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in my district, I am disappointed and
outraged that a Republican leader in
the other body would add language to
the foreign aid bill that actually gives
tobacco companies precedence over
Desert Storm veterans regarding
claims against frozen Iraqi assets.
What a slap in the face to every Desert
Storm veteran and all veterans every-
where.

Desert Storm veterans were first in
combat. They should not be last in line
regarding legitimate claims against
the Iraqis.

Mr. Speaker, I did not see tobacco
companies fighting in Desert Storm.
But I did see American service men and
women fighting there, and I did have
constituents who died on the sands of
Kuwait in service to their Nation.
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Those people, not tobacco companies,
should be put first in line. They stood
up for us; today we should stand up for
them, and I hope my Republican col-
leagues will join the gentleman from
Texas [Mr. DOGGETT] and the Demo-
crats, and will work together to defeat
the Helms amendment to the foreign
aid bill.
f

MANPRINT FOR THE U.S. ARMY

(Mr. SKELTON asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Speaker, today,
it is my pleasure to share with my col-
leagues a good news story, one about
our Nation’s military and, in particu-
lar, our Army. It involves a materiel
acquisition program first developed in
the 1980’s for Army soldiers. It is called
MANPRINT, which stands for man-
power and personnel integration.

The MANPRINT program objective is
to improve the performance of Army
weapons and equipment through a
man-machine total systems approach.
That is, MANPRINT focuses on the
interrelationship of the soldier and his
or her weapon or equipment and the
human requirements for maximizing
system performance. In a nutshell, it
does not make any difference if there is
a tank that is capable of firing 10
rounds per minute if its crew can only
operate it at three rounds per minute.
Regardless of its technical capabilities,
the tank is a three-round-per-minute
tank due to the human factors that
limit its output. This is the kind of
problem MANPRINT addresses.

MANPRINT is an umbrella term that refers
to seven disciplines that are critical to optimiz-
ing the man-machine, total-system approach.
They are manpower, personnel, training,
human factors engineering, system safety,
health hazards, and soldier survivability. The
central idea is to integrate considerations of
these domains continuously into the acquisi-
tion process.

Thanks to MANPRINT the Army now has a
vastly increased confidence that its new sys-
tems will perform as expected in the hands of
its soldiers-and, at the same time, save lives
and dollars. As I will explain later, MANPRINT

has, in fact, already saved hundreds of sol-
diers’ lives and billions of dollars. It has re-
turned thousands of percent on a trickle of in-
vestment dollars. It is, or should be, a govern-
mental downsizer’s dream come true. More-
over, in this day of increased reliance on tech-
nology, we are only beginning to explore the
ramifications the Army’s concept could have
for our entire society.

There is an element of urgency associated
with this Army program, however, and the very
real danger that we could repeat mistakes of
the past—the type where U.S. inventors or
progressive thinkers create great ideas which
we fail to appreciate and implement. Instead,
other countries capitalize on them. You will re-
call the Dr. W. Edward Deming’s ideas on
quality were ignored in this country in the
1950’s and then successfully adopted by the
Japanese. We may be on the verge of com-
mitting such a mistake with the Army’s
MANPRINT program. The Army resources de-
voted to MANPRINT have been continually
slashed during the drawdown. At the same
time, the United Kingdom has picked up on
the U.S. Army’s idea and is already in the
process of implementing it throughout all serv-
ices in the royal force. Moreover, as the Japa-
nese recognized, Deming’s quality ideas ap-
plied to all technology, not just defense. Not
surprisingly, the British are starting
MANPRINT programs in the Departments of
Trade and Industry as well.

In order to reduce the likelihood of our mak-
ing the same error with MANPRINT as we did
with Deming’s quality management, I want to
make sure my colleagues are familiar with this
highly successful soldier-oriented concept for
the design, development, manufacturing, and
fielding of the Army’s newest weapon’s sys-
tems.

