adopt
this amendment is that the contractor,
Lockheed, has already been quoted sev-
eral times saying that they fully plan
to market the F–22 abroad, and the Air
Force is also indicating they are look-
ing at foreign sales as a means of re-
ducing the overall cost of the program.

Everything that we know about this
plane tells us it is going to be a techno-
logical marvel. I would like to know
why on Earth we would even consider
selling this plane abroad if the purpose
of building it in the first place is to
react to the fact that we have sold
abroad so many sophisticated fighters
in the past that we now have to build
this new plane in order to stay ahead of
the people we have sold it to.

Very simply, all I am saying is that
we have to make a choice. We either
stand up for America’s interest and
support this amendment, or stand up
for the contractor’s interest and oppose
it, because this is an argument between
those of us who believe that if we are
going to spend $85 billion, we ought to
keep that technology at home, versus
those who say, ‘‘Well, sorry, but we
have not learned a thing from the last
round. So even though we are being
told we have to build this plane be-
cause we have sold so many sophisti-
cated aircraft around the world, we are
willing to ignore past history and do it
all over again.’’

So I think the purpose of the amend-
ment is self-evident. I cannot imagine,
I cannot imagine any reason for turn-
ing down this amendment except that
the contractor wants to sell these
planes abroad, and has therefore con-
vinced people that we ought to make
the same mistake over again.

Anybody who is paid what we are is
being paid enough to avoid a stupid
mistake like that. I would urge support
for the amendment.

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

Mr. Chairman, this is the first I have
heard of this amendment. I will prob-
ably vote for this amendment. I will
tell the Members why. This will really
fundamentally fall on a lot of deaf ears
in this House, and maybe it will make
a few people yawn. I have to tell the
Members that I think one of the most
serious things that is going on in the
world today is the unregulated, the un-
precedented level of arms sales that ex-
ists in the world today.

I support the F–22 because I think it
is absolutely essential that we main-
tain air superiority in any time of
trouble for the United States and our
allies. I think the F–22 is essentially
the next leap of technology that allows
us to maintain air superiority. I, of
course, do not share that view on the
necessity of the stealth bomber, but I
do share that view on tactical aircraft.

But frankly, if we are going to de-
velop a sophisticated tactical aircraft,
to develop the next level of sophisti-
cated fighter aircraft designed to give
the United States clear air superiority,
then to turn around and sell that tech-
nology to other countries forces us into
the next level of tactical aircraft at
great cost.

Look, Republicans and Democrats on
both sides of the aisle, do Members not
understand what we are doing in the
world with the sale of all this sophisti-
cated weaponry, designed to a large de-
gree to preserve assembly lines? What
we do is we give enemies weapons with
hair-trigger mechanisms that allow
each side to have more lethality, to
have more power, more quickness, less
warning time. Whenever conflicts
arise, it denies us the time we want in
order to resolve those conflicts without
death.

I also would point out that the great-
est fear I have for our children in my
lifetime is the proliferation of weapons
of mass destruction. I worry that some
day, at some point, some world leader
or some group of terrorists will get
their hands on these lethal weapons of
mass destruction that can be used
without the consideration of loss of
flesh and blood of people on any part of
this globe. I worry that at some point
in our lifetime we will wake up one
morning and find out that two brutal
enemies have used these weapons
against one another.

I do not know whether it is true, the
article that was written in one of the
magazines several years ago about the
almost conflict between India and
Pakistan. But I do not want to wake up
one morning, having armed these en-
emies to the teeth with increasingly ef-
fective weapons with increased
lethality, to find out that somehow we
played a role in it. That does not mean
we do not need to develop the sophisti-
cated weapons to guarantee the na-
tional security of the United States
and our allies, but it does mean we
need to be careful with this tech-
nology.

I wish we would all step back for a
second and think about what our poli-
cies are on arms sales, what our com-
mitment is to protect those elements
that contribute to the weapons of mass
destruction, to deny them from indi-
viduals in this world who would use
them against the cause of order and
peace and humanity.

I would urge everybody to march to
this floor today and deny the ability of
the defense industry to begin to sell
this weapon of sophistication that the
United States needs. Let us protect

that technology. Let us slow down the
arms race. Let us do it for our children.
Let us not just do it for ourselves, let
us also do it for our children.

I would hope that on a bipartisan
basis, we could begin to get a handle on
this problem of proliferation of weap-
ons and of sky-high arms sales. There
are better ways in this world to make
money, to make profits, than to allow
this seemingly free flow of technology.
Let us stand up for national security,
but let us also stand up for peace.

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

Mr. Chairman, my original thought
was, and the gentleman from Texas Mr.
MARTIN FROST was quite concerned
about this amendment, but actually
when we look at the facts, it really
would not have any impact because
this is a 1-year bill. Certainly we have
to send a message that when we have a
technological superiority, it is some-
thing we want to look at very closely.

Mr. Chairman, I would, with reserva-
tions, accept this amendment, and
hope we could work something out in
conference.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I move to strike the requisite
number of words.

Mr. Chairman, we have talked to the
gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. OBEY]
about this. He made several changes
that we thought were important to
make to this so it applied properly to
the bill. Having done that, we have
been prepared to accept this amend-
ment, and we are happy to hear from
the gentleman from Ohio, but we are
prepared to accept the amendment.

From the leadership of the sub-
committee, we accept the amendment,
Mr. Chairman.

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

Mr. Chairman, I will only speak for a
short amount of time. Mr. Chairman, I
understand what the gentleman from
Wisconsin [Mr. OBEY] is attempting to
do here. I would caution him, and I will
support the amendment, one of the
most troubling times I had in my mili-
tary career was being outspoken about
letting F–14’s go to the Shah of Iran.

b 1415
I made a statement that we were

being blackmailed at the time. This
was at a time when there was an oil
embargo. We remember the long gas
lines we had in this country because of
the shortage. I said, now, Iran is not
Arabic and it is the Arabs that were
holding us hostage over oil. Iran is Per-
sian. But yet they will not have to pay
for one single one of those F–14’s be-
cause all they have to do is raise the
price of oil by a cent and they get them
free.

I said the second point is that as a
fighter pilot, I do not want to have to
look down the barrels of those F–14’s if
the shah ever falls. Well, I felt like
Billy Mitchell after that happened be-
cause we did look down the barrels of
those F–14’s.
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So I understand the intent of the

gentleman and support it. But in fu-
ture language, I would ask the gen-
tleman to be very cautious because
there are countries that I have flown
with, like South Korea, some of our al-
lies that have F–16s, England, I would
not give them to France, personal opin-
ion. They sell arms to every one of our
enemies. There are socialists and Com-
munists there now, and I would not
give them a dime or any weapons. But
there are countries that I think that, if
we are flying there in a conflict and
some of the NATO countries that
would ally, and I do not care if it is a
British pilot taking a Mig off my tail
or someone else, then I would like that
support. But I support the gentleman’s
amendment and I understand the merit
behind it.

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

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. I yield to the
gentleman from Wisconsin.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, let me
thank the gentleman for supporting
the amendment and say that I recog-
nize that there are some countries I
would not mind providing sophisticated
weapons to, but I think we need a pol-
icy ahead of time before we build these
systems so that we know exactly who
is going to get them and that we are
assured that they are going to be pro-
vided on as limited a basis as possible
around the world.

Mrs. KENNELLY of Connecticut. Mr. Chair-
man, I rise in strong opposition to the Nadler
amendment to cut important funding for the F–
22 fighter. The F–22 is the Air Force’s next
generation premier fighter and is intended to
replace the aging F–15 fighter which has been
in use for nearly 30 years. The next genera-
tion aircraft will have both air-to-air and air-to-
ground fighter capabilities and will ensure our
air superiority in the 21st century.

A cut of the size proposed by this amend-
ment would have a devastating effect on the
development and production of the F–22. In
fact, the Air Force estimates that a $420 mil-
lion cut in the program would result in a major
program restructure and actually result in an
increase of costs in the out years of $7.7 bil-
lion because of the restructuring of the current
development and production timeline.

Let me close by quoting Gen. Ronald
Fogelman, the Chief of Staff of the Air Force:

The F–22 will continue to ensure our con-
tinued dominance of the aerial arena and
protect our forces across the entire spectrum
of conflict. No United States soldier has been
lost to enemy air power on over 40 years, and
the F–22 will continue to uphold that record.

I urge my colleagues to oppose this amend-
ment, and support our continued aerial domi-
nance.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin [Mr. OBEY].

The amendment was agreed to.
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. COBURN

Mr. COBURN. Mr. Chairman, I offer
an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:
Amendment offered by Mr. COBURN:
At the end of the bill, insert after the last

section (preceding the short title) the follow-
ing new section:

UNITED STATES MAN AND THE BIOSPHERE
PROGRAM LIMITATION

SEC. 8079. None of the funds appropriated
or otherwise made available by this Act may
be made available for the United States Man
and the Biosphere Program, or related
projects.

Mr. COBURN. Mr. Chairman, it is my
hope that this will not take any time.
The purpose of this amendment just
simply to limit DOD funds to not be
spent on a totally unauthorized, never
approved program from this Congress
or any other Congress. We have voted
now four times in this body to uphold
this policy. This is simply an amend-
ment that would extend that policy to
the Department of Defense. It is my
understanding the chairman as well as
the ranking member have accepted this
amendment.

I yield to the gentleman from Florida
[Mr. YOUNG].

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I would say that we are very fa-
miliar with this issue. We do support
the amendment. We hope that it will be
agreed to.

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

Mr. COBURN. I yield to the gen-
tleman from New York.

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Chairman, just
briefly, 47 of these biosphere reserves
were established before the public even
knew what was happening. One of these
was established in the northern part of
the congressional district I represent
in the Adirondack Mountains without
me or any local government officials
ever knowing about it. That was out-
rageous. These biosphere reserves vio-
late individual property rights, and
they give executive branch political
appointees the authority to make prop-
erty decisions in place of these individ-
ual landowners or even local zoning or-
dinances. I think that is outrageous. I
am so happy that the gentleman is of-
fering the amendment.

Mr. COBURN. Mr. Chairman, I would
ask the body to support the Coburn-Pe-
terson amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Oklahoma [Mr. COBURN].

The amendment was agreed to.
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. KENNEDY of

MASSACHUSETTS

Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts. Mr.
Chairman, I offer an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:
Amendment offered by Mr. KENNEDY of

Massachusetts: Page 100, after line 15, insert
the following new section:

SEC. 8103. (a) None of the funds appro-
priated or otherwise made available by this
Act for the Department of Defense specimen
repository described in subsection (b) may be
used for any purpose except in accordance
with the requirement in paragraph numbered
3 of the covered Department of Defense pol-
icy memorandum that specifically provides
that permissible uses of specimen samples in
the repository are limited to the following
purposes:

(1) Identification of human remains.
(2) Internal quality assurance activities to

validate processes for collection, mainte-
nance and analysis of samples.

(3) A purpose for which the donor of the
sample (or surviving next-of-kin) provides
consent.

(4) As compelled by other applicable law in
a case in which all of the following condi-
tions are present:

(A) The responsible Department of Defense
official has received a proper judicial order
or judicial authorization.

(B) The specimen sample is needed for the
investigation or prosecution of a crime pun-
ishable by one year or more of confinement.

(C) No reasonable alternative means for
obtaining a specimen for DNA profile analy-
sis is available.

(D) The use is approved by the Assistant
Secretary of Defense (Health Affairs) after
consultation with the Department of Defense
General Counsel.

(b) The specimen repository referred to in
subsection (a) is the repository that was es-
tablished pursuant to Deputy Secretary of
Defense Memorandum 47803, dated December
16, 1991, and designated as the ‘‘Armed
Forces Repository of Specimen Samples for
the Identification of Remains’’ by paragraph
numbered 4 in the covered Department of De-
fense policy memorandum.

(c) For purposes of this section, the cov-
ered Department of Defense policy memoran-
dum is the memorandum of the Assistant
Secretary of Defense (Health Affairs) for the
Secretary of the Army, dated April 2, 1996,
issued pursuant to law which states as its
subject ‘‘Policy Refinements for the Armed
Forces Repository of Specimen Samples for
the Identification of Remains’’.

Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts
(during the reading). Mr. Chairman, I
ask unanimous consent that the
amendment be considered as read and
printed in the RECORD.

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

There was no objection.
Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts. Mr.

Chairman, I rise to offer an amendment
which simply aligns our funding prior-
ities with the current Department of
Defense policies that protect the infor-
mation in its DNA data bank for sol-
diers. The Department of Defense oper-
ates the Armed Forces repository spec-
imen samples for identification of re-
mains.

This DNA data bank currently holds
millions of blood samples for both ac-
tive and inactive personnel. This pool
of genetic data is one of the largest in
the entire world. Health, life and dis-
ability insurers might soon try to flex
some muscle in obtaining sensitive in-
formation. Heightened concerns have
been raised over the last year about
the many ways that people can be dis-
criminated against based on their ge-
netic profile. Soldiers were not free
from those same worries regarding
blood samples in this DNA data bank.

The Pentagon has always maintained
that such information was collected
only to identify the remains of soldiers
killed in combat. But many of my col-
leagues may recall that last year two
marines were court-martialed for re-
fusing to provide blood samples to the
DNA data bank. They were fearful of
inadequate privacy protections for the
sensitive information being obtained
from their DNA. The Pentagon as a re-
sult took the proper steps to revise its
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policy and instituted several new con-
ditions on the use of DNA in the data
bank, including limiting them to iden-
tify human remains, investigate
crimes, purposes for which the donor
and next of kin provide consent, plus
an approved use by the Assistant Sec-
retary of Defense and health.

I had spoken to the chairman of the
committee, the gentleman from Flor-
ida [Mr. YOUNG], as well as to the rank-
ing member. I believe that this amend-
ment will be accepted. But I just would
like to mention, the truth is that the
current rules and regulations that de-
termine how your DNA data is going to
be utilized at the Department of De-
fense is really at the discretion of the
secretary.

I would urge both the chairman as
well as the ranking member to take ac-
tions, I hope, in the conference to
make certain that this does not be-
come an arbitrary policy. This kind of
data can be used by private companies
or others at the decision of the sec-
retary that could have devastating
consequences for any of the soldiers
who happen to be ordered to provide
those DNA samples.

I would hope that the chairman
would be willing to institute a policy
where no variation other than the spe-
cific purposes which are currently in
this year’s bill, could be varied without
the consent of the Congress of the
United States and the signing into law
by the President. I think that this is an
entirely, it is a new issue, but it is one
that is very, very important for the
personal privacy of the soldiers that
choose to serve this country.

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

Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts. I
yield to the gentleman from Florida.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, as the gentleman and I have dis-
cussed earlier, we are happy to accept
this amendment as we did last year,
and the new issue that he raises I think
is a legitimate issue. We would be more
than happy to address it during the
conference.

Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts. Mr.
Chairman, I thank the gentleman.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts [Mr. KEN-
NEDY].

The amendment was agreed to.
Mr. CARDIN. Mr. Chairman, I move

to strike the last word.
Mr. Chairman, I rise to request a col-

loquy with the gentleman from Florida
[Mr. YOUNG] regarding the fate of the
Advanced Self Protection Jammer
radar system.

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

Mr. CARDIN. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Florida.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I am very happy to address the
concerns of the gentleman from Mary-
land about this program.

Mr. CARDIN. Mr. Chairman, I am
concerned that the bill does not in-

clude funding for the Advanced Self
Protection Jammer which is recognized
as the finest self-protection jamming
system in production today. Following
the 1995 shootdown of the Navy pilot
Scott O’Grady in Bosnia, ASPJ were
deployed in aircraft in the Bosnian the-
ater to correct the self protection defi-
ciency under which our pilots were op-
erating.

Mr. Chairman, the ASPJ proved to be
an effective tactical aircraft counter-
measure in the Bosnian theater.

