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The Senate met at 9 a.m., and was
called to order by the President pro
tempore [Mr. THURMOND].

PRAYER

The Chaplain, Dr. Lloyd John
QOgilvie, offered the following prayer:

Gracious Father, our hearts are filled
with gratitude. You have chosen to be
our God and chosen each of us to know
You. The most important election of
life is Your divine election of us to be
Your people. Thank You that we live in
a land in which we have the freedom to
enjoy living out this awesome calling.
We are grateful for our heritage as
‘‘one Nation under God.”

As this workweek comes to a close,
we praise You for Your love that em-
braces us and gives us security, Your
joy that uplifts us and gives us resil-
iency, Your peace that floods our
hearts and gives us serenity, Your spir-
it that fills us and gives us strength
and endurance.

We dedicate this day to You. Help us
to realize that it is by Your permission
that we breathe our next breath and by
Your grace that we are privileged to
use all the gifts of intellect and judg-
ment You provide. Give the Senators,
and all of us who work with them, a
perfect blend of humility and hope so
that we will know that You have given
us all that we have and are and have
chosen to bless us this day. Our choice
is to respond and commit ourselves to
You. Through our Lord and Saviour.
Amen.

RECOGNITION OF THE ACTING
MAJORITY LEADER

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
able acting majority leader, the distin-
guished Senator from Indiana, is recog-
nized.

SCHEDULE

Mr. COATS. Mr. President, this
morning the Senate will resume con-

Senate

sideration of the defense authorization
bill with Senator FEINGOLD being rec-
ognized to offer an amendment on Air
Force tactical jets, with 30 minutes for
debate.

I ask the Senator, is that 30 minutes
equally divided between opponents and
proponents of the amendment?

Mr. FEINGOLD. Mr. President, no, it
is not. The agreement is 20 minutes on
my side and 10 minutes on the other
side.

Mr. COATS. For the information of
Senators, Mr. President, the Feingold
amendment will have 30 minutes of de-
bate, with 20 minutes allocated to the
Senator from Wisconsin and 10 minutes
allocated to those opposing the amend-
ment.

Following the debate on the Feingold
amendment, the Senate will resume de-
bate on the Bingaman amendment re-
garding space-based missiles, with 15
minutes of debate remaining on that
amendment. A vote will occur on or in
relation to the Bingaman amendment
at approximately 9:45 a.m., this morn-
ing.

Following that vote, the Senate will
resume consideration of the remaining
amendments to the Defense authoriza-
tion bill. Therefore, Senators can an-
ticipate rollcall votes throughout the
day up to and including final passage of
the defense authorization bill.

As indicated last evening by the ma-
jority leader, the Senate will complete
action on this bill today. And with the
cooperation of all Members, the Senate
will hopefully finish the Defense au-
thorization bill early this afternoon.

NATIONAL DEFENSE AUTHORIZA-
TION ACT FOR FISCAL YEAR 1998

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
SMITH of Oregon). Under the previous
order, the Senate will now resume con-
sideration of S. 936, which the clerk
will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

A bill (S. 936) to authorize appropriations
for fiscal year 1998 for military activities of
the Department of Defense, for military con-
struction, and for defense activities of the
Department of Energy, to prescribe person-
nel strengths for such fiscal year for the
Armed Forces, and for other purposes.

The Senate resumed consideration of
the bill.

Pending:

Coverdell (for Inhofe-Coverdell-Cleland)
amendment No. 423, to define depot-level
maintenance and repair, to limit contracting
for depot-level maintenance and repair at in-
stallations approved for closure or realign-
ment in 1995, and to modify authorities and
requirements relating to the performance of
core logistics functions.

Wellstone amendment No. 669, to provide
funds for the bioassay testing of veterans ex-
posed to ionizing radiation during military
service.

Wellstone modified amendment No. 666, to
provide for the transfer of funds for Federal
Pell Grants.

Murkowski modified amendment No. 753,
to require the Secretary of Defense to sub-
mit a report to Congress on the options
available to the Department of Defense for
the disposal of chemical weapons and agents.

Kyl modified amendment No. 607, to im-
pose a limitation on the use of Cooperative
Threat Reduction funds for destruction of
chemical weapons.

Kyl modified amendment No. 605, to advise
the President and Congress regarding the
safety, security, and reliability of United
States Nuclear weapons stockpile.

Dodd amendment No. 762, to establish a
plan to provide appropriate health care to
Persian Gulf veterans who suffer from a Gulf
War illness.

Dodd amendment No. 763, to express the
sense of the Congress in gratitude to Gov-
ernor Chris Patten for his efforts to develop
democracy in Hong Kong.

Reid amendment No. 772, to authorize the
Secretary of Defense to make available
$2,000,000 for the development and deploy-
ment of counter-landmine technologies.