ARMY ACQUISITION PROGRAMS LED TO ADOPTION OF
MANPRINT

I am sure that many of you recall the man-
power and readiness problems that plagued
the Army force modernization program in the
early 1980’s. It seemed that whenever a new
system was put into the hands of the soldier,
actual field performance often failed to match
the standards predicted during its develop-
ment. The Stinger anti-aircraft missile, for ex-
ample, was designed to hit incoming aircraft
better than 6 percent of the time. But if it had
been placed in service as originally designed,
it would actually have achieved hits only 30
percent of the time when operated by soldiers
in combat units. The Stinger’s problems were
eventually corrected. But the problems of sol-
dier utilization were so great in the Division Air
Defense Gun, known as the DIVAD or Ser-
geant York, that the program had to be can-
celed. In the case of the Dragon anti-tank mis-
sile, that soldier’s nightmare is still in the
Army’s inventory.

In addition to unacceptable performance
from new systems, the Army experienced
problems in crew performance. When the
Army replaced an existing system with a
newer, more technologically complex system,
the newer system often generated require-
ments for soldiers of a higher level of skill and
for more soldiers per system. The Army per-
sonnel system simply could not provide
enough soldiers of the caliber required to op-
erate and maintain such sophisticated sys-
tems.

The Army’s first study on what to do about
the disappointing performance and

unaffordable manpower costs of new weapons
systems and equipment was conducted by re-
tired Generals Walter T. Kerwin and George
S. Blanchard in 1980. In examining the Army’s
concerns about the mobilization, readiness
and sustainability of new systems, the report
concluded that it was primarily a lack of con-
sideration of the human in the system that
was causing the problem. Human performance
assessments either were not done or were too
late to influence weapons design. Supporting
the Kerwin and Blanchard findings, the Gen-
eral Accounting Office [GAO] published re-
ports in 1981 and 1985 attributing 50 percent
of equipment failures to human error. GAO,
too, stressed the need for integrating into the
acquisition process human disciplines, such
as, in particular, manpower, personnel and
training needs.

The recommendations for a new soldier-ori-
ented approach to systems acquisition were
taken very seriously in the mid-1980’s. With
the full support of the entire Army leadership,
military and civilian, Gen. Maxwell Thurman,
as the Vice Chief of Staff, directed that an en-
tirely new approach to systems acquisition be
adopted by the Army, one which required that
systems fit the soldiers rather than that the
soldier—through selection or training—fit the
systems.

This new concept also affected industry be-
cause, as we all know, defense contractors
actually design and develop Army systems. In
the mid-eighties, the concept required a radi-
cal change in the way contractors did busi-
ness. To successfully compete in the new
Army acquisition process, industry had to
focus on the human element and design sys-
tems that fit soldier’s needs and capabilities.
In the MANPRINT process, human parameters
are specified in the same manner as any other
component of the system. System perform-
ance is measured with the humans quan-
titative performance included as an inherent
part of the total system performance. No
longer could performance in the laboratory be
extrapolated as satisfying the requirements of
performance in the field.

The MANPRINT philosophy and examples
of the array of concepts inherent in
MANPRINT are documented in a book,
‘‘MANPRINT: An Approach to Systems Inte-
gration’’ (Van Nostrand Reinhold, 1990),
edited by Dr. Harold R. Booher, who was the
first senior Army civilian official appointed to
direct the Army’s MANPRINT program.

COMANCHE AND MANPRINT

Nowhere has the new soldier-oriented part-
nership between Government and industry
been more visible than on the Army’s Light
Helicopter Experimental [LHX] program. Better
known to us today as the Comanche, the LHX
in 1986 was the Army’s true experimental pro-
gram, testing where it was possible to intro-
duce cutting-edge technology into its inventory
without running headlong into the problems of
unsatisfactory performance and runaway per-
sonnel costs. Even opponents of Comanche
cannot ignore the great advances achieved in
this program beyond the standard of normal
acquisition practices.

Perhaps the first indication that MANPRINT
was not only viable but could revolutionize the
military’s procurement process was the suc-
cessful development of the Comanche’s T–
800 engine. The MANPRINT approach fos-
tered hundreds of design improvements affect-
ing both maintenance and reliability. In one
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striking example, the tool kit for the organiza-
tion mechanic was reduced from 134 tools to
only 6. The trunk-sized caster tool kit used on
other helicopters was reduced to a canvass
pouch half the size of a rolled-up newspaper.
Furthermore, this reduction cost Government
and industry nothing and will save taxpayer
dollars.