Additional purchases of the system
were recently authorized by the Com-
mittee on National Security. Shortage
of the ASPJ’s means that the Navy
cannot equip all of its F–14D and F/A–
18C/D planes with this system widely
demanded by the Navy and Marine
Corps pilots. Most of these planes,
which will be in the fleet well into the
next century, are now vulnerable. The
Navy can only equip 72 aircraft with
the ASPJ, although it has a require-
ment for deployment of this system on
over 500 F–14D’s and F/A–18C/D’s. I hope
the chairman will consider providing
the Navy and Marine Corps with the
funds necessary to equip the forward-
deployed F–14D and F/A–18C/D squad-
rons with this system.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, if the gentleman will continue to
yield, I appreciate the gentleman’s
concern for the system and its poten-
tial benefits for the pilots. The ASPJ is
a valuable system. I share the gentle-
man’s concern and will work with my
colleagues on the committee and with
the Department of Defense on this
issue as this bill moves forward.

Mr. CARDIN. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MRS. MALONEY OF
NEW YORK.

Mrs. MALONEY of New York. Mr.
Chairman, I offer an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:
Amendment offered by Mrs. MALONEY of

New York:
At the end of the bill add the following new

section:
SEC. . In the paragraph entitled ‘‘Oper-

ation and Maintenance, Defense-Wide,’’ after
‘‘$10,066,956,000’’ insert ‘‘(increased by
$1,000,000) (reduced by $1,000,000).’’.

Mrs. MALONEY of New York (during
the reading). Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent that the amend-
ment be considered as read and printed
in the RECORD.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentlewoman
from New York?

There was no objection.
Mrs. MALONEY of New York. Mr.

Chairman, in 1988, Congress passed and
the President signed into law a require-
ment that the Department of Defense
report details of crimes, including rape
and sexual assault, committed within
their jurisdiction to the Federal Bu-
reau of Investigation.

However, the Department of Defense
has failed to comply with this law.
That means that there are thousands
of crimes committed on base and off

base by members of the armed services
and others that are never reported to
the FBI. I would like, Mr. Chairman, to
put in the RECORD a letter from the
general counsel of the Department of
Defense and other press articles on this
which state that they are looking at
this, that they would like to proceed
forward, but that there is a problem
with funding.

My amendment provides $1 million to
the Department of Defense so that they
could collect and report these statis-
tics. The money comes from the oper-
ation and maintenance budget. I hope
that my amendment will be considered
in the conference report. I thank the
gentleman from Florida and the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania for their
support and their commitment to work
on this in conference.

Mr. Chairman, I include for the
RECORD the following:

GENERAL COUNSEL OF THE
DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE,
Washington, DC, May 27, 1997.

Hon. CAROLYN B. MALONEY,
House of Representatives,
Washington, DC.

DEAR MRS. MALONEY: This further responds
to your letter to the Secretary of Defense,
dated February 26, 1997. In my interim reply,
dated March 11, 1997, I informed you that I
had asked the Judge Advocate General of the
Army to provide me information on certain
cases you mentioned in your letter. I now
have this information and am prepared to re-
spond to your questions.

On October 24, 1995, then-Representative
Dornan wrote the Secretary of Defense re-
questing an investigation of allegations
made by Mr. Russell Carollo in a series of ar-
ticles in the Dayton Daily News. After re-
view by the Service Judge Advocates General
and my office, I replied to Mr. Dornan on
April 23, 1996. Your February 26 letter asks
follow-up questions based on my reply to Mr.
Dornan. I will address your questions in the
same order as I replied to Mr. Dornan’s in-
quiry.

Do many accused sex offenders avoid pros-
ecution or escape criminal punishment? You
have asked whether the Department of De-
fense disputes the validity of the ‘‘hard facts
or statistics’’ in Mr. Carollo’s articles. Mr.
Carollo was highly selective in the statis-
tical data he chose to publish. Mr. Carollo’s
published figures on sex crime complaints in-
cluded cases where the perpetrators were un-
known and involving civilian suspects who
were not subject to the jurisdiction of the
military justice system. In those cases, it
was not possible for a complaint to result in
a court-martial conviction. Also, the offense
‘‘titled’’ on a complaint form or investiga-
tion report is often not the same offense that
is formally charged. The decision on what
title to use is made by an investigator at an
early stage of the investigation. A formal
charge, however, is preferred after full inves-
tigation and proof analysis by a military
prosecutor. A formal charge is only referred
to a court-martial after additional legal re-
view, and this review may produce other
changes. Even assuming that a court-martial
charge reflects the same offense in the com-
plaint, there may be a court-martial convic-
tion for a lesser (but nonetheless serious)
crime. For example, an accused may be ac-
quitted of a rape charge, but found guilty of
attempted rape or assault with intent to
commit rape. Acquittal of a principal
charge, but conviction of a lesser one, is a
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process that goes on every day in every juris-
diction in the United States, where each ele-
ment of any charged offense must be proven
beyond reasonable doubt.

The military does not prosecute rape
charges in ‘‘misdemeanor courts’’ or admin-
istrative hearings. If a complaint of rape is
not prosecuted at a general court-martial,
there is a reason and that reason is grounded
in the evidence. A case may begin with a
rape allegation, but end in another, lesser
charge prosecuted at a special court-martial,
nonjudicial punishment action, or other ad-
ministrative action. In another case, the
quality of the evidence may persuade mili-
tary authorities to accept an accused’s offer
to separate from the Service (with an Under
Other Than Honorable Conditions Discharge)
rather than face a court-martial. If one of
these actions happens, it is because particu-
lar circumstances make it appropriate. If a
rape charge is supported by sufficient evi-
dence for conviction, that charge is referred
to a general court-martial as is fitting for a
crime of that seriousness.

In Mr. Carlo’s articles and associated cor-
respondence, we have seen many compari-
sons of the military justice system with the
‘‘civilian judicial system’’ that reflect a mis-
understanding of both. A monolithic ‘‘civil-
ian judicial system’’ does not exist. There
are fifty-one such systems in the United
States, the Federal system (including the
commonwealths and territories) and one for
each state. In none of these systems does a
complaint of rape automatically result in a
trial, conviction, and long prison sentence
for the defendant. In each of the civilian sys-
tems, just as in the military, prosecutors
must make decisions based on the quality of
the evidence before them. If a case is pros-
ecuted as a rape, a civilian court must deter-
mine guilt based on the evidence before it. In
doing so, the court applies a ‘‘beyond reason-
able doubt’’ standard of proof, just like a
court-martial. If there is a conviction for
rape, or of a lesser offense, a civilian court
then determines a sentence based on the par-
ticular circumstances of the crime and the
offender, just as a court-martial does.

One significant difference between the
military justice system and its civilian
counterparts concerns the availability of al-
ternative actions when there is insufficient
evidence to prosecute in court. In any civil-
ian jurisdiction, if a prosecutor or grand jury
decides not to prosecute, nothing happens to
the alleged offender. In the military, if the
evidence is insufficient for a court-martial
prosecution, commanders still have several
options, any of which may result in signifi-
cant sanction. The use of these options
should not be cited as evidence that the mili-
tary does not take crimes as seriously as in
civilian jurisdictions, when these actions are
not even available to civilian authorities.

In your February 26 letter, you discussed
several Army cases at Fort Carson, Colorado,
and Fort Leonard Wood, Missouri. According
to information provided by the Judge Advo-
cate General of the Army, much of what you
have been told about these cases is incorrect.
Moreover, these cases are excellent illustra-
tions of how, in any system, each case must
be judged on its own specific facts.

Your letter states that Army investigators
at Fort Carson ‘‘found substantial evidence
for claims of rape against 13 soldiers in 1995
and 1996,’’ yet only two were tried and five
others received nonjudicial punishment. Ac-
cording to the Army Judge Advocate Gen-
eral’s information, this statement is not ac-
curate. Of the thirteen cases, in one the sub-
ject was a civilian, over whom the military
had no jurisdiction, and in another the per-
petrator was never identified. Of the remain-
ing eleven cases, the State of Colorado as-
sumed jurisdiction of two. In one of these,

the State treated it as a domestic violence
case. Of the remaining nine, in three cases
the alleged victims either recanted their ac-
cusations or refused to cooperate after mak-
ing an initial statement. In one of these,
however, a soldier received nonjudicial pun-
ishment for consensual sodomy with another
soldier’s wife, an offense to which he con-
fessed in his statement to investigators. The
other two cases resulted in no disciplinary
action. Of the remaining six cases, Army
prosecutors determined the evidence was in-
sufficient to go forward with trial in three
cases, and three cases went to court-martial.
Of the three soldiers who were tried, one was
acquitted of rape, but convicted of consen-
sual sodomy and indecent acts, and sen-
tenced to hard labor without confinement.
Two soldiers were convicted of rape. One of
these was sentenced to 28 years. In the other,
the accused (First Sergeant David Medeiros)
received a sentence of only reduction to staff
sergeant (two pay grades).

Of the thirteen Fort Carson cases, the only
apparent anomaly is the Medeiros case. I will
not speculate as to the reasons for such a
light sentence for the crime of rape, as I was
not at the trial and do not have detailed
knowledge of the evidence. However, you
should be aware that the alleged victim in
the Medeiros case later recanted her trial
testimony and claimed her sex with Medeiros
was consensual.

Concerning the Fort Leonard Wood cases,
your letter states that the post commander,
Major General Ballard, reversed the ‘‘sexual
assault’’ convictions of three soldiers, sub-
stituting administrative discharges. You
asked ‘‘[w]hat right did [General] Ballard
have to reverse convictions?’’

General Ballard had the powers and duties
of a general court-martial convening author-
ity, conferred by Congress under several arti-
cles of the Uniform Code of Military Justice.
As convening authority, General Ballard had
‘‘authority . . . to modify the findings and
sentence of a court-martial [as] a matter of
command prerogative involving [his] sole
discretion. . . .’’ Art. 60(c)(1), UCMJ, 10
U.S.C. § 860(c)(1). The Judge Advocate Gen-
eral of the Army informs me that General
Ballard exercised his discretion in these
three cases, after legal advice from his staff
judge advocate, to reach what he thought
was an appropriate result under unusual cir-
cumstances.

The three Fort Leonard Wood cases are
connected. None involved ‘‘sexual assault.’’
They involved three young soldiers dating,
and having consensual sex with, three under-
age teenage girls. Two of the girls were not
living at home, but had taken up with a local
‘‘biker gang.’’ In the other case, the girl’s
mother had introduced her daughter to the
soldier in a bar. All the sexual conduct oc-
curred off-post, but the local Missouri pros-
ecutor declined to prosecute. However, the
Army prosecuted the soldiers at special
courts-martial for ‘‘carnal knowledge,’’ that
is, consensual sex with a minor. See Art.
120(b), UCMJ, 10 U.S.C. § 920(b). Each soldier’s
court-martial sentenced him to reduction in
grade, forfeiture of pay, and restriction to
post, but did not impose either confinement
or a bad-conduct discharge. General Ballard,
using his powers under law as a convening
authority, determined the best interests of
the Army would be served by approving ad-
ministrative discharges in lieu of the court-
martial convictions. In each case, the soldier
received an Under Other Than Honorable
Conditions Discharge, which deprives the
soldier of entitlement to many benefits ad-
ministered by the Department of Veterans
Affairs. Such a discharge also carries a social
stigma.

I also invite your attention to data avail-
able from the United States Disciplinary

Barracks at Fort Leavenworth, Kansas. The
USDB is the central facility for long-term
confinement for prisoners from all Services.
Of the 1,023 inmates at the USDB, 495 are
serving sentences for sex crimes—almost
half the prison population and nearly double
the next category (homicide, 256 inmates).
The Army reports that 1,392 soldiers have
been tried by courts-martial for sex crimes
since 1991. Of these, 870 have been convicted,
with an average confinement sentence of just
over 6.5 years. Of these, 253 were convicted of
rape, with an average confinement sentence
of 12.2 years.

I hope this discussion has shown that sta-
tistics and anecdotes do not necessarily tell
an accurate story, especially when the sta-
tistics are incomplete and the anecdotes are,
at best, one-sided or, at worst, wrong. Mr.
Carollo’s fundamental premise is that the
military lets an unacceptably high number
of sex offenders off (either completely or
with light punishment) out of apathy, inves-
tigative incompetence, and/or prosecutorial
indifference. As I emphasized in my letter to
Mr. Dornan, nothing could be further from
the truth. The truth is that military inves-
tigators, prosecutors, convening authorities,
judges, and court-martial members deal with
real cases, in real time, involving real people
as accused and alleged victims, Every case is
different and every decision must be made on
its own merits.

Does the military fail to report many
criminal records to the FBI as required by
law? In my letter to Mr. Dornan, I acknowl-
edged that the Services’ investigative arms
had not consistently complied with Depart-
ment of Defense Inspector General Memoran-
dum 10, dated March 25, 1987, which requires
submission of fingerprint cards to the FBI in
certain cases. I also described an evaluation
of Memorandum 10 compliance by the In-
spector General, as mandated by section 555
of the National Defense Authorization Act
for Fiscal Year 1996. That evaluation is now
complete and the Inspector General’s report
is available. That study confirmed that the
Services have not done well in complying
with Memorandum 10.

In November 1996, the Inspector General
replaced Memorandum 10 with another
memorandum clarifying the Services’ report-
ing requirements. Moreover, the Inspector
General intends to replace this memorandum
with a Department of Defense instruction. A
draft instruction is presently in the coordi-
nation process within the Department of De-
fense. When issued, the instruction will
clearly state required actions by Department
of Defense law enforcement organizations.

In a related area, you have also asked
about the Department’s progress providing
Uniform Crime Reports (UCR) statistics to
the FBI. The UCR is part of the National In-
cident-Based Crime Reporting System
(NIBRS). The Department is now implement-
ing the Defense Incident-Based Reporting
System (DIBRS). NIBRS information will be
reported by DIBRS along with other infor-
mation of special significance to the Depart-
ment of Defense. On October 15, 1996, the
Deputy Secretary of Defense signed DoD Di-
rective 7730.47, Defense Incident-Based Re-
porting System. While many DIBRS issues
are still under review, we expect the Services
will begin reporting this year and hope to
have the system fully on-line by early 1998.

Your letter also states that you ‘‘under-
stand that the military can expunge crimi-
nal records from the FBI’s database,’’ and
asks for information about such
expungements. The military has no author-
ity to ‘‘expunge’’ any record from the FBI
database. However, a Military Department
can correct an erroneous record and inform
the FBI of that correction, causing a cor-
responding correction in the FBI database.
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Department of Justice regulations permit

a person, on request and verification of iden-
tity, to review his or her information in a
Department of Justice criminal history
record information system. If a person be-
lieves the system contains incorrect or in-
complete information, he or she may submit
a correction or update. An individual usually
applies to the agency that contributed the
questioned information. A person may also
make a request for correction to the FBI
Identification Division, which will forward
the request to the concerned agency. If the
agency agrees that the record should be cor-
rected, it notifies the FBI and the FBI will
make the necessary changes.

Do victims of violent crime continue to be
victimized by the military justice system?
As I described to Mr. Dornan, the process of
a criminal trial in any court is a difficult
one, especially for victims and their fami-
lies. This is particularly true with respect to
sex crimes, which often involve intensely
personal facts. While no court system inten-
tionally seeks to harm victims, such harm is
often a regrettable result. Recognizing this,
each Service has a victim assistance pro-
gram that compares favorably with federal
civilian and state programs.

Concerning your suggestion to create an
‘‘ombudsman’’ for servicemembers, comment
at this time would be premature. As you
know, one aspect of the Secretary of Army’s
pending inquiry into sexual harassment is
the mechanism for reporting complaints.
When the Army’s inquiry is complete, the
Department of Defense will review its rec-
ommendations for application to all Serv-
ices.