For the Comanche itself, MANPRINT re-
sulted in more than 500 design improvements
in system performance and logistics. The
cockpit was designed outward, from the pilot
seat, using simulations and modeling, lessons
learned from previous aircraft programs, and
user inputs. In addition, when fielded, the Co-
manche would allow the aircrew to select what
information is needed during missions. The re-
sult is an anticipated system with a much im-
proved pilot-crew workload. A typical perform-
ance benefit is illustrated in the reduced num-
ber of steps it takes for the pilot to acquire a
target. The OH–58D Kiowa Warrior required
34; the Comanche, 5.

Incorporation of MANPRINT considerations
during Comanche development also intro-
duced entirely new concepts to the acquisition
process. The source selection competition in-
cluded MANPRINT in all evaluation areas. It
became impossible for a company to win the
contract without a plan to integrate
MANPRINT in the design, development, and
manufacture of Comanche. In addition, sea-
soned maintenance personnel and other sol-
diers with field experience in operational units
were assigned to the contractor’s plant as rep-
resentatives of the users in the operating com-
mands. These soldiers were invaluable in fit-
ting the machine to the operator. For example,
they completed a rotor design change in 30
days that would otherwise have taken 12
months to achieve contractor-Government ap-
proval.

MANPRINT was also responsible for tech-
nological advances. To provide for easy main-
tenance to aircraft components, Comanche
was built around a box-like, load-bearing keel.
In most helicopters, the load is carried by the
external skin. In Comanche, the load-bearing
keel made it possible to locate easy-access
panels almost anywhere on the aircraft. Con-
sequently, maintenance personnel can easily
reach all of the internal components. In this
case, a maintenance requirement drove the
technological design, which in turn resulted in
an aerodynamic improvement.

In another instance MANPRINT and trans-
port considerations suggested the need for an
improved rotor blade removal capability. The
contractor design team already had a rotor
blade design which met Government specifica-
tions and was concerned about the added ex-
pense. Nevertheless, because of soldier con-
cerns, MANPRINT prevailed. A new blade was
designed at a cost of approximately $60,000.
Life cycle cost calculations have indicated that
the new blade will remain easier to manufac-
ture and should save approximately $150 mil-
lion in personnel, maintenance, and transport
costs from the original design.

From the outset soldier safety has been a
major design objective. Safety experts studied
more than two decades of helicopters accident
reports to determine how the designers could
make Comanche a safer aircraft. As a result
of their efforts, the Comanche’s safety-related
design features are projected—when com-
pared to other helicopters such as the OH–58
Kiowa and AH–1F Cobra—to save 91 soldiers
lives and avoid at least 116 disabling injuries.

A 1995 report by the Analytic Sciences
Corp.—Minninger, et al.—documents the per-
formance improvements and savings on Co-
manche attributable to MANPRINT. The report
found Comanche cost avoidance in man-
power, personnel, training, and safety to be a
whopping $3.29 billion. This return resulted
from a design investment of approximately 4
percent of the Comanche R&D budget. Cal-
culated as a return on design investment,
MANPRINT in the Comanche program yielded
over an 8,000-percent return. Moreover, if the
costs of the remaining MANPRINT dis-
ciplines—health hazards and soldiers surviv-
ability—are included in the calculation, the re-
turn on investment for the entire program re-
mains well over 4000 percent.

MANPRINT APPLIED TO OTHER ARMY SYSTEMS

MANPRINT is not only limited to new or
major acquisition systems. It works with sys-
tems already in the inventory as well. In 1994,
McDonnell Douglas conducted a study cover-
ing 4 years of MANPRINT design improve-
ments on Longbow Apache. More than 80
MANPRINT problems, issues, and concerns
were identified and resolved. Each of them
yielded an improvement either for the operator
or the maintainer of the aircraft. Once again,
improved human performance proved cost ef-
fective. From a $2.7 million investment, a re-
turn in manpower and safety costs reached
$268 million, approximately a 2,000-percent
return on investment.