Is the military’s judicial system plagued
by sketchy records, secret proceedings, and
abuse of discretionary power given com-
manders? I respectfully disagree with your
characterization of my reply to this question
from Mr. Dornan as ‘‘terse’’ and
‘‘contradict[ing] the facts shown by the Day-
ton Daily News.’’ As I explained to Mr. Dor-
nan, a court-martial is a public trial unless
closed for a specific lawful reason (such as to
prevent public disclosure of classified infor-
mation). I also reiterate that military law
and Service regulations provide for records
of trials. As for records of nonjudicial and
administrative proceedings, there continues
to be a misunderstanding that I hope I can
resolve here.

The Privacy Act of 1974 prohibits disclo-
sure of personnel records except under speci-
fied circumstances. This is not military ‘‘se-
crecy,’’ but a law that the Department of De-
fense, including the Military Departments, is
bound to follow just like other federal agen-
cies. Nonjudicial and administrative actions
are evidenced in personnel records covered
by the Privacy Act and, unless an exception
applies, may not be released under the Free-
dom of Information Act. As required by the
Privacy Act, the Services did not disclose in-
formation about such actions to Mr. Carollo
when he was researching his articles. It ap-
pears that Mr. Carollo then characterized
these personnel records as ‘‘secret’’ as a lit-
erary device to imply that something sin-
ister was going on in the military. Unless
the Congress amends the Privacy Act to ex-
empt military personnel records, such
records may not be released except under the
limited circumstances provided in the Pri-
vacy Act. As I emphasized in my reply to Mr.
Dornan, it is wrong to label these personnel
records as ‘‘secret’’ and imply that non-
disclosure of personnel records is unique to
the military.

Did the Navy fail to take appropriate ac-
tion against personnel involved in the 1992
incident in Sitka, Alaska? In referring to my
response to Mr. Dornan, you stated, ‘‘I agree
with the DoD’s response in that the Navy

[sailors] were not punished for their trans-
gressions.’’ You then declined further com-
ment because the case was in litigation. I
wish to clarify an apparent misunderstand-
ing concerning my response and inform you
of recent developments in the Sitka cases.

My reply to Mr. Dornan was not intended
as an opinion that the sailors were not prop-
erly punished for misconduct. While I pro-
vided Mr. Dornan a summary of the inci-
dents at Sitka involving sailors from the
USS DUNCAN, I expressly reserved comment
on whether the actions taken were justified.
That was because there was an ongoing civil-
ian prosecution against two DUNCAN sail-
ors, one of whom was still in the Navy. That
prosecution concluded in January 1997, when
the Alaska Superior Court dismissed the in-
dictments against both men.

The Sitka cases involved two separate in-
cidents. In the first incident, two underage
girls admitted lying to two enlisted sailors
that they were over 16, the age of consent for
sexual intercourse under both military law
and Alaska law. After an investigation, the
Alaska state’s attorney declined to pros-
ecute the sailors, as did the DUNCAN com-
manding officer. There has been no further
action concerning this incident. The second
incident, however, eventually produced state
indictments.

As described in my letter to Mr. Dornan,
the second incident involved sexual contact
with two underage girls by two members of
the DUNCAN crew. No intercourse occurred.
A commissioned officer, although an ensign
(the most junior commissioned officer
grade), participated in these acts in the pres-
ence of an enlisted sailor. Both men knew
the girls were underage. After the incident
was reported and investigated, the girls’ par-
ents did not want to press charges, and the
Alaska state’s attorney declined to pros-
ecute. Under the circumstances, the DUN-
CAN commanding officer determined that
disciplining the enlisted sailor was inappro-
priate because his participation had been en-
couraged by a commissioned officer. The
Navy took action against the ensign that
eventually resulted in his separation from
the Navy in lieu of trial by court-martial.

Although the ensign’s request for separa-
tion in lieu of court-martial was approved, it
resulted in an Under Other Than Honorable
Conditions Discharge. As discussed pre-
viously, this character of discharge deprives
the recipient of entitlement to any veterans’
benefits to which he would otherwise be eli-
gible and carries with it a significant social
stigma. For the ensign’s transgressions, he
lost his job, any possibility of a military ca-
reer, and present and future entitlements to
veterans benefits. He will also endure the
lifetime of disgrace associated with an Under
Other Than Honorable Conditions Discharge.
I am aware of no civilian authority that can
impose administrative sanctions of such se-
verity and permanence. I still decline to
comment on the appropriateness of these ac-
tions, as I was not there and am not in a po-
sition to pass judgment on the officers who
made these decisions. However, any percep-
tion that this ensign escaped punishment is
not accurate.

You have concluded from Mr. Carollo’s al-
legations and ‘‘recent military sexual mis-
conduct scandals’’ that there is a need to re-
examine the military justice system. The
only things proven by Mr. Carollo’s articles
are that sex crime allegations make hard
cases and the military justice system adju-
dicates them one at a time. It is ironic that
recent ‘‘scandals’’ have been cited as evi-
dence that the military justice system is
failing in comparison to the civilian system.
To the contrary, these events have proven
the worth of the military justice system.
Please examine Mr. Carollo’s anecdotes and

find out how many were cases that civilian
authorities declined to prosecute or had no
interest in from the start.

In the military justice system, if a particu-
lar allegation has resulted in a lesser charge,
conviction of a lesser offense, punishment
that may seem lenient, or exoneration, that
is because someone made a hard decision.
The same is true if an allegation has pro-
duced a conviction as charged and a severe
sentence. In all cases, the decisions are made
by those who, under the law, have the power
and duty to do so, based on the applicable
law and the evidence before them.

I will close by assuring you, as I did Mr.
Dornan, that the military justice system is
fair and efficient. I reaffirm my rejection of
any allegation that service members live and
work in a culture that officially condones
sex crime or shelters sex offenders. To any-
one who is genuinely familiar with the mili-
tary and the military justice system, that
notion is nonsense.

Thank you for your letter. I hope this
reply has been helpful in addressing your
concerns.

Sincerely,
JUDITH A. MILLER.

ARMY PROBE TO FOCUS ON TOP LEVELS; IN-
QUIRY TO EXAMINE LEADERS’ RESPONSIBIL-
ITY IN SEXUAL MISCONDUCT

(By Dana Priest, Washington Post Staff
Writer)

The Army’s civilian leader has ordered a
wide-ranging investigation into the chain of
command’s responsibility in the sexual abuse
scandal at Maryland’s Aberdeen Proving
Ground and into the management of the
headquarters for all the Army’s training cen-
ters.

The inquiry is the first high-level look at
the possible role of senior officers in foster-
ing the wrong atmosphere or otherwise con-
tributing to a scandal that has so far mostly
involved lower-level, noncommissioned per-
sonnel, such as sergeants.

In addition, the Pentagon acknowledged
yesterday it does not know how many female
service members are victims of sexual vio-
lence each year because it does not collect
the information, even though Congress
passed a law ordering it to do so in 1988.

‘‘The department admits its deficiency,’’
Defense Department spokesman Kenneth
Bacon said.

Pentagon officials said Army Secretary
Togo D. West Jr. plans to announce today
that he has asked the Army’s inspector gen-
eral to find out what the commanders at the
Aberdeen Proving Ground ordnance training
center knew about the alleged incidents of
sexual abuse, which include multiple rapes.
The probe also will look at whether the com-
manders contributed to creating an atmos-
phere that permitted or fostered such mis-
conduct.

West also has asked the inspector general
to assess the management of the Training
and Doctrine Command, which has control
over Aberdeen and other Army training cen-
ters.

‘‘It’s an order to look top-to-bottom,’’ a
Pentagon official said.

West could not be reached for comment
yesterday.

Asked the day the Aberdeen allegations be-
came public whether the problem involved a
few ‘‘bad applies’’ or was the result of more
systemic problems, Maj. Gen. Robert D.
Shadley, commander of Aberdeen, replied, ‘‘I
think it’s a combination of both.’’

Five drill instructors at Aberdeen are al-
leged to have had improper, and illegal, rela-
tionships with female trainees under their
charge. Three of the five have been charged
with criminal offenses and the other two
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have received administrative punishment.
Another 15 trainers still are under investiga-
tion. The more egregious offenses include as-
sault, rape and threatening to kill or harm
the victims if they disclosed the attacks.

Sexual misconduct, including assault by
drill instructors, is not a new problem in the
Army, but has come to public attention be-
cause of the gravity of the Aberdeen charges.
The Army made the Aberdeen cases public
because it did not want to be accused of a
coverup.

Most of the Army’s other major training
posts report numerous cases of sexual mis-
conduct by drill sergeants, who have near-
complete control over their young recruits
and trainees.

Holly Hemphill, a Washington attorney
and chairwoman of a defense advisory panel
on women in the armed services, known as
DACOWITS, said Defense Secretary William
J. Perry asked the group to visit Army train-
ing posts and conduct informal interviews
with female soldiers.

Also yesterday, spokesman Bacon said the
Defense Department had not complied with a
1988 federal law that required the Pentagon
to create a uniform system for reporting all
crimes, including sexual crimes, in the mili-
tary.

Some of the services do not keep central-
ized statistics on sexual crimes such as rape
and indecent assault, according to service of-
ficials interviewed recently.

Hemphill said the advisory committee had
tried many times to get the services to give
it information on sexual violence against fe-
male soldiers but ‘‘we kept getting the
wrong information.’’ She said the services
collect statistics on spouse abuse, but not
abuse of their female members. ‘‘We rec-
ommended in October that the department
expand [its database] to include violence
against military women. * * * It detracts
from productivity and readiness, which is a
huge understatement.’’

Bacon said one problem was that Congress
had not given the department any money to
create the new database. Congress, he added
yesterday, still had not come up with any
new funds ‘‘but basically, after this hadn’t
been done for awhile, somebody decided that
it was time to do [it], and we’re in the proc-
ess of doing that now.’’ He said the directive
was issued Oct. 15.

The information in the new Defense Inci-
dent Base Reporting System also will be
shared with the Justice Department. Other
federal agencies are under the same mandate
to report crime in their ranks to the Justice
Department, but many have not complied ei-
ther, Pentagon officials noted yesterday. The
Army also has set up a military-civilian
panel to review its efforts to combat sexual
harassment.

House Speaker Newt Gingrich (R-Ga.) sent
a letter Wednesday telling Rep. Floyd
Spence (R-S.C.), chairman of the House Na-
tional Security Committee, that Congress
should monitor closely all the military serv-
ices’ reviews of sexual harassment preven-
tion programs.

Gingrich urged all House members to visit
Aberdeen.

A group of congresswomen, mostly Demo-
crats, plans to visit the base in mid-Decem-
ber.

DEFENSE INCIDENT-BASED REPORTING SYSTEM
[DIBRS]

Potential Question: What is DIBRS?
The Defense Incident-Based Reporting Sys-

tem (DIBRS) is a data collection system and
repository designed to meet the Depart-
ment’s needs for oversight of law enforce-
ment activities. DIBRS collects and reports
violations of the Unified Code of Military

Justice (UCMJ). It will permit the Depart-
ment to respond to requests for statistical
data on criminal offenses and other high-in-
terest issues including suicide, sudden infant
death syndrome, fraternization, and sexual
harassment. When finished, DIBRS will pro-
vide a standard data system that tracks,
criminal incidents from initial allegation to
final disposition through the law enforce-
ment, criminal investigation, command ac-
tion, judicial and corrections phases.

Potential Question: What is DIBRS’ rela-
tionship to the Uniformed Crime Reporting
Act of 1988, the Victims Rights and Restitu-
tion Act of 1990, and the Brady Handgun Vio-
lence Protection Act of 1994?

Answer: Data requirements for the Uni-
formed Crime Reporting Act and the Brady
Handgun Violence Protection Act are part of
DIBRS. These data will be extracted from
the DIBRS data based and transmitted to
the FBI as required by statute. DIBRS also
permits us to monitor and measure compli-
ance with the Victims Rights and Restitu-
tion Act.

The Uniformed Crime Reporting Act estab-
lished the National Incident-Based Reporting
System (NIBRS), the national counterpart of
DIBRS (see attachment). NIBRS collects and
annually reports statistics on crime in the
United States. At present only ten states and
no federal agencies are fully compliant with
the provisions of NIBRS.

Under the Victim Rights and Restitution
Act, victims and selected witnesses must be
notified of their rights at certain phases of a
case from the time of initial contact by law
enforcement through the investigation
phase, prosecution phase, and if the case re-
sults in confinement, of change in confine-
ment status. The confinement authority
must advise the victim or witness of an in-
mate’s status, to include length of sentence,
anticipated earliest release date, place of
confinement, the possibility of transfer, the
possibility of parole or clemency, release
from confinement, escape, and death.

Under the Brady Handgun Violence Protec-
tion Act, the DoD must report to the FBI:

Persons who are under indictment for, or
have been convicted in any court of, a crime
punishable by imprisonment for a term ex-
ceeding one year,

Persons who are fugitives from justice;
Persons who are unlawful users of, or ad-

dicted to, any controlled substance;
Persons who have been adjudicated as men-

tal defectives or who have been committed
to a mental institution; and,

Persons who have been separated from the
Armed Forces with a dishonorable discharge.

Potential Question: Will DIBRS report all
instances of Sexual Harassment in the Serv-
ices?

Answer: DIBRS will report only those inci-
dents of sexual harassment that are reported
to DoD law enforcement personnel or adju-
dicated via the UCMJ. This would include in-
cidents investigated by equal opportunity
advisors and subsequently referred for action
under the UCMJ. Sexual harassment com-
plaints that are reported to and investigated
by equal opportunity advisors and deter-
mined to be unfounded would not necessarily
be forwarded as DIBRS reportable incidents.
This distinction between DIBRS reportable
incidents is necessary to protect the identi-
ties of both alleged victims and alleged of-
fenders, as well as preserving the integrity of
service equal opportunity organizations as
alternative means of reporting, investigat-
ing, and resolving interpersonal disputes.

Potential Question: How much does DIBRS
cost?

Answer: Approximately $30 million. This
figure includes Army: $3.9 Million, excluding
Judge Advocate; Navy: $11.5 Million; Marine
Corps: $5.5 million; and Air Force: $5.1 mil-
lion.

These figures are still approximate, as we
are attempting to accelerate development of
this much-needed system into this Fiscal
Year.

Potential Question: When does the Depart-
ment expect to have DIBRS completed?

Answer: DoD Manual 7730.47, which the
USD(P&R) signed on November 29, 1996, di-
rected the Air Force to begin reporting with-
in 90 days of that date (March 1, 1997). The
Navy and Marines were next at the 270 day
point (August 26). The Army had 360 days to
achieve compliance. The Defense Manpower
Data Center, the DoD repository for DIBRS,
has begun working with Air Force and Ma-
rine Corps data.

Potential Question: Why did it take so
long to develop DIBRS?

Answer: Work on DIBRS began in FY 1994.
The Directive for DIBRS was in coordination
and revision for over one year. That Direc-
tive and its accompanying manual are now
signed and implementation is underway.
This year, we expect to be the first Federal
agency to join the ten states who currently
are reporting NIBRS data to the FBI.

Mr. MURTHA. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentlewoman yield?

Mrs. MALONEY of New York. I yield
to the gentleman from Pennsylvania.

Mr. MURTHA. Mr. Chairman, we will
work out something that will force the
Defense Department to adhere to what
we suggested last year and what the
gentlewoman is suggesting here. They
should come up with figures which are
reasonable. We will certainly try to
work something out.

Mrs. MALONEY of New York. Mr.
Chairman, I thank the gentleman.

Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con-
sent to withdraw the amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentlewoman
from New York?

There was no objection.
The CHAIRMAN. The amendment is

withdrawn.
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. FILNER

Mr. FILNER. Mr. Chairman, I offer
an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:
Amendment offered by Mr. FILNER:
Page 100, after line 15, insert the following

new section:
SEC. . None of the funds provided in this

Act may be used to transfer any of the Ma-
rine Corps helicopters and associated support
personnel located at El Toro Marine Corps
Base, California, and Tustin Marine Corps
Base, California, to Miramar Naval Air Sta-
tion, California.

Mr. FILNER. Mr. Chairman, this is a
bill affecting the national security of
the United States. I thank the Chair
and the ranking member for all the
work on this bill.

I have an amendment which pertains
to my home town of San Diego, an
amendment which I believe will pro-
tect the citizens of my city by prevent-
ing the serious negative impacts to
their health, safety, and environment
associated with the arrival of a Marine
Corps helicopter fleet.

Mr. Chairman, the 1995 Base Realign-
ment and Closure Commission, as we
call BRACC, specifically eliminated
the mention of Miramar Naval Air Sta-
tion as a receiving base for the heli-
copters under discussion. That is to
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say, this amendment has nothing to do
with a BRACC decision. The BRAC
Commission realigned Miramar Naval
Air Station to Miramar Marine Corps
Station, but said nothing about these
helicopters. So we are not in this
amendment interfering with any
BRACC decision.

b 1430

Miramar Air Station is situated in
the middle of a populated area of San
Diego, a populated area now scheduled
to receive up to 163 of these heli-
copters, 163 huge 99-foot CH–53 Super
Stallions, CH–46 Sea Knight transport
helicopters.

Now, I have heard from some folks
that such amendments should not
micromanage what the Defense Depart-
ment is doing.

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. FILNER. I yield to the gen-
tleman from California.

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chair-
man, I appreciate my colleague yield-
ing to me.

My colleague mentioned that this
was not designed to interfere with any
base closure recommendation, and I
agree with his position. But let me re-
mind the gentleman as well as the
House that in the initial base closure
go-round where this recommendation
was made, the commission actually
recommended that the very helicopters
the gentleman is talking about leave
Orange County and go to 29 Palms, CA,
to a marine base where they would wel-
come these helicopters. Frankly, I can-
not understand why they shifted that
decision, except maybe some people
want to live near the beach.

In the meantime, if the gentleman
would consider somewhere along the
line amending this a bit to look at 29
Palms, I probably would not be of-
fended.

Mr. FILNER. Mr. Chairman, reclaim-
ing my time, I would be happy with a
friendly amendment from the gen-
tleman. I agree with the gentleman
there seem to be better places for these
helicopters.

I have been asked by several people
why I am micromanaging a Defense De-
partment decision. I do not call a deci-
sion which affects over 600,000 resi-
dents, thousands of businesses, and 154
schools micromanaging. These heli-
copters will fly at 1,500 feet or below.
The potential for loss of civilian life
and property is great.

Just recently, Mr. Chairman, in Oki-
nawa, Japan, the Pentagon said to the
Japanese, who had concerns about
these helicopters in their area, they
will build a floating heliport to sepa-
rate the helicopters from jet fighters,
saying it would be extremely difficult
to control the traffic of the slower
choppers with fixed wing aircraft. It
was a safety concern.

If the Pentagon is willing to spend
money in Japan to significantly reduce
the burdens and threat to the people in
Okinawa, why will they not do the

same thing for my constituents in San
Diego? We are being treated dif-
ferently, and I do not know for what
reason.

These helicopters will discharge 1,600
tons of air pollutants per year. That
significantly affects our quality of life
but, even more importantly, may bring
the city of San Diego into a worse clas-
sification in terms of our air quality
and, therefore, bring restrictions which
will slow our economic growth. We
should not allow such environmental
impacts to affect our economic growth.

Most of the residents near this
Miramar Naval Air Station oppose the
relocation of helicopters. They believe
the Navy misrepresented the facts in
their environmental impact statement.
One resident said to me, ‘‘What is
going on here? These marine heli-
copters are noisy, dangerous, polluting
weapons of war. They have no business
flying over densely populated areas.
They are a disaster waiting to happen.
The Pentagon’s thinking is inexplica-
ble.’’

Now, Miramar Naval Air Station is
not directly in my own district, but my
constituents will be affected by the
pollution, by the potential slowing of
economic growth because of that pollu-
tion and, equally important, I have in
my district a naval helicopter station
now. We understand that to somehow
meet the concerns of the folks who live
around the Miramar Naval Air Station,
they might want to conduct some of
their flight training in my district.

So bringing these helicopters in af-
fects the noise levels of tens of thou-
sands of people, it affects the quality of
life, it affects our environment, it af-
fects the safety. This is not a decision
that ought to be ratified by this Con-
gress, and my amendment would pre-
vent any funds from being used to
transfer those helicopters.

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Chairman, I
rise in opposition to the gentleman’s
amendment.

I do not disagree with anything my
colleague from California has said. In
the very first BRACC, before this was
even a concern, this Member sought to
try and put fixed-wing aircraft with
fixed-wing aircraft at Miramar. It is
much more efficient. We lost that
fight.

During the second BRACC, when they
decided to close El Toro and Hawaii
and some other bases and move heli-
copters, I also opposed helicopters
coming to Miramar for some of the
same reasons my colleague from Cali-
fornia mentioned.

We went through the study of noise,
we went through environmental, we
went through the Secretary of the
Navy. They said no. We went to Gen-
eral Krulak. The Marine Corps said the
helicopters are coming. We went to the
Secretary of the Navy. They said the
helicopters were coming.

My colleague and I even went to the
White House to try to get support from
then Chief of Staff Leon Panetta, and
after an extensive study, the Chief of

Staff said the helicopters are coming.
The President said the helicopters are
coming.

It is my responsibility to my con-
stituents in whose area these heli-
copters are coming to be truthful and
to point out to them when there is, A,
merit, which I think there is merit in
the gentleman’s amendment. But the
chance of the amendment getting
through is very, very small. It is like
telling an MIA family that there are
MIA’s alive. We get their hopes up and
then when it does not happen, it goes
down. We have been through this year
after year after year.

I would say, Mr. Chairman, I have
gone back and asked General Krulak, I
have asked Jay Johnson in the Navy, I
have asked the Secretary of Defense,
and all the way up to the President,
and they said that, no, this does inter-
fere with the BRACC decision and that
it will not happen.

So instead of getting my constitu-
ents all in hopes that they are not
coming, I would like to work with my
colleague to make sure, first of all, the
I–15 corridor that goes up and down,
which has Scripts’ Ranch and Rancho
Bernardo, and a lot of the affected
area. The FAA has been very forthcom-
ing, and the administration has helped
us with this, which I am very thankful
for, but if it is IFR, under instrument
flight rules, we have limited the num-
ber of flights that go up and down the
I–15 corridor. If it goes to the east, over
a certain departure, we have actually
altered the departure route for that so
it does not overfly much of the popu-
lation.

I cannot tell the gentleman the dif-
ficulty it took or takes to change air-
ways, because it affects everything.

The third thing we have done is
change the altitudes. They were going
to go out a thousand feet. I would also
like to work with the chairman. I live
out here at the marina, and those heli-
copters are coming by every morning
and every night at 0-dark-hundred in
the morning from the White House, and
I want them stopped because they are
noisy. And those things are about 200
feet over the top of my boat, and it is
going to stop.

But I also want to point out that we
have also lost, Mr. Chairman, six ma-
rines in car accidents that have been
forced to travel up and down the cor-
ridor. Military construction for the
base. And I think the helicopters are
coming, I would say to my colleague,
and we need to do everything that we
can to make sure that, A, the military
is welcome; that, B, we do everything
we can to appease our citizens in South
Bay and my district as well, and to
work together on this issue.

But I do not think the amendment
will pass and I think the actual poten-
tial of it ever making it through is
zero. So for that reason I would oppose
the gentleman’s amendment.

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

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. I yield to the
gentleman from California.
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Mr. FILNER. Mr. Chairman, I appre-

ciate the gentleman’s kind words. The
gentleman has been fighting this for
longer than I, and we have fought to-
gether. I would just suggest to the gen-
tleman that with his support we could
get it through.

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Reclaiming my
time, Mr. Chairman, I would say that I
will support the amendment, but I do
not think it will pass. The reason I am
hesitant in doing that is because if it
gets my constituents’ hopes up, I think
they will get dashed.

I will support the gentleman’s
amendment, but I do not think it will
pass.

Mr. FILNER. Mr. Chairman, I would
hope with the gentleman’s support, he
can get his side, I will get my side, and
we will get it passed.

Mr. PACKARD. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike the last word, and to re-
luctantly oppose my friend, but very
forcefully so.

The claim of the maker of the
amendment is that this is not a BRACC
issue. It really is a BRACC issue. It was
in the BRACC in 1993 to make the
transfer, to close El Toro and to trans-
fer the helicopters. This was a fixed
wing, and the noise has always been at
Miramar. The helicopters replaced
fixed wing but the noise will still be
there. It will be a different noise, and I
understand that, but that is not the
real issue.

In 1988 we established the BRACC
process specifically to prevent the
President and the Congress from med-
dling in the closing of bases and from
politicizing it. We have very, very care-
fully adhered to that purpose. We do
not want to open up the process to
where we can make changes in the
BRACC.

It is my subcommittee that finances
the closing of bases. We just completed
voting on my bill that funds the final
stage of closing El Toro and transfer-
ring the helicopters to Miramar and
constructing the facilities to accom-
modate the transfer. $375 million has
been appropriated to close the base and
to transfer the helicopters. All but $48
million of it is being spent and has
been appropriated.

The $48 million final part is in this
year’s military construction bill. We
voted on that just 3 weeks ago here on
the floor of the House. All but 14 Mem-
bers of the House voted for it, includ-
ing the maker of this amendment,
which had $48 million to complete the
transfer of the helicopters to Miramar.
The gentleman has already voted on it
and voted in favor of it.

Aside from that, let me read care-
fully the amendment. ‘‘None of the
funds provided in this act,’’ in this bill
before us today. There are no funds in
this bill today to transfer the heli-
copters. So the amendment really has
nothing to do with this bill. It will not
eliminate, add to, or change the alloca-
tion of this bill whatsoever.

So I would suggest that the gen-
tleman withdraw the amendment, be-

cause it has absolutely no bearing upon
this bill and, to be very honest with my
colleagues, as the gentleman from Cali-
fornia [Mr. CUNNINGHAM] outlined, it
has gone through review after review
after review, all the way to the Presi-
dent, and in every case the answer
came back exactly the same, no
change. No change in the BRACC.

The last thing this Congress ought to
do today is open up the chance of
changing BRACC, because that is what
we established BRACC to do. I had
probably half a dozen to a dozen re-
quests to alter the BRACC process in
my bill 3 weeks ago. I rejected every
one of them. Because the moment we
open that door, that is the moment
that the whole BRACC process will un-
ravel. And the last thing I want to do
is to reject my colleagues in Florida
and here and there throughout the
country of making a change in BRACC,
and then find one right next door to
my district and say, well, I tend to
agree that we should change that one.
Absolutely not.

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

Mr. PACKARD. I yield to the gen-
tleman from California.

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Chairman, I
agree with the gentleman partially, ex-
cept that I intentionally put in the lan-
guage that would allow this to happen.
The only problem is that every source
we have gone to has said no, it will not
happen.

The gentleman is correct, there is no
money to make it happen. And we tried
every effort, whether it was 29 Palms
or whether it was March or what, we
thought it was a better avenue. I still
do. The language is in there that would
allow it, but none of the sources that
would allow us to do that at this time
will allow it to happen.

Mr. PACKARD. Mr. Chairman, re-
claiming my time, I appreciate the
gentleman’s comments. I urge my col-
leagues to vote against the amend-
ment, primarily from the standpoint of
not the parochial issue but the fact
that we do not want to meddle in the
BRACC process. That would be a prece-
dent that I think would be unaccept-
able.

And I strongly urge my colleagues, if
this comes to a vote, to vote against it.
I would hope that the gentleman would
withdraw the amendment.

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr.
Chairman, I move to strike the req-
uisite number of words.

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

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. I yield
to the gentleman from California.

Mr. FILNER. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman for yielding to me. I do
not want to prolong this debate beyond
a couple more minutes. I want to point
out to my good friend from California,
Mr. PACKARD, here is a copy of the
BRACC report. It specifically says,
‘‘and change a previous recommenda-
tion that says that these helicopters
may be moved to other air stations

consistent with operational require-
ments.’’

That is, the BRACC report opens the
door to several other alternatives.
Those alternatives do exist. We have
heard the gentleman from California
[Mr. CUNNINGHAM] saying that was his
change. My other colleague, the gen-
tleman from California [Mr. LEWIS] has
suggested other alternatives, and other
communities who are negatively af-
fected by base closures want these heli-
copters. It is not inconsistent with
BRACC.

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

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. I yield
to the gentleman from California.

Mr. PACKARD. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman from Massachu-
setts for yielding to me.

The point the gentleman from Cali-
fornia [Mr. CUNNINGHAM] brought out,
though, was that the very decision of
transferring the helicopters, not any
other part of the decision of transfer-
ring the helicopters to Miramar, was
reviewed time and time again by every
agency, all the way up to the Presi-
dent, and they all came back with the
same decision: The helicopters should
go to Miramar.
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Mr. FILNER. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. I yield
to the gentleman from California.

Mr. FILNER. I understand that. But
this authority has not yet passed on it.
Many of those decisions were based on
an environmental impact statement,
which is being challenged in court
right now as being, at the least, dis-
honest and, at the worst, deliberately
misrepresenting the facts in terms of
the environmental impacts. So other
authorities have ruled. I would like
this Congress to rule.

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr.
Chairman, I yield back the balance of
my time.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from California [Mr. FILNER].

The amendment was rejected.
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. SHAYS

Mr. SHAYS. Mr. Chairman, I offer an
amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:
Amendment offered by Mr. SHAYS:
Page 100, after line 15, insert the following

new section:
SEC. . The total amount obligated from

new budget authority provided in this Act
may not exceed $244,415,000,000.

Mr. SHAYS. Mr. Chairman, this is a
freeze amendment. This is an amend-
ment that says we are going to spend
no more next year than we spent this
year on defense. It is a recognition on
the part of this Congress that we are
slowing the growth of entitlements, we
are truly cutting parts of domestic
spending, and we are saying that the
defense budget, which constitutes basi-
cally half of what we vote out and ap-
propriate, should be under the same
basic scrutiny.
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It is a recognition on the part of this

Congress that we need to look at the
fact that the cold war has ended and we
are waging a different type of warfare.
In many cases, it is an economic war-
fare. In many cases, it is a warfare
against terrorism. This amendment is
a recognition that we need to look at
all our weapon systems and determine
that some need to go forward and some
need to be discontinued in terms of re-
search and development but not de-
ployment. It is a recognition that this
Republican Congress will realize that a
freeze is not a cut, as we have said
when we have argued against domestic
spending. It is a freeze. It is a recogni-
tion that we need to look at our de-
fense budget with the same kind of
scrutiny and desire that we have
looked at other parts of the budget. It
is a recognition that, if we are going to
get our country’s financial house in
order, we cannot allow the defense
budget to go up.

Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts [Mr.
FRANK], a cosponsor of this amend-
ment. We have a number of cosponsors,
but he is the primary partner.

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr.
Chairman, I thank the gentleman from
Connecticut [Mr. SHAYS] for yielding.

Let me anticipate one argument.
This is not an across-the-board cut.
This would, if it passed, have the Sub-
committee on Appropriations, in con-
ference, have the authority to allocate
where to reduce what they ask for. And
if they have trouble fingering places, I
will suggest some: Funds for Bosnia;
the funds for the expansion of NATO
beyond our fair share. Maybe they are
even talking about not sending 100 offi-
cers over here to help us do our job.

The point is that we are talking
about the largest single operational
budget in the Federal Government, and
we are saying, at a time of great aus-
terity, at a time when we are admit-
tedly cutting back on programs that
are of great value in a number of areas,
we would ask the Defense Department
to participate.

A number of Members here have said
that they think we are overextended.
We have passed legislation in this
House that has said to the administra-
tion, cut back, you are overextended
here, you do not belong over there.

They will continue to ignore those
with absolute impunity until this
House does the one thing it can do to
restrain excessive interventionism, and
that is reduce the funding. We know
that from our history. What this bill
then says is to Members who think we
are excessively engaged here or there,
we will trust the appropriations sub-
committee. They will tell us with false
modesty that this will be a job much
too hard for them. But I have more
confidence in their ingenuity than
that.