The Fox vehicle modification is an illus-
trative example of MANPRINT’s contribution to
smaller, less visible acquisition programs. The
Army uses the Fox—a mobile sensing module
built into an eight-wheeled armored vehicle—
as a nuclear, biological, and chemical recon-
naissance system for identifying contaminated
areas. In a recent system improvement
project, the Army wanted to reduce the crew
from four soldiers to three. But operational
evaluators labeled the vehicle, when operated
by three soldiers, ‘‘unsuitable and ineffective.’’
The program appeared doomed because it
was out of money and time. But MANPRINT
experts, using two different types of integration
models, redesigned the Fox and it was subse-
quently shown to be fully effective in its pro-
jected missions. The MANPRINT effort cost
$60,000 and was completed in a short time;
additional operational testing was avoided and
the Army saved $2 to $4 million from pro-
jected program costs while removing on crew
member requirement from each vehicle.

MANPRINT VIABILITY TODAY

A recent Army Audit Agency [AAA] report
evaluated how the Army, after its radical
downsizing, is ‘‘incorporating MANPRINT into
weapon systems development.’’ The good
news is that nine Army weapons systems
were evaluated and all but one were consid-
ered to have incorporated MANPRINT ade-
quately. Based on the AAA’s audit assess-
ment, the Army can expect positive
MANPRINT results in such current programs
as Land Warrior, Javelin, and Extended
Range Multiple Launch Rocket System. The
Command and Control Vehicle program and
several nondevelopmental programs examined
by AAA, including the Embedded Global Posi-
tioning System/Inertial Navigation System,
also include good MANPRINT initiatives. Be-
cause of MANPRINT, the Army can have in-
creased confidence in many of the systems it
will be fielding in the not-too-distant future.

The Army cannot rest on its laurels, how-
ever. Several developments cloud the future of
MANPRINT.

First, the AAA report noted that not all sys-
tems under development have incorporated
MANPRINT. The now-canceled Armored Gun
System is an example in the recent past of a
program in which MANPRINT considerations
were purposely rejected. It is not a coinci-
dence that the Army canceled the program.

Second, the new DOD acquisition system
may make it easier to omit MANPRINT from
programs. The new system rightly attempts to
give program managers more latitude by re-
moving regulations that previously proved too
restrictive. But this new-found freedom in itself
may make it more difficult in the future to en-
sure an appropriate incorporation of
MANPRINT. It would be very unfortunate if an
unintended consequence of streamlining the
acquisition process proved to be a reduced
emphasis on MANPRINT.

That need not be the case, as the AAA re-
port points out. The new acquisition system, if
approached correctly, affords the opportunity
for greater integration of people-oriented con-
cerns into the acquisition process. If the ‘‘un-
bound’’ program managers appreciate the
value of optimizing the man-machine interface,
they are free under the new system to tailor
their programs to incorporate people-oriented
considerations. Consequently, a major effort is
needed to adapt MANPRINT to the new acqui-
sition process.

A third concern is the erosion of the
MANPRINT program in recent years as the
Army has experienced the drawdown. The
Army made a commitment to understand and
incorporate the features that optimize man-
machine performance in the mid-1980’s but
until recently has been in danger of returning
to old ways. MANPRINT personnel have been
reduced 55 percent while the active Army has
come down approximately 37 percent. The
AAA audit report concluded that the Army’s
training process, which started out so well in
1986, is now inadequate. Career paths no
longer identify MANPRINT as important. Nor
does MANPRINT always play as prominent a
role in source selection as in some programs,
such as Comanche. Finally, the technology re-
sources devoted to the research and develop-
ment needed to advance the state of the art
for quantitative tradeoffs of manpower, person-
nel skills, and training have shrunk signifi-
cantly.

Fortunately, thanks to the AAA audit report,
Army leadership has been reminded that
MANPRINT is a golden nugget and seems de-
termined that it must be revitalized. A panel of
senior officers has been working for several
months to ensure that the wounds inflicted on
the program by the drawdown are not fatal
and that MANPRINT recovers its health.