Given the mandate from this House
to make this relatively small cut to
bring it back to a freeze, they would
have the option of restraining the ad-

ministration from entering into or con-
tinuing efforts which we do not think
they should be in. They could crack
down on waste. We could get serious
about telling our allies in Europe that
it is their turn to pick up some of the
tab.

Indeed, if we forced the Europeans to
do just a little bit of what they ought
to be doing, we could easily afford this
cut. This at this point, because we are
in a fire wall situation, would not be
available for domestic spending. I wish
it would. In later years, it might be.

What we are talking about is another
$3-plus billion of deficit reduction. I
must say, as I look at how that deal is
working out, which I do not happen to
be a fan of, some of my colleagues who
are voting for it may need a little extra
deficit reduction, because that deal is
going to be a deficit increase for a
while.

So those of my colleagues who are
planning to vote for the deal and claim
credit for getting the deficit down
might want to borrow our $31⁄2 billion,
because they are going to need it, as I
do the arithmetic, in the next year.

But, in any case, it would be a very
grave error to continue spending at the
level that the committee asked for, in-
creasing spending by a couple percent-
age points, continuing to fund exces-
sive intervention, continuing to fund
the subsidy of our Western European
allies. All we do in this amendment is
say to the Appropriations Subcommit-
tee we have confidence that you, if you
ask for a fair shake for America in the
world, can make this small saving at a
time when we are in fact putting the
crunch to program after program after
program.

I thank the gentleman from Con-
necticut [Mr. SHAYS] for his leadership,
and I yield back to him.

Mr. SHAYS. Mr. Chairman, in con-
clusion, we urge adoption of this freeze
amendment to the defense budget.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I rise in opposition to the amend-
ment.

I reluctantly oppose my good friend,
the gentleman from Connecticut [Mr.
SHAYS], because he is such a gentleman
and is always so accommodating when
there are legislative matters before the
House. But I have to respond to some
of the comments he made.

He said we cannot allow defense
spending to continue to go up. This,
Mr. Chairman, is the 13th year in a row
that defense investment has gone
down. In the last 10 years, the active
duty forces have declined by 714,000
uniform personnel. The civilian work
force has declined 318,000 personnel.
The Guard and Reserve have been re-
duced by 267,000 uniform personnel.

In constant fiscal year 1998 dollars,
the defense budget has declined by $120
billion in the last 10 years. In constant
fiscal year 1998 dollars, the procure-
ment budget has declined by $65.7 bil-
lion, or 70 percent, in the last 10 years.
The budget request for procurement is
the lowest since before the Korean war.

So this defense budget has not been
continuously going up. It has been con-
tinuously going down. And we are try-
ing to level it off. This amendment
would cut $4 billion out of this bill.

The number in this bill is consistent
with the defense numbers agreed to in
the budget agreement. It is consistent
with the House-passed budget resolu-
tion. It is consistent with the House-
passed defense and intelligence author-
ization bills. This amendment, Mr.
Chairman, would undermine all of
those agreements that have been
agreed to by the House.

Besides, this amendment would leave
it to the administration or the Penta-
gon to determine where the cuts would
be. I do not think the Members of the
Congress want to allow that to happen.
We are the ones that are supposed to
make these kinds of decisions.

The gentleman has suggested that
the defense bill should have the same
scrutiny as all other budgets. Let me
point out, most of the other budgets
have gone up. The defense budget has
gone down, as I just said. But if Mem-
bers will read the report published by
this subcommittee, they will learn that
we have scrutinized every one of these
budgets. We have killed off some of the
programs. We have reduced some of the
programs. And we have accelerated
some of the programs, as the gen-
tleman from Connecticut [Mr. SHAYS]
has suggested. So we have done that.

This is a good bill. To cut $4 billion
out of this bill, let me tell my col-
leagues what it would take. This would
take it down to the President’s budget
number, basically. We added $60 mil-
lion above the President’s budget for
housing allowances for members of the
military. We added medical research
and operations increases above the
budget request for $370 million, includ-
ing $125 million for breast cancer re-
search that we talked about so much
today. We provided $79 million, a 25-
percent increase over last year’s level,
for the DOD programs dealing with
Gulf war illness. We provided $99 mil-
lion above the budget for combat train-
ing programs; $622 million above the
budget for Navy and Air Force short-
falls in flying hours and spare parts re-
lated to flying hours, training. We pro-
vided $925 million above the budget for
real property maintenance, including
barracks repair and renovation.

We added $184 million above the
budget for the Guard and Reserve
forces operation and maintenance pro-
grams; $473 million above the budget
request for depot maintenance. We pro-
vided $713 million, $60 million over the
President’s budget, or nearly 10 percent
above the budget request, for DOD
counterdrug and drug interdiction pro-
grams.

This list goes on and on, Mr. Chair-
man. Which of those programs do my
colleagues want to cut? If the Shays-
Frank amendment is agreed to, those
will all have to be cut and a whole lot
more. I just do not think the Members
of this House want to do that.
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As we prepared to go to markup, we

had requests for adds above the Presi-
dent’s budget of $20 billion. By the
time we found the duplications and
where several requests included the
same request, we got it down to about
$12 billion above the budget request.
The subcommittee worked through this
problem, and we bring a bill today that
is above the President’s budget request
but it is in line with our budget resolu-
tion, the authorization bills.

We ought to defeat this amendment
out of hand because it would make
such a slash, a drastic meat ax cut in
the defense funding for the next fiscal
year. Oppose this amendment.

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

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of the
Frank-Shays amendment. This would
make this year’s Pentagon spending
equal to that of last year’s. This year
we are accomplishing a very historic
task, we are bringing the Federal budg-
et into balance in the next 5 years. But
what that means is that we have to
now begin to set some sensible budget
priorities.

I do not think it is sensible to con-
tinue cold war spending priorities. I
think we have heard a lot of figures,
but maybe I could simplify this by
talking about the fact that there are in
fact two budgets. One is a discre-
tionary budget. The other is entitle-
ments. I have a picture here of the dis-
cretionary budget so that the Amer-
ican people will understand what we
are talking about because pictures
really are probably easier than all
these figures.

What it shows in this picture is that
the discretionary budget of this his-
toric agreement, 52 percent goes to the
Pentagon and 48 percent of discre-
tionary spending goes to everything
else. Well, what does everything else
include? Agricultural, commerce, com-
munity development, education, en-
ergy Federal retirement, health, inter-
national, justice, natural resources,
science, transportation, and veterans.
All those things are funded out of the
48 percent that is left over.

So I would say that these are mis-
placed priorities. It is time to change
the focus of the priorities to reflect on
the fact that national security means
more than outdated cold war systems,
it means providing our children with a
quality education.

How wonderful it would be if national
security would include access to health
care for our families and for everyone a
safer place to live and to learn. Now re-
cent reports show that our children,
the children of America, are at more
risk than their contemporaries in any
other industrialized nation in the
world.

We are first, however, in military
technologies in preparedness, in ex-
penditures. But we are 18th in infant
mortality, 17th in low birth weight ba-
bies, and we are the last in protecting
our children against gun violence. We
spend more on the military than do the
next eight countries combined.

There are several weapons systems in
this appropriations bill that were initi-
ated during the cold war for the pur-
pose of fighting the Soviet Union. If we
were to cancel these, we would save
over $500 billion.

I would like to quote from an admiral
of the U.S. Navy, Adm. Eugene Carroll,
retired, who says, ‘‘For 45 years of the
Cold War, we were in an arms race with
the Soviet Union. Now it appears we
are in an arms race with ourselves.’’
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If we can go home and brag about
balancing the budget when all the pain
comes from non-Pentagon spending, I
think our constituents have something
to ask us about. I urge my colleagues,
support this sensible amendment.
Begin to set our priorities straight.

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

Mr. Chairman, I am delighted to hear
those figures offered by the gentle-
woman that just preceded me. I think
she might be interested in looking at a
chart that I have been carrying around
for some time. We all remember the
days of Camelot, the days of Jack Ken-
nedy when all was good and peaceful
and it never rained except at night. In
those days, in the peak of the cold war,
the United States spent half, not of the
discretionary budget but of its entire
budget on the defense of this Nation,
because Jack Kennedy thought it was
important to protect the American
people against the onslaught of the
Communist menace. Half of everything
we spent is depicted in this lower yel-
low portion of the discretionary budg-
et. I might add, the nondefense discre-
tionary was roughly a third of that re-
maining.

In today’s chart, which I do not have
in front of us, the picture has entirely
changed. Defense has dropped from half
of the entire budget to roughly one-
sixth of the entire budget. Yet the por-
tion of nondefense discretionary stayed
effectively the same. It has grown with
the budget. The budget has grown from
$106 billion to $1.6 trillion today and
nondefense discretionary is roughly the
same. Entitlements have grown from
what was a quarter to about 55, 56 per-
cent of what we spend today, and inter-
est on the debt has grown from a mere
6 percent of the budget back in Jack
Kennedy’s day to as much as we spend
on the defense of this Nation, within $2
billion to $5 billion. We spend as much
on interest to service the debt that we
have accumulated in the last 25 years
as we spend on the defense of this Na-
tion. The fact is the one big declining
portion of the budget since Jack Ken-
nedy’s day has been defense. Defense
has shrunk and everything else has
grown astronomically. Since 1985 pro-
curement for new weapons systems has
declined between 75 and 80 percent.

This administration has troops de-
ployed to more corners of the world
than perhaps any other preceding

President, in peacetime. He did not
want to pay for them because over the
last 2 or 3 budgets he actually asked
for between 7 to $12 billion in cuts in
the defense budget. We did not do it.
We froze the defense budget in real dol-
lars, but the fact was when we count
inflation, the budget shrank. Each and
every year after inflation, the budget
for the Defense Department shrank. In
fact it has shrunk consistently since
1985.

I want to commend the gentleman
from Florida [Mr. YOUNG], the chair-
man, and the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania [Mr. MURTHA] for doing an
outstanding job in putting together a
bill that makes up for some of the
shortfalls proposed by this administra-
tion. This bill pays for the Reserve
forces pay accounts, makes up for the
shortfalls in the Defense Health Pro-
gram, pays for the Army’s successful
breast cancer research effort, pays and
fully funds the Air Force and Navy fly-
ing hour and spare parts shortfalls,
pays for the real property maintenance
backlogs where we have young troops,
young sailors, young marines, young
airmen living in barracks that were
built in World War II and are in deplor-
able condition. This bill pays for drug
interdiction program, Guard and Re-
serve equipment, and missile defense
program shortfalls.

If we agree to this amendment, the
fact is that we would go from what
used to be one-half of the full budget,
now is one-sixth of the budget, to a sig-
nificantly smaller portion of the budg-
et and in fact we would leave our
troops underfunded and our country
underdefended. I think that is an ap-
palling lapse and I just do not think we
can do it any more. We have shrunk
enough.

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

Mr. LIVINGSTON. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Washington.

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, I want to
associate myself with the gentleman’s
remarks. The height of the Reagan
buildup ended in 1985. We have cut this
budget in defense every single year. We
have cut it by over $100 billion. I be-
lieve that we are now down at a point
if we cut it any further, we are going to
cause real problems in the military
which has been deployed more than
any military during the cold war.
These numbers are absolutely accurate
and defense spending has been cut too
far.

Mr. LIVINGSTON. Reclaiming my
time, I appreciate the gentleman’s
comments. The fact is that between
uniformed military and defense-related
industry personnel, we have shrunk the
whole defense establishment of this
country by over 1 million people. If any
portion of this budget has given since
1962, the defense portion of the budget
has paid more than its share. I urge the
defeat of this amendment.

Mr. RAMSTAD. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike the requisite number of
words.
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(Mr. RAMSTAD asked and was given

permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. RAMSTAD. Mr. Chairman, I rise today
in strong support of the bipartisan Shays-Klug-
Ramstad-Frank-Hinchey-Luther amendment to
freeze fiscal year 1998 defense spending at
fiscal year 1997 levels.

As we continue our efforts to balance the
budget and reduce the Federal debt, each and
every Government program, including de-
fense, must be scrutinized for potential sav-
ings.

By freezing the defense budget we force the
Pentagon to cut wasteful and duplicative pro-
grams and to live within their means, like
every American family and business must do
every day.

This freeze is a modest reduction. In other
words, this reduces the defense budget by
only 1.7 percent or $4.3 billion.

While I fully understand and strongly sup-
port the need for a strong national defense, I
believe freezing defense appropriations at last
year’s level will produce further Pentagon cost
savings reforms, without endangering our na-
tional security.

Above all, it will show the American people
that Congress treats all parts of the Federal
budget fairly when it comes to cutting pro-
grams, balancing the budget and reducing the
deficit.

I strongly urge you to support this amend-
ment.

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

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr.
Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. DELAHUNT. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts.

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. I
thank the gentleman for yielding.

Mr. Chairman, I want to congratu-
late the gentleman from Louisiana who
just spoke. He managed to point out to
the membership that since John Ken-
nedy became President, we created the
Medicare Program.

It is true in 1962 defense was a much
higher percentage of the total spend-
ing. We had no Medicare Program. But
that was not John Kennedy’s fault. He
wanted one. It is true that we had no
environmental spending. So the argu-
ment from 1962 in terms of percentages
is built on the fact that in 1962 we had
no environmental program, we had no
Medicare Program, we had no Medicaid
Program, and it is true that they have
now reduced the total percentage.

But it also has nothing to do with a
rational decision about how much to
spend. The point of defense spending is
to be far stronger than your enemies.
One thing has changed even more since
1985 than the defense number and that
is the nature of our enemy in the
world. No one I know of thought at the
time that the Soviet Union and its al-
lies in the Warsaw Pact were not the
major focus of our defense spending.
There were other enemies, there was
North Korea, there was Iran, but the
major focus of our defense in every
way, shape and form in terms of nu-
clear and conventional was the Soviet
Union and the Warsaw Pact. That has
disappeared.

There is no area of government where
the objective situation has changed so
greatly in our favor. Yes, we do have a
potential problem with China. We have
Iran and Iraq and Libya. We had those
then. So, of course, we have cut spend-
ing some since 1985. If what had hap-
pened to the Soviet Union between 1985
and now had happened to cancer, we
would not have a National Cancer In-
stitute. There has been a total col-
lapse, a disappearance of the major
enemy.

The question is, do we need to spend
at the current level to be secure
against Iraq and Libya, et cetera? The
answer seems to me to be clearly no. Of
course, we should be the strongest Na-
tion in the world. It is much cheaper to
be. The gentleman from Florida, the
chairman of the committee, said this is
what the budget agreement called for,
this is what the authorization called
for. The gentleman knows that those
are ceilings, not floors. The budget res-
olution, the authorization, they set
ceilings. We are told at the time, this
is the ceiling, this is the maximum.
The notion that we always must appro-
priate up to every penny of the author-
izing and budget resolutions is clearly
one this House rejects.

The gentleman also inaccurately
stated that this amendment would give
the President the authority to make
the changes. Nothing could be clearer.
If this amendment were to pass, the
bill would go to conference and the
conferees would have entire authority
to change the spending priorities.

The gentleman says, well, we would
have to cut breast cancer, we would
have to cut this. No. How about enforc-
ing this House’s vote that said we
should be withdrawing from Bosnia?
This bill funds, and let us be clear
about this, this bill funds a full 12
months in Bosnia despite the fact that
this House voted that the Bosnia enter-
prise should end June 30. This bill is in-
consistent because it gives the admin-
istration the money to keep the troops
in Bosnia in July and August and Sep-
tember over the vote of the House.

This bill continues the practice of
saying to France and Germany and
England and Norway and Italy and Bel-
gium, ‘‘You are objects of our charity.’’
The worst example of cultural lag in
the history of the world is that the
United States taxpayers through this
bill will be continuing to subsidize our
NATO allies. We have voted several
times to say they do not do enough.
Their percentage of their spending of
their GDP on defense far lags ours.

Yes, defending Western Europe is in
our interest, but let me make a state-
ment that I hope is accepted. While de-
fending Western Europe is in our inter-
est, it is at least as much in the inter-
est of the Western Europeans. Let me
make it a 50–50 proposition. It is at
least as important to Belgium and
France and Italy that we defend Bel-
gium and France and Italy as it is to
the United States. But we would not
know that from looking at the figures

or from looking at the appropriations,
because while people in those countries
have health care, people in those coun-
tries have much better unemployment
compensation, their American equiva-
lents may find themselves without
health care, without unemployment
compensation, without other things
that we could use because we are subsi-
dizing their defense, because we spend
in many cases twice as much of our
gross domestic product on defending
them.

So I say to the Committee on Appro-
priations, work a little at it. Tell the
administration that we are serious
about withdrawing from Bosnia on
June 30. We would save a billion or two
there. They can do it if they put their
minds to it.

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chair-
man, I move to strike the requisite
number of words.

Mr. Chairman, I did want to mention
that it has been my privilege as a
member of this subcommittee to sit for
endless hours in the hearings of the ap-
propriations subcommittee that han-
dles our national security, and I rise
simply to express my deep appreciation
to the gentleman from Florida [Mr.
YOUNG] and to the gentleman from
Pennsylvania [Mr. MURTHA] for the
phenomenal job that the two together
have done in developing a highly bipar-
tisan product that reflects the broad
needs of our country.

To say the least, even though it in-
volves $4 billion or so, an across-the-
board cut, the very authors of this
amendment know, is the worst way to
govern. You do not take a machete and
go across the board. You end up in that
process by hurting the very people you
say you support, the young men and
women who live in conditions that are
considerably less than we would have
them live in, the circumstances that
impact the quality of life in terms of
housing on the bases that are involved.
Across-the-board cuts are the wrong
way. Indeed, defense has paid the price
over a number of years of shrinking
budgets. This indeed is a very, very
well-developed, well-balanced biparti-
san, almost nonpartisan measure. I
commend the committee for its work.

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

Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to
the amendment presented by the gen-
tleman from Connecticut [Mr. SHAYS].
We have the highest standard of living
in the world and have had for genera-
tions now not only because we have
wonderful people in this country work-
ing hard every day but because of our
military and because of the strength of
our Defense Department. To propose a
cut in spending on our military at this
time would be a huge mistake. This
money does not just provide the nec-
essary weapons we need to maintain
our freedom and liberty around the
world but it provides money for train-
ing, very important training that must
go on regardless of whether we are in



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSEH5978 July 29, 1997
peacetime or war. It also provides for
the maintenance necessary to keep our
planes running and keep the tanks run-
ning, keep the trucks going, keep all of
those things ready in the event we do
have a problem. All of this affects read-
iness.

The reason that we are at peace right
now is because the strength of the mili-
tary through these processes keeps us
at a level where no one wants to mess
with us and threaten our quality of
life. Quality of life is what I started
out talking about a moment ago. In
this country regardless of our income
bracket, whether we are at the top or
bottom, the biggest concern we gen-
erally have these days is whether or
not we are going to be able to watch
the video of our choice this weekend or
what clothes we are going to be wear-
ing this Saturday night or whether or
not we are going to be able to get a cell
phone to use in our car. All of those
things are a great, great accomplish-
ment and a great testament to our
quality of life in this country because
our military allows us to maintain
that standard of living. We are also
talking about health care for our mili-
tary troops and for retirees. There are
situations in this country right now
where retirees cannot get in to see a
doctor when necessary because of the
funding cuts over the years.
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This bill tries to address all of these
needs.

It is a crime in this country when a
military retiree has to wait 5 weeks to
see a doctor. We are talking about peo-
ple who saved the world in situations
like World War II and saved the coun-
try. How can we not provide them the
funds necessary to see a doctor?

This also includes money for pay
raises, very important. We have still
too many people serving in the mili-
tary that are on food stamps, and it is
a sad commentary on having that
occur in this country in this day and
age when our quality of life is so high
in the civilian sector.

The other thing that this affects
greatly for those who support peace-
keeping missions, and I do not, it
threatens the ability for our military
to serve in peacekeeping missions
around the country and for situations
like Haiti. Haiti has turned out to be a
fiasco. Whether we had a peacekeeping
mission there or not, the government
is about to fall apart, and we have
wasted probably $3 billion in Haiti.

Mr. Chairman, those who support
peacekeeping on the other side ought
to be able to stand up and say, ‘‘Well,
we can’t be gutting the military at this
time because we need to pay for these
peacekeeping missions as well.’’

So all of these things make a big dif-
ference. To stand up here and say that
the military ought to be the first place
we ought to look to make cuts are very
misguided. Let us enjoy our peacetime.
Let us continue to enjoy it providing
the military the funds that they need

to do the job right not only for this
generation, but for generations to
come.

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr.
Chairman, I move to strike the req-
uisite number of words.

Mr. Chairman, I am delighted to see
other Members here to join this debate.
We are talking about the largest single
appropriation. It seems to me appro-
priate that we ought to fully air it.

First of all, I was disappointed my
friend from California had to rush off
the floor and could not yield to me be-
cause he, I do not think, and he is
back, good; he did not perhaps read the
amendment when he said it is an
across-the-board cut. It simply is not.
An across-the-board cut, as we all
know, means we cut every item by the
same percentage. This amendment does
not do that, and I am flattered that he
apparently thinks the real amendment
would be hard to criticize so he criti-
cized a nonexisting amendment. And I
would join him in opposing that non-
existing across-the-board amendment,
if offered.

This amendment clearly says the
total amount obligated cannot exceed
X, and if it passes without question it
is then within the province of the ap-
propriations subcommittee in con-
ference to comply with it. It would be
entirely their choice. The President
would have nothing to say. He would
get a bill that would have to be this
total, but what the components were
would be entirely up to them. And so
they would not have to cut these other
things.

They could, as I have said before, en-
force this House’s view about Bosnia,
and let us be clear we had a large ma-
jority that said we want to pull out of
Bosnia by June 30. Why then is the
Committee on Appropriations fully
funding them to stay there for 12
months?

We have had the House say that we
are picking up a disproportionate share
in Europe. My friend from Massachu-
setts who yielded to me noted we ought
to compare what the average worker
gets in health benefits and unemploy-
ment compensation and tuition for
higher education. In every case they
get a better deal than the American be-
cause the American gets to pay for
Germany’s defense and Belgium’s de-
fense and France’s defense because the
percentage that we pay far exceeds
theirs, and this appropriations bill
funds a continuation of that inequi-
table pattern.

That is what we are telling the Com-
mittee on Appropriations: Instead of
all this talk about burden sharing you
are the ones who can enforce it because
you are the ones who can say to our
European allies, ‘‘You will have to pay
some more on your own.’’

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

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr.
Chairman, I yield now to a man who
has been genuine in his consistent in-
terest in reducing the deficit, the au-

thor of the amendment, the gentleman
from Connecticut.

Mr. SHAYS. Mr. Chairman, could I
just inquire how much time the gen-
tleman is yielding to me?

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman had
5 minutes, and he has 21⁄2 minutes re-
maining.

Mr. SHAYS. Mr. Chairman, the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts [Mr.
FRANK] has been totally consistent for
years on the fact that we need to get
our Defense budget in line with the
other parts of our budget, and that is
why I am more than happy to partici-
pate in this bipartisan amendment to
have this Congress, this Republican
Congress, realize that we have waste,
fraud, and abuse, believe it or not, in
Defense budget as much as we have it
in domestic programs.

We have had hundreds of hearings on
the waste and the fraud and the abuse
and mismanagement that we see in do-
mestic programs. We have hardly had
any hearings on the waste and fraud
and abuse that exists in the Defense
budget. The gentleman from Massachu-
setts [Mr. FRANK] and I and the spon-
sors of this amendment want a strong
national defense. We want in fact a
stronger national defense than we have
now. We do not feel though we can
commit to so many programs, spread
ourself so thinly and then come back
to Congress and say we have to keep
spending more.

This is truly a freeze amendment. We
are going to be spending about $244.4
billion this year, and we are saying
that we should spend about that
amount next year. We are not cutting,
we are not increasing; we are freezing.
It is very disingenuous for people, par-
ticularly my own side of the aisle, to
start talking about the fact that ad-
justing for inflation in this amendment
is actually a cut and not a freeze. Well,
if we say that, then let us be consistent
with all the other programs that we
say we are not cutting.

Mr. Chairman, I am asking that we
treat the Defense budget like we would
treat any other budget.

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Re-
claiming my time, Mr. Chairman, to
say the gentleman made a very good
point. When we find fraud or waste in
other programs, our impulse is to cut
those programs to penalize them.
Where we have found in the intel-
ligence budget, which is part of this ap-
propriation; remember, this includes
the intelligence budget, the people who
have the disappearing $4 billion that
they got to keep. Our approach is when
we find a waste in the national secu-
rity area to give them more money to
make up for what they wasted. The in-
centive for efficiency in this area is
zero, the incentive to cut back in over-
extended interventions is zero, and the
incentive this budget gives the admin-
istration to make our allies, our
wealthy allies, pay a fairer share is
also zero. That is what the freeze would
accomplish.

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



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE H5979July 29, 1997
and I rise in opposition to the amend-
ment, and I just wanted to say before I
will yield, and I am going to yield to
my distinguished chairman; but before
I yield, I just want to say that as my
colleagues know, we have always had
in this House a bipartisan coalition of
Democrats and Republicans who have
supported national defense and na-
tional security throughout the years.

One of the reasons we won the cold
war: Because Congress steadfastly
stood behind the administration,
whether it is Democrat or Republican,
and we continued to fund an adequate
program for national security. We have
cut that budget by $100 billion since
1985. I think that is too deep. The
Chairman of the Joint Chiefs, all the
Joint Chiefs, wrote a letter to Perry
saying we are $60 billion short. We need
to get up to a level of $60 billion a year
in procurement. We are well below that
still.

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

Mr. DICKS. I yield to the gentleman
from Florida [Mr. YOUNG], who has
done a great job, he and the gentleman
from Pennsylvania [Mr. MURTHA], in
bringing this bill to the floor.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. I just wanted
to say, Mr. Chairman, that it is obvi-
ous to me that the sponsors of this
amendment, as well meaning as they
are, have not read our report because
in this report we explain how we cut
over 200 programs from this bill, which
is, by the way, the 13th appropriations
bill for national defense, 13th one in a
row that is less than the year before in
actual purchasing ability. We cut over
200 programs. They are described in
this report, and we targeted the Penta-
gon bureaucracy and their overhead.
The QDR recommended certain reduc-
tions for next year; we took them for
this year, $325 million worth. Other
headquarters reductions, we took $149
million; civilian personnel overbudget-
ing, we took $245 million; for consult-
ants and advisory services, we took
$210 million; for defense dual use and
commercialization programs, we took
$188 million. We stopped certain pro-
grams. JASSM; $140 million, we took
out of the program. In appropriating
budgeting and working capital funds,
we took out $111 million; automated
data processing programs, excess
growth in the programs, we took out
$110 million; excess defense supply in-
ventory, we took out $100 million, the
Joint Aerostat Program, we could not
find anybody that supported it so we
terminated it, $93 million; the im-
proper use of RDT&E funding for using
RDT&E money for procurement, we
stopped that, $71 million we took out;
growth in federally financed research
centers, $55 million we took out;
growth in civilian employee travel, $52
million we took out.

The list goes on and on. We took out
a lot of money that we did not think
was being spent wisely. We have scruti-
nized this bill probably better than any
other appropriations bill that has been

on this floor. We have scrutinized every
section of it, and we have come up with
a bill that has been agreed to by the
authorizers, both intelligence and the
House Committee on National Secu-
rity, a bipartisan coalition of the ap-
propriation subcommittee, the Com-
mittee on Appropriations, all of the
votes on the House. This is a good bill,
and to try to cut it by $4 billion just
takes away things that are important
to those who serve in our military.

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr.
Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. DICKS. I yield to the gentleman
from Massachusetts.

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr.
Chairman, let me say the gentleman
noted that the defense budget had gone
up to 385, as I understand it, which I
thought was too high then, but he said
we have cut it $100 billion. That is
what; about a 30-percent cut? I would
ask the gentleman from Washington
this:

Given the collapse of the Soviet
Union and the switch of sides of so
many leading nations in the Warsaw
Pact to where they are now about to
join NATO, would he say there has
been at least a 30 percent reduction in
the physical threat faced by the United
States since 1985?

Mr. DICKS. Regaining my time, I
would say this to the gentleman from
Massachusetts.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Washington [Mr.
DICKS] has expired.

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

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, I would
say to the gentleman that what we
have in the Soviet Union today is in
many respects a more dangerous situa-
tion than we faced before.

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Would
the gentleman yield, because I want to
congratulate him for keeping a
straight face?

Mr. DICKS. I cannot yield because I
want to finish my statement. I would
say that when we look at their nuclear
weapons, when we look at the instabil-
ity in their society, when we look at
the organized crime and the Mafia, I
worry about the future of Russia, and
they still have nuclear weapons, and
those nuclear weapons are not pointed
at anybody else. We may have them off
target for 5 minutes.

All I would say is and then we look at
Iran, Iraq, we look at North Korea,
look at emerging China, and I would
tell the gentleman I think, and if he
looks at the program we are trying to
fund and sending these kids everywhere
in the world, to Haiti, to Bosnia, and to
everything else, we are, the military
today is more deployed than it has
been, and we have cut the money by
$100 billion.

Now we cannot have it both ways. We
cannot ask these kids to go out there
and not adequately train them, ade-
quately equip them, and I think it
would be a great mistake to cut this $4

billion out in a meat ax approach here
on the floor when we have got people
who have always been opposed to de-
fense, who were opposed to it during
the cold war.

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

Mr. Chairman, I just wanted to make
a couple comments since we are talk-
ing about the changes, and I have to
say to the gentleman who is a gen-
tleman that I do not reluctantly op-
pose, I strongly oppose the gentleman’s
amendment.

But in review of the Department of
Defense program on breast cancer re-
search, an advance copy that we re-
ceived from the Institute of Medicine;
now, as the Soviet Union declined, we
in the defense subcommittee, the Sub-
committee on National Security, tried
to change the emphasis in the Defense
Department.
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We tried to initiate programs which
were important to quality of life. One
of them was breast cancer. I personally
started the breast cancer research pro-
gram with $35 million several years
ago. It must have been 5 years ago.
Since that time, we have spent $500
million in breast cancer research.
There have been questions on both
sides of the aisle whether this was a
good program, whether NIH should be
handling the program and not the De-
fense Department.

Here are the conclusions of the Na-
tional Academy of Sciences:

The committee concluded that USAMRMC
has succeeded in establishing a fair peer re-
view system, a broad-based research port-
folio, by stimulating scientists from a wide
range of disciplines to participate as appli-
cants, reviewers, and advisors.

We are talking about the cancer pro-
gram in the Department of Defense.

The committee commends the Army for
developing such a program under the serious
time constraints and fluctuations in funding
that have characterized the program to date.
Moreover, the program fills a unique niche
among public and private funding sources for
cancer research. It is not duplicative of other
programs and is a promising vehicle for forg-
ing new ideas and scientific breakthroughs
in the Nation’s fight against breast cancer.
Among the most outstanding features of the
program are the flexible approaches for set-
ting priorities annually, the involvement of
breast cancer advocates and the consumers
in the giant peer review process, and the
level of commitment and diligence of the in-
dividuals who serve the program in various
capacities.

Mr. Chairman, this program started
because of women, spouses, dependents
in the Defense Department who came
to me. I presented the program to the
subcommittee. They agreed whole-
heartedly something ought to be done.
When we first presented it to the De-
partment of the Army, they could not
figure out what to do with the money.
Finally, they started the program,
which has received these rave reviews.