In closing I want to congratulate the Army
for developing MANPRINT and for continuing
to support the program in a time of very
scarce resources.

I also want to suggest that the Army’s ap-
proach to systems integration is relevant to
the other military departments, to the entire
Department of Defense, and probably to the
remainder of the Government. Acquisition re-
form seeks to advance technology while hold-
ing down procurement costs. Downsizing
seeks to ensure essential Government func-
tions are accomplished with a minimum of
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staff. MANPRINT can be an essential ingredi-
ent in both initiatives. With respect to the mili-
tary, it ensures that the weapons and equip-
ment supporting a reduced force structure will
perform as expected on the battlefield.

But the possible applications for MANPRINT
go far beyond the military in our constantly
evolving technological-based society. Our reg-
ulatory agencies like the Federal Aviation
Agency, the Nuclear Regulatory Commission,
the Food and Drug Administration should push
this concept to the forefront with the systems
and equipment they regulate. Also it would
seem our medical and educational systems
could benefit from a technological develop-
ment and management process which focuses
on the end user. One may wonder what a dif-
ference it would make it these systems were
made to operate primarily for the doctor and
the patient or the teacher and the learner rath-
er than fitting these individuals to the system
as an afterthought. We have not been in such
an enviable position to take advantage of a
technological cultural change since Deming’s
total quality management. Let’s not miss our
opportunity this time around.

f

COMMUNICATION FROM THE HON-
ORABLE CHARLES E. SCHUMER,
MEMBER OF CONGRESS

The SPEAKER pro tempore [Mr.
QUINN] laid before the House the fol-
lowing communication from the Honor-
able CHARLES E. SCHUMER, Member of
Congress:

CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES,
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,

Washington, DC, September 26, 1997.
Hon. NEWT GINGRICH,
Speaker, U.S. House of Representatives,
Washington, DC.

DEAR MR. SPEAKER: This is to formally no-
tify you pursuant to Rule L(50) of the rules
of the House that I have been served with a
subpoena duces tecum issued by the Supreme
Court of the State of New York, County of
Kings, in the case of Ellen Frankel v. Jeffrey
Frankel, Index No. 10369/96.

After consultation with the Office of Gen-
eral Counsel, I have determined that the sub-
poena relates to my official duties, and that
compliance with the subpoena is consistent
with the privileges and precedents of the
House.

Sincerely,
CHARLES E. SCHUMER,

Member of Congress.

f

MOTION TO INSTRUCT CONFEREES
ON H.R. 1757, FOREIGN RELA-
TIONS AUTHORIZATION ACT, FIS-
CAL YEARS 1998 AND 1999, AND
EUROPEAN SECURITY ACT OF
1997

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The un-
finished business is the motion to in-
struct conferees on the bill H.R. 1757
offered by the gentleman from Texas
[Mr. DOGGETT].

The Clerk will report the motion.
The Clerk read as follows:
Mr. DOGGETT moves that the managers on

the part of the House at the conference on
the disagreeing votes of the two Houses on
the bill, H.R. 1757, be instructed to reject
section 1601 of the Senate amendment, which
provides for payment of all private claims
against the Iraqi Government before those of

U.S. veterans and the U.S. Government (i.e.,
U.S. taxpayers).

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from
Texas [Mr. DOGGETT] and the gen-
tleman from Kentucky [Mr. WHITFIELD]
each will control 30 minutes.

Mr. WHITFIELD. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that we limit de-
bate on this issue to 15 minutes per
side.

Mr. DOGGETT. Mr. Speaker, I object.
It has been delayed long enough and we
need the full 30 minutes as provided for
in our rules.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Objec-
tion is heard.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Texas [Mr. DOGGETT].

Mr. DOGGETT. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself 4 minutes and 10 seconds.

Mr. Speaker, the men and women of
our Armed Forces gave America their
best in the gulf war against Saddam
Hussein, and now these brave veterans
deserve nothing less than our best from
this Congress.