We have started also an ovarian can-
cer program. We started a program on
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ovarian cancer, on prostate cancer. The
chairman of the committee, the gen-
tleman from Florida [Mr. BILL YOUNG],
started a bone marrow program which
has had a phenomenal success in index-
ing people who have had the possibility
of being able to transfer bone marrow
from one person to another.

We have tried over the years to ex-
pand the programs away from the past
and to take care of quality of life, be-
cause the tempo of operations has been
so high and because we know quality of
life is so important. We have troops
that have spent three or four Christ-
mases away from home. We have troops
that have to get out of the service be-
cause the families have been left alone
so much. We have a real recruitment
problem. We have tried to put money
in those resources.

Mr. Chairman, there is no question in
my mind, the cuts that have been made
in defense have been so severe with the
tempo of operations that we are talk-
ing about, that we are having a real
problem with attracting the kind of
people we want into the service.

A couple of years ago I reported to
the committee that I did not have the
number of people applying to the acad-
emies that I had had in the past. As a
matter of fact, we had to have a couple
hundred. Now it is down to 40 or 50.
That is disappointing and discouraging.
I realize the economy is in competi-
tion. I recognize the fact that many,
many people can make more money on
the outside but are not willing to make
the sacrifices. The quality of the troops
is absolutely essential to the success of
the military and the success of these
deployments.

I would hope the Members of Con-
gress would oppose this amendment to
cut 1 percent, or $4 billion, out of the
defense budget. I would hope they
would have confidence that we have al-
ready passed a distribution which we
do not think is enough but which we
are abiding by, and that they will sup-
port the committee in our transition,
in moving away.

We cut procurement from $120 to $40
billion over the last few years. We have
a problem in modernization, so we are
trying to keep readiness up. We ask the
support of the House so we can go for-
ward with these quality-of-life pro-
grams.

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

Mr. Chairman, first, I would like to
indicate that I rise in support of the
Shays-Frank amendment. The prac-
tical effect of this amendment is that
it would freeze military expenditures
to last year’s level, deriving $3.9 billion
in cuts. In supporting that amendment,
I would like to make a few comments.

First, the gentleman from Washing-
ton, in the context of his remarks, used
the term ‘‘those people who are always
opposed to defense.’’

Mr. Chairman, our position has been
over the years, without fail, that we
need to spend what is necessary on de-

fense, but let us have an honest, ra-
tional, intelligent debate over what is,
indeed, necessary. There is nothing
very bright, very intelligent, very in-
tellectual, to use phrases like ‘‘I am
strong on defense.’’

What does that mean? It is a bumper
sticker slogan. We are supposed to be
here to rationally and intelligently en-
gage each other. Just because people
rise to cut the budget does not mean
they are opposed to defense. That is bi-
zarre and extreme, and I challenge any-
one to come to the mike and really
make that case.

Mr. Chairman, having said that, let
me go to the second point. A number of
my colleagues have marched into the
well and argued that we have already
cut the budget, we have already cut de-
fense. Let us put that in its proper con-
text. In the heyday of the height of the
cold war, during the period of the
1980’s, we spent in excess of $300 billion
per year, during the decade of the
1980’s, which means in that 10-year pe-
riod we spent over $3 trillion on the
military budget.

The cold war is now over, Mr. Chair-
man. During the period we were spend-
ing $300 billion a year, 70 percent, ex-
trapolating mathematically, that
means $210 billion per year of that $300
billion, was designed to prepare us to
fight a war either with the Soviet
Union or the Warsaw Pact. Like magic,
Mr. Chairman, the Soviet Union no
longer exists. Communists cannot be
elected President of the Soviet Union.
It no longer exists. A democrat is now
President of Russia. The Warsaw Pact
no longer exists.

Do Members have to be brilliant
rocket scientists to understand that if
we are spending $300 billion a year, 70
percent of that money designed to fight
two enemies that no longer exist, that
we certainly can reduce the military
budget? No, we do not have to be very
bright, just to have what my grand-
mother used to call mother wit, street
sense, modest intelligence, and we can
understand that we can bring down the
military budget.

Mr. Chairman, I would assert that we
are much more likely to be engaged in
the Haitis, the Somalias, the Rwandas,
and the Bosnias of the world than we
are to engage in major war; peacekeep-
ing, as opposed to warfighting. That
has enormous implications.

For those who argue that now that
the Soviet Union no longer exists, the
Warsaw Pact no longer exists, suddenly
the world is more dangerous, that is
making an extreme and bizarre set of
arguments. There are dangers there,
but we ought to be intelligent enough
to talk about the reality of those dan-
gers and the parameters of those dan-
gers, not on 30-second sound bites, not
on bumper sticker comments, and not
on comments that do not challenge
people to think, to be rational, and to
be intelligent, like ‘‘I am strong on de-
fense,’’ as if that suddenly means some-
thing. We are strong on defense, but we
ought to have a debate on what that
means.

Mr. Chairman, one of my colleagues
got up and talked about how far this
budget is cut. If Members listen very
carefully to all the lists of the things
that were cut, what did we cut? Con-
sultant fees. Big challenge when you
are cutting consultant fees. Everybody
in here can cut consultant fees. Or we
are going to cut bureaucrats. Gee, it
takes great courage to cut bureaucrats.
It takes great courage to cut an agen-
cy. But have Members seen anybody
stand up and say, we have cut some-
body’s weapons system? No. In here, we
buy each other’s toys, no matter how
many billions of dollars it costs to buy
those toys.

Just a few moments ago, we rejected
an effort that would have saved $27 bil-
lion. We walked away from that. But
we can cut consultant fees and we can
cut a few bureaucrats.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from California [Mr. DEL-
LUMS] has expired.

(By unanimous consent, Mr. DELLUMS
was allowed to proceed for 3 additional
minutes.)

Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Chairman, let us
talk about where we can cut. First, our
whole approach to our force structure,
our readiness levels, our modernization
schedule, et cetera, are all based on a
bible that was generated as a result of
the Persian Gulf War. Remember, Mr.
Chairman, when Saddam Hussein went
into Kuwait, we did not within 48 hours
suddenly put our troops out there and
start to wage war. We built up troops.
The first thing we did was we put 4,000
troops in Kuwait to show resolve. Sec-
ondly, we put an aircraft carrier in the
area, and then for several months,
about 7 months, we built up forces,
500,000 troops. Then we said, now we
are going to fight Saddam Hussein.

After that was all over, we then cre-
ated a Bible that said, you have to be
on location to wage a war within 48
hours. Now, stop and think about the
implications: for the forward deploy-
ment, billions of dollars; force struc-
ture, billions of dollars; inventory, bil-
lions of dollars.

All Members have to do is slow down
the response time from 48 hours to a
more reasonable amount of time and
they can save billions of dollars; no
radical idea, just sound planning and
thoughtful tactical and strategic ap-
proaches. We can bring down the readi-
ness level, we can gear the readiness.
Everyone does not have to be at level
one, so it costs billions of dollars for
that. We can bring down the level of
the force structure, the deployment
schedule becomes different. We can
save tremendous amounts of money.

Second, Mr. Chairman, if we got rid
of cold war weapons, weapons that
were designed to fight the cold war,
and now that the cold war is no longer
with us, we are now in this new post-
cold-war environment, we can stop
weapons designed to fight in a cold war
situation that no longer exists. Again,
we do not have to be too bright to get
to that position. If we designed weapon
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systems for an area that no longer ex-
ists, take the weapons system off the
table and generate weapon systems
that are designed, that are much more
purposeful for the era that you are
evolving yourselves into.

The B–2 is the classic example. This
was a weapon that was supposed to
drop nuclear weapons in the Soviet
Union and rearrange the rubble after a
nuclear war started. But look, Mr.
Chairman, that weapons system gets
built in somebody’s district, built in
somebody’s State, so they have to try
to find a mission to solve the problem
of building more of these planes. But
that era is over, so now we are trying
to find a conventional environment to
fly a plane that was designed for the
cold war.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from California [Mr. DEL-
LUMS] has again expired.

Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent to proceed for 3 ad-
ditional minutes.

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

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. I have to ob-
ject to that, Mr. Chairman. The gen-
tleman has used a lot of time today. He
has extended his time numerous times.
I am constrained to object.

The CHAIRMAN. Objection is heard.
Mr. SKEEN. Mr. Chairman, I move to

strike the requisite number of words.
Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-

man, will the gentleman yield?
Mr. SKEEN. I yield to the gentleman

from Florida.
Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-

man, I thank the gentleman for yield-
ing to me, and I rise to close the debate
on this amendment today.

I would like to say to my friend, the
gentleman from California [Mr. DEL-
LUMS], who has spent a lot of time tell-
ing us what the world is like today but
obviously spent very little time listen-
ing to some other things that were said
on the floor, he said, no one has
said——

Mr. DELLUMS. Point of order, Mr.
Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Florida [Mr. YOUNG] has the time.

Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Chairman, I am
making a point of order.

Mr. Chairman, I move that the gen-
tleman’s words be taken down. I am
listening. I have tried to listen here as
much as anyone in these Chambers.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Is the gen-
tleman through?

Mr. DELLUMS. I would ask the gen-
tleman to withdraw that comment
about listening, because I am one per-
son that is prepared to listen all day,
Mr. Chairman.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. If the gen-
tleman would let me continue, I would
like to clarify that statement.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Florida will suspend. The Clerk
will report the words.

Mr. DELLUMS. I ask to withdraw
that request, Mr. Chairman.
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Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-

man, what I was trying to say was the
gentleman stood there just a few min-
utes ago and said no one came to the
floor to talk about any weapons sys-
tems that were terminated or cancelled
or stopped. That is not true. Because
just a few minutes before that, I talked
about Aerostat, a program that we
stopped. I talked about JASSM, a pro-
gram that we stopped despite the fact
that there were many in the outside
world who wanted to have these pro-
grams go forward. We did stop the pro-
grams. We made many cuts in the re-
quests that we had received from all
sources. I apologize to the gentleman if
he is offended by my comment, but his
comment offended me somewhat be-
cause we have made a list of numerous
cuts and they are all listed in this re-
port. I referred to it several times.

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

Mr. SKEEN. I yield to the gentleman
from California.

Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Chairman, the
gentleman knows for over a decade, the
quarter of a century I have been here,
I have never tried to impugn anyone’s
integrity. It was not designed to chal-
lenge the gentleman. I am always pre-
pared to debate on the substance. I
thank the gentleman for his apology.
My effort was not designed to chal-
lenge him in any personal way. I think
everyone in this Chamber knows me by
my reputation in that regard.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, if the gentleman will continue to
yield, I think they know both of us in
that regard, I would say to my distin-
guished friend from California.

Mr. Chairman, the arguments about
how much we spend and invest in our
national security versus the rest of the
world, that argument has been made
many, many times today. What is not
mentioned in those debates is that we
have an all-volunteer force. Unlike the
Russians, unlike the Soviets had, un-
like the Iranians, unlike the Chinese,
unlike the North Koreans, we have an
all-volunteer force.

We pay the Members of our military
far more substantially than these other
nations pay theirs. They pay theirs al-
most as if it is slave labor. In fact at
one point we were asked to provide
funding to provide housing for Russian
soldiers, which we did not do, by the
way, but we were asked to do that. The
point is that an all-volunteer service is
very costly.

Approximately 70 percent of the
money appropriated by this bill does
not go to buy weapons. It does not go
for RDT&E or things of that nature. It
goes to provide salaries and allowances
and clothing and housing and medical
care and training for the members of
the military and their families. We are
trying to do a better job in that regard.
We are trying to take those lower
ranked people who live in barracks
that really are not fit, in my opinion,
I would not want one of my children to

live there. We are trying to repair
those and renovate them and make the
quality of life better.

We are trying to get to the point
that, if a mother brings her daughter
into a military hospital while the hus-
band is overseas on deployment, they
do not have to wait four or five hours
with a child in pain from an infected
ear or something like that. Those are
the things that we are trying to do in
this bill. The dollars for procurement,
the Joint Chiefs, the war fighters will
tell you that even this bill does not
provide anywhere near the moderniza-
tion or procurement dollars that they,
the war fighters, think that they need.
I am not talking about the folks in the
Pentagon. I am not talking about the
budget office. I am talking about the
war fighters who are deployed around
the world, the commanders of those
units that understand what the short-
ages are.

There are real shortages. I know
some Members get tired of me rolling
out this scroll. I will not roll it out
today. But it could go from one side of
this well to the other listing items that
are never written about in the news
media or reported on radio or tele-
vision. They are never the subject of
some great committee hearing. But
what they are are items like flash-
lights and compasses and small arms
ammunition and things of this nature,
communications gear, communications
cable that need to be purchased to keep
the infrastructure working. They are
listed here. On this scroll it is hard to
tell, but some of them have been out-
lined in blue ink that means we have
taken care of those items that are es-
sential.

The ones that have not been outlined
in blue still need to be taken care of.
We do not need to cut this budget by
this bill by $4 billion. We ought to go
ahead and defeat this amendment and
then pass the bill and get onto other
business.

Ms. WOOLSEY. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike the requisite number of
words, and I yield to the gentleman
from California [Mr. DELLUMS].

Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentlewoman for yielding to
me. I would like to finish my remarks
with respect to where we can save
money. I mentioned about the time
factor slowing that down, save billions
of dollars, not a radical idea. Moving
away from cold war weapons, saving
billions of dollars, not a radical idea.

Mr. Chairman, the third place where
we can save money is to reduce our nu-
clear forces, our nuclear weapons and
reduce the inventory that supports our
nuclear weapons. We all know that we
are going to move to Start III. We
ought to anticipate moving to Start
III. None of us in this room would put
money in a base that is going to be
closed. We know that we are going to
Start III. Why do we put money in this
budget for D–5 missiles for the deploy-
ment on Trident submarines when we
know eventually we are going to re-
duce the number of submarines, reduce
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the number of weapons, thereby saving
billions of dollars?

By reducing our nuclear arsenal for
our children and our children’s chil-
dren, and reducing the infrastructure
designed to support those nuclear
weapons, we can indeed reduce, save
billions of dollars.

Fourth, on the question of presence,
we deploy nuclear aircraft carrier task
force around the world for the purposes
of presence. I have asked on numerous
occasions, why do you need a task
force as muscular as a nuclear carrier
task force in order to simply show
presence? Can you not show presence
with a task force that is much less
muscular than a nuclear task force?
That can save you billions of dollars.
In terms of the ships you deploy, in
terms of the personnel, in terms of the
planes, et cetera, et cetera. Billions of
dollars.

Finally, we cannot talk, Mr. Chair-
man, about the intelligence budget, but
there are many of us here who have in-
timate knowledge about the intel-
ligence budget. I can assure you that
there are places that the intelligence
budget can be cut. At the end of the
day, what we are saying with this
amendment is that the committee can
determine where they want to make
these cuts. This simply says, go back
to last year. What I tried to lay out for
Members is that there are clearly
places where we can save billions of
dollars; $3.9 billion does not suddenly
throw the United States from being the
only peg standing, the only superpower
in existence at this point into some
Third World position. We are an ex-
traordinary military power with ex-
traordinary military capability.

I would ask this rhetorical question.
If we had the mightiest military force
on the face of the earth and our cities
were deteriorating, our children not
being adequately educated, people who
need to work not able to work, drugs
creating problems in our various com-
munities, violence overtaking some of
our communities, what are we out
there defending? What this budget,
what this does is save us some money.
At the end of the day I think that re-
dounds to the benefit of the country.

Finally, on a personal note, I would
say to the gentleman from Florida, he
and I walked in the door together. I
have never objected to the gentleman’s
comments. Here it is very difficult to
make complex arguments on multibil-
lion-dollar amendments in 5-minute
segments. It is just difficult to do. I
have never, I have sat there in a posi-
tion of chair of the committee and
have never ever once objected to any-
one standing up debating, because I
think that is why we get paid here, is
to debate.

Sometimes we get upset when people
are debating who have something to
say and are prepared to challenge them
in a fundamental way. I am not trying
to challenge anyone’s intellect here. I
am simply saying, let us rise to a level
that allows us to understand these is-

sues at a profound enough level to
make us make the right decision.

I think the Shays-Frank amendment
is the proper decision. I think that is
what we can do. I believe that we can
cut money from the military budget
and the world goes on. The Nation goes
on. Our children do not die. Our chil-
dren’s children are not threatened. I
think that is hyperbole and overstate-
ment, Mr. Chairman.

I appreciate the opportunity that the
gentlewoman gave me to conclude my
remarks. I am simply saying that I
think we ought to support this amend-
ment, and exaggerated comments to
the contrary notwithstanding, I think
this is a reasonable amendment. I
think it can be accomplished and I
would urge my colleagues to support it.

Ms. WOOLSEY. Mr. Chairman, I
would like to say that I support also
the Shays-Frank-Klug-Hinchey-
Ramstad-Luther amendment. It makes
sense. Let us cut wasteful defensive
spending and let us invest in our chil-
dren and their education.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Connecticut [Mr. SHAYS].

The question was taken; and the
Chairman announced that the noes ap-
peared to have it.

RECORDED VOTE

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

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

vice, and there were—ayes 137, noes 290,
not voting 7, as follows:

[Roll No. 337]

AYES—137

Ackerman
Baldacci
Barcia
Barrett (WI)
Becerra
Bentsen
Berman
Berry
Blumenauer
Bonior
Brown (CA)
Brown (OH)
Camp
Campbell
Capps
Carson
Castle
Chabot
Clay
Clayton
Conyers
Costello
Coyne
Cummings
Danner
Davis (IL)
DeFazio
DeGette
Delahunt
Dellums
Doggett
Doyle
Duncan
Ehlers
Engel
English
Ensign
Eshoo
Evans
Farr
Fattah
Filner
Foley
Fox

Frank (MA)
Franks (NJ)
Furse
Ganske
Green
Greenwood
Gutierrez
Gutknecht
Hastings (FL)
Hilliard
Hinchey
Hoekstra
Hooley
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee

(TX)
Kanjorski
Kelly
Kennedy (MA)
Kilpatrick
Kind (WI)
Kleczka
Klug
Kucinich
LaFalce
Lantos
Leach
Levin
LoBiondo
Lofgren
Lowey
Luther
Maloney (NY)
Markey
Matsui
McCarthy (MO)
McDermott
McGovern
McKinney
McNulty
Meehan
Metcalf
Miller (CA)
Minge

Mink
Morella
Nadler
Neal
Neumann
Nussle
Oberstar
Obey
Olver
Owens
Paul
Payne
Pelosi
Peterson (MN)
Petri
Porter
Portman
Poshard
Ramstad
Rangel
Riggs
Rivers
Rohrabacher
Roukema
Roybal-Allard
Royce
Rush
Sabo
Sanders
Sanford
Schumer
Sensenbrenner
Serrano
Shays
Skaggs
Slaughter
Smith (MI)
Stabenow
Stark
Stokes
Stupak
Tierney
Upton
Velazquez

Vento
Waters

Watt (NC)
Waxman

Woolsey
Yates

NOES—290

Abercrombie
Aderholt
Allen
Andrews
Archer
Armey
Bachus
Baesler
Baker
Ballenger
Barr
Barrett (NE)
Bartlett
Barton
Bass
Bateman
Bereuter
Bilbray
Bilirakis
Bishop
Blagojevich
Bliley
Blunt
Boehlert
Boehner
Bonilla
Bono
Borski
Boswell
Boucher
Boyd
Brady
Brown (FL)
Bryant
Bunning
Burr
Burton
Buyer
Callahan
Calvert
Canady
Cannon
Cardin
Chambliss
Chenoweth
Christensen
Clement
Clyburn
Coble
Coburn
Collins
Combest
Condit
Cook
Cooksey
Cox
Cramer
Crane
Crapo
Cubin
Cunningham
Davis (VA)
Deal
DeLauro
DeLay
Deutsch
Diaz-Balart
Dickey
Dicks
Dingell
Dixon
Dooley
Doolittle
Dreier
Dunn
Edwards
Ehrlich
Emerson
Etheridge
Everett
Ewing
Fawell
Fazio
Flake
Ford
Fowler
Frelinghuysen
Frost
Gallegly
Gejdenson
Gekas
Gephardt
Gibbons
Gilchrest
Gillmor

Gilman
Goode
Goodlatte
Goodling
Gordon
Goss
Graham
Granger
Hall (OH)
Hall (TX)
Hamilton
Hansen
Harman
Hastert
Hastings (WA)
Hayworth
Hefley
Hefner
Herger
Hill
Hilleary
Hinojosa
Hobson
Holden
Horn
Hostettler
Houghton
Hoyer
Hulshof
Hunter
Hutchinson
Hyde
Inglis
Istook
Jefferson
Jenkins
John
Johnson (CT)
Johnson (WI)
Johnson, E. B.
Johnson, Sam
Jones
Kaptur
Kasich
Kennedy (RI)
Kennelly
Kildee
Kim
King (NY)
Kingston
Klink
Knollenberg
Kolbe
LaHood
Lampson
Largent
Latham
LaTourette
Lazio
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (GA)
Lewis (KY)
Linder
Lipinski
Livingston
Lucas
Maloney (CT)
Manton
Manzullo
Martinez
Mascara
McCarthy (NY)
McCollum
McCrery
McDade
McHale
McHugh
McInnis
McIntosh
McIntyre
McKeon
Meek
Menendez
Mica
Millender-

McDonald
Miller (FL)
Moakley
Molinari
Mollohan
Moran (KS)
Moran (VA)
Murtha
Myrick
Nethercutt

Northup
Norwood
Ortiz
Oxley
Packard
Pallone
Pappas
Parker
Pascrell
Pastor
Paxon
Pease
Peterson (PA)
Pickering
Pickett
Pitts
Pombo
Pomeroy
Price (NC)
Pryce (OH)
Quinn
Radanovich
Rahall
Redmond
Regula
Reyes
Riley
Rodriguez
Roemer
Rogan
Rogers
Ros-Lehtinen
Rothman
Ryun
Salmon
Sanchez
Sandlin
Sawyer
Saxton
Scarborough
Schaefer, Dan
Schaffer, Bob
Scott
Sessions
Shadegg
Shaw
Sherman
Shimkus
Shuster
Sisisky
Skeen
Skelton
Smith (NJ)
Smith (OR)
Smith (TX)
Smith, Adam
Smith, Linda
Snowbarger
Snyder
Solomon
Souder
Spence
Spratt
Stearns
Stenholm
Strickland
Stump
Sununu
Talent
Tanner
Tauscher
Tauzin
Taylor (MS)
Taylor (NC)
Thomas
Thompson
Thornberry
Thune
Thurman
Tiahrt
Torres
Towns
Traficant
Turner
Visclosky
Walsh
Wamp
Watkins
Watts (OK)
Weldon (FL)
Weldon (PA)
Weller
Wexler
Weygand
White
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Whitfield
Wicker

Wise
Wolf

Wynn
Young (FL)

NOT VOTING—7

Davis (FL)
Foglietta
Forbes

Gonzalez
Ney
Schiff

Young (AK)

b 1612

Mr. BILBRAY and Mr.
CHRISTENSEN changed their vote
from ‘‘aye’’ to ‘‘no.’’

Ms. CARSON and Mr. PORTER
changed their vote from ‘‘no’’ to ‘‘aye.’’

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

as above recorded.
PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Mr. NEY. Mr. Chairman, on rollcall Nos. 336
and 337, I was unavoidably detained in Co-
lumbus, OH, at an Elections Hearing. Had I
been present, I would have voted ‘‘yes’’ on
336, and ‘‘yes’’ on 337.

The CHAIRMAN. Are there any fur-
ther amendments?

If not, under the rule, the Committee
rises.

b 1615

Accordingly, the Committee rose;
and the Speaker pro tempore [Mr.
MCHUGH] having assumed the chair,
Mr. CAMP, Chairman of the Committee
of the Whole House on the State of the
Union, reported that that Committee,
having had under consideration the bill
(H.R. 2266), making appropriations for
the Department of Defense for the fis-
cal year ending September 30, 1998, and
for the other purposes, pursuant to
House Resolution 198, he reported the
bill back to the House with sundry
amendments adopted by the Commit-
tee of the Whole.

The SPEAKER pro tempore [Mr.
MCHUGH]. Under the rule, the previous
question is ordered.

Is a separate vote demanded on any
amendment? If not, the Chair will put
them en gros.

The amendments were agreed to.
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The

question is on the engrossment and
third reading of the bill.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, and was read the
third time.

REDUCING TO 5 MINUTES VOTES ON POSTPONED
SUSPENSIONS

Mr. STEARNS. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that following pas-
sage of H.R. 2266, the DOD appropria-
tions, the two votes on suspensions de-
bated Monday, July 28, 1997, House
Concurrent Resolution 735 and H.R.
1348, be 5 minutes each.

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

There was no objection.
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The

question is on passage of the bill.
Pursuant to clause 7 of rule XV, the

yeas and nays are ordered.
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—yeas 322, nays
105, not voting 7, as follows:

[Roll No. 338]

YEAS—322

Abercrombie
Aderholt
Allen
Andrews
Archer
Armey
Bachus
Baesler
Baker
Ballenger
Barcia
Barr
Barrett (NE)
Bartlett
Barton
Bass
Bateman
Bentsen
Bereuter
Berman
Bilbray
Bilirakis
Bishop
Blagojevich
Bliley
Blunt
Boehlert
Boehner
Bonilla
Borski
Boswell
Boucher
Boyd
Brady
Brown (FL)
Bryant
Bunning
Burr
Burton
Buyer
Callahan
Calvert
Canady
Cannon
Capps
Carson
Castle
Chabot
Chambliss
Chenoweth
Christensen
Clayton
Clement
Clyburn
Coble
Collins
Combest
Condit
Cook
Cooksey
Costello
Cox
Cramer
Crane
Crapo
Cubin
Cunningham
Davis (FL)
Davis (VA)
Deal
DeLauro
DeLay
Deutsch
Diaz-Balart
Dickey
Dicks
Dixon
Dooley
Doolittle
Dreier
Duncan
Dunn
Edwards
Ehrlich
Emerson
Ensign
Etheridge
Everett
Ewing
Farr
Fawell
Fazio
Flake
Foley
Ford
Fowler

Fox
Frelinghuysen
Frost
Gallegly
Gejdenson
Gekas
Gibbons
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gilman
Goode
Goodlatte
Goodling
Gordon
Goss
Graham
Granger
Green
Greenwood
Gutknecht
Hall (OH)
Hall (TX)
Hamilton
Hansen
Harman
Hastert
Hastings (FL)
Hastings (WA)
Hayworth
Hefley
Hefner
Herger
Hill
Hilleary
Hinojosa
Hobson
Holden
Horn
Hostettler
Houghton
Hoyer
Hulshof
Hutchinson
Hyde
Inglis
Istook
Jackson-Lee

(TX)
Jefferson
Jenkins
John
Johnson (CT)
Johnson, E. B.
Johnson, Sam
Jones
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kasich
Kelly
Kennedy (RI)
Kennelly
Kildee
Kim
King (NY)
Kingston
Klink
Knollenberg
Kolbe
LaHood
Lampson
Lantos
Largent
Latham
LaTourette
Lazio
Leach
Levin
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (GA)
Lewis (KY)
Linder
Lipinski
Livingston
Lucas
Maloney (CT)
Manton
Manzullo
Martinez
Mascara
Matsui
McCollum
McCrery
McDade
McHale
McHugh
McInnis

McIntosh
McIntyre
McKeon
Meehan
Meek
Menendez
Metcalf
Mica
Millender-

McDonald
Miller (FL)
Mink
Moakley
Molinari
Mollohan
Moran (KS)
Moran (VA)
Murtha
Myrick
Nethercutt
Ney
Northup
Norwood
Nussle
Ortiz
Oxley
Packard
Pallone
Pappas
Parker
Pascrell
Pastor
Paxon
Pease
Peterson (PA)
Petri
Pickering
Pickett
Pitts
Pombo
Pomeroy
Porter
Portman
Poshard
Price (NC)
Pryce (OH)
Quinn
Radanovich
Redmond
Regula
Reyes
Riley
Rodriguez
Roemer
Rogan
Rogers
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Rothman
Roybal-Allard
Ryun
Salmon
Sanchez
Sandlin
Saxton
Scarborough
Schaefer, Dan
Schaffer, Bob
Schumer
Scott
Sessions
Shadegg
Shaw
Sherman
Shimkus
Shuster
Sisisky
Skaggs
Skeen
Skelton
Slaughter
Smith (NJ)
Smith (OR)
Smith (TX)
Smith, Adam
Smith, Linda
Snowbarger
Snyder
Solomon
Souder
Spence
Spratt
Stearns
Stenholm
Stokes
Strickland

Stump
Sununu
Talent
Tanner
Tauscher
Tauzin
Taylor (MS)
Taylor (NC)
Thomas
Thompson
Thornberry
Thune

Thurman
Tiahrt
Tierney
Traficant
Turner
Visclosky
Walsh
Wamp
Waters
Watkins
Watts (OK)
Weldon (FL)

Weldon (PA)
Weller
Wexler
Weygand
White
Whitfield
Wicker
Wise
Wolf
Woolsey
Wynn
Young (FL)

NAYS—105

Ackerman
Baldacci
Barrett (WI)
Becerra
Berry
Blumenauer
Bonior
Bono
Brown (CA)
Brown (OH)
Camp
Campbell
Cardin
Clay
Conyers
Coyne
Cummings
Danner
Davis (IL)
DeFazio
DeGette
Delahunt
Dellums
Dingell
Doggett
Doyle
Ehlers
Engel
English
Eshoo
Evans
Fattah
Filner
Frank (MA)
Franks (NJ)

Furse
Ganske
Gephardt
Gutierrez
Hilliard
Hinchey
Hoekstra
Hooley
Jackson (IL)
Johnson (WI)
Kennedy (MA)
Kilpatrick
Kind (WI)
Kleczka
Klug
Kucinich
LaFalce
LoBiondo
Lofgren
Lowey
Luther
Maloney (NY)
Markey
McCarthy (MO)
McCarthy (NY)
McDermott
McGovern
McKinney
McNulty
Miller (CA)
Minge
Morella
Nadler
Neal
Neumann

Oberstar
Obey
Olver
Owens
Paul
Payne
Pelosi
Peterson (MN)
Rahall
Ramstad
Rangel
Riggs
Rivers
Roukema
Royce
Rush
Sabo
Sanders
Sanford
Sawyer
Sensenbrenner
Serrano
Shays
Smith (MI)
Stabenow
Stark
Stupak
Torres
Towns
Upton
Velazquez
Vento
Watt (NC)
Waxman
Yates

NOT VOTING—7

Coburn
Foglietta
Forbes

Gonzalez
Hunter
Schiff

Young (AK)

b 1632

Ms. STABENOW changed her vote
from ‘‘yea’’ to ‘‘nay.’’

So the bill was passed.
The result of the vote was announced

as above recorded.
A motion to reconsider was laid on

the table.
f

AUTHORIZING THE CLERK TO
MAKE CORRECTIONS IN EN-
GROSSMENT OF H.R. 2266, DE-
PARTMENT OF DEFENSE APPRO-
PRIATIONS ACT, 1998

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Speaker,
I ask unanimous consent that in the
engrossment of H.R. 2266, the Clerk be
authorized to correct section numbers,
punctuation, cross references, and to
make other conforming changes as
may be necessary to reflect the actions
of the House today.

The SPEAKER pro tempore [Mr.
MCHUGH]. Is there objection to the re-
quest of the gentleman from Florida?

There was no objection.
f

REMOVAL OF NAME OF MEMBER
AS COSPONSOR OF H.R. 2200

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Mr. Speaker, I
ask unanimous consent that my name
be removed as a cosponsor from H.R.
2200.
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