Unfortunately, many of our Desert
Shield and Desert Storm veterans will
never be able to forget their experi-
ence, because they have the lingering
effects of illness and disability: fatigue,
muscle and joint pain, severe head-
aches, and other limitations as a result
of their defense of our national inter-
ests. They call it Persian Gulf syn-
drome from being exposed to biological
and chemical weapons.

About 3,000 of our Desert Storm and
Desert Shield veterans have filed
claims concerning the illnesses against
frozen Iraqi Government assets. Fol-
lowing the invasion of Kuwait by Iraq
in 1990, the United States Government
froze $1.3 billion of Iraqi assets in this
country. This motion is to assure that
our veterans are not forgotten with ref-
erence to those claims.

In 1991, the U.N. Security Council re-
solved that Iraq is liable, under inter-
national law, for the injury that it
caused to foreign nationals as a result
of its unlawful invasion of Kuwait. The
claims of our veterans were clearly
contemplated by this internationally
approved resolution.

Accordingly, in 1994, when the Demo-
crats were in control of this House, leg-
islation was approved by an over-
whelming majority under the leader-
ship of the gentleman from Indiana
[Mr. HAMILTON] that established an
Iraqi claims fund and gave first pref-
erence, as we should, to the claims of
our veterans. This House went on
record as saying, we give our priority
to those who sacrificed their life and
limb for the future of our Nation. Un-
fortunately, the Senate did not act on
this bill.

This year, 1997, the Senate has acted.
The Senate version of the State De-
partment or foreign authorization bill,
which is now pending in conference
committee, would place these same
Desert Shield and Desert Storm veter-
ans out in the storm without one red
cent being recoverable from the frozen
assets of Saddam Hussein.

This injustice is imposed on our vet-
erans by subordinating their claims to
the separate commercial claims that
existed before the war ever took place
and they made their sacrifices, claims
that those who did business with Sad-
dam Hussein like the seven largest to-
bacco companies, and undoubtedly
among those enterprises that were
doing business with Saddam Hussein
were some of those who provided the
very materials that were used in the
war against our veterans. Who would
like to go on record supporting a provi-
sion which turns out to benefit cor-
porations at the expense of our sol-
diers? But that is exactly what the
Senate provision would do. It puts our
veterans in last place with no practical
way to access the frozen assets of the
Iraqis. Fortunately, the House has not
yet acceded to this outrageous demand.

Additionally, I would note that this
is not only a veterans’ issue, it is a tax-
payer issue. Why is it that the Amer-
ican taxpayer should be placed in last
place behind the claims of the tobacco
companies? But the same Helms
amendment that does damage to veter-
ans also subordinates the rights of the
American taxpayer to reclaim money
owed to the United States Government
by the Iraqis.

This was first reported in a front-
page story in USA Today entitled,
‘‘Helms Bill Favors Tobacco Firms
Over Vets,’’ referring to the authoriza-
tion bill in conference, and recognizing
that across the Hall in this Capitol
building, it is apparently possible for
one person and one person alone to
deny a hearing to block individually
the appointment of an Ambassador to
Mexico. But please, Members of the
House, do not allow one individual to
block 3,000 vets from asserting their
claims against the Iraqi Government.

Amazingly, I say to my colleagues,
this morning’s AP, this very morning,
reports the author of the Helms amend-
ment continuing, continuing this
morning to defend his total bar to our
veterans and American taxpayers
against these Iraqi assets.

My motion would quite simply in-
struct our House conferees, who are
meeting even today, to not accede to
the demands of the tobacco companies
and the other commercial claims and
put those ahead of veterans. As the Na-
tional Gulf War Resource Center has
told this House, the Helms amendment,
if passed, would amount to a grotesque
injustice against gulf war veterans. Let
us not have that injustice.

Mr. WHITFIELD. Mr. Speaker, I
yield myself such time as I may
consume.

Mr. Speaker, I am delighted that
today we have the opportunity to talk
about very serious issues facing the
American veterans. All of us obviously
support the American veterans. There
is no question about that. In this House
on July 16, we passed an appropriation
bill, $90.7 billion for the VA, and that
was more than the Clinton administra-
tion had asked for.
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