Bingaman modified amendment No. 799, to
increase the funding for Navy and Air Force
flying hours, and to offset the increase by re-
ducing the amount authorized to be appro-
priated for the Space-Based Laser program
in excess of the amount requested by the
President.

Feingold amendment No. 759, to limit the
use of funds for deployment of ground forces
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of the Armed Forces in Bosnia and
Herzegovina after June 30, 1998, or a date
fixed by statute, whichever is later.

Levin modified amendment No. 802 (to
amendment No. 759), to express the sense of
Congress regarding a follow-on force for
Bosnia and Herzegovina.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Wisconsin is recognized to
offer an amendment relative to Air
Force jets on which there shall be 30
minutes of debate.

PRIVILEGE OF THE FLOOR

Mr. FEINGOLD. Mr. President. | ask
unanimous consent that Susanne Mar-
tinez, Andy Kutler, and Linda Rotblatt
of my staff be granted privileges of the
floor during further consideration of S.
936.

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

Mr. FEINGOLD. Mr. President, | sug-
gest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. FEINGOLD. Mr. President, | ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

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

Mr. FEINGOLD. Thank you,
President.

The

Mr.

AMENDMENT NO. 677

(Purpose: To require the Secretary of De-
fense to select one of the three new tac-
tical fighter aircraft programs to rec-
ommend for termination)

Mr. FEINGOLD. Mr. President, | now
call up amendment No. 677, and ask
unanimous consent that Senator KoHL,
the senior Senator from Wisconsin, be
added as an original cosponsor.

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

The clerk will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

The Senator from Wisconsin [Mr.
FeEiNnGoOLD], for himself and Mr. KOHL, pro-
poses an amendment numbered 677.

Mr. FEINGOLD. Mr. President, | ask
unanimous consent that further read-
ing of the amendment be dispensed
with.

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

The amendment is as follows:

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

SEC. 144. NEW TACTICAL FIGHTER AIRCRAFT
PROGRAMS.

(a) REPORT.—Not later than 60 days after
the date of the enactment of this Act, the
Secretary of Defense shall submit to Con-
gress a report containing the Secretary’s
recommendation on which one of the three
new tactical fighter aircraft programs should
be terminated if only two of such programs
were to be funded. The report shall also con-
tain an analysis of how the two remaining
new tactical fighter aircraft programs (not
including the tactical fighter aircraft pro-
gram recommended for termination), to-
gether with the current tactical aircraft as-
sets of the Armed Forces, will provide the
Armed Forces with an effective, affordable
tactical fighter force structure that is capa-
ble of meeting projected threats well into
the twenty-first century.
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(b) CoOVERED AIRCRAFT PROGRAMS.—The
three new tactical fighter aircraft programs
referred to in subsection (a) are as follows:

(1) The F/A-18 E/F aircraft program.

(2) The F-22 aircraft program.

(3) The Joint Strike Fighter aircraft pro-
gram.

Mr. FEINGOLD. Mr. President, | rise
today to offer an amendment instruct-
ing the Pentagon to recommend the
cancellation of one of the three avia-
tion programs currently under develop-
ment to modernize our tactical fighter
force. Canceling one of these three pro-
grams would save American taxpayers
tens of billions of dollars, and by all ac-
counts still provide our Armed Forces
with an effective yet affordable state-
of-the-art tactical fighter fleet.

This amendment which | am offering
on behalf of myself and the senior Sen-
ator from Wisconsin, Senator KoHL, fo-
cuses on the Pentagon’s current acqui-
sition strategy for three new tactical
fighter programs: The Air Force’s F-22,
the Navy’s F/A-18E/F, and the multi-
service joint strike fighter.

DOD is currently planning on pur-
chasing some 4,400 new fighters from
these three programs at a total cost of
at least $350 billion according to the
Congressional Budget Office.

Numerous experts, including the CBO
and the General Accounting Office
have concluded that given our current
fiscal constraints and likely future
spending parameters, the current ac-
quisition strategy is just plain unreal-
istic and unwise and untenable.

The recently released Quadrennial
Defense Review, a collaborative effort
by the Secretary of Defense and the
Joint Chiefs of Staff and the individual
services to reassess our strategic blue-
prints for our Armed Forces, as well as
to review our inventories and projected
needs, has recommended sharp reduc-
tions in two of these three jet fighter
programs already, the F/A-18E/F and
the F-22.

The QDR proposed recommendations
are a promising step in the right direc-
tion. But the problem is that the QDR
still clings to the assumption that
somehow we can adequately control a
program’s cost by simply scaling it
back, just having fewer of each of the
three kinds of planes rather than tak-
ing the tough and more wise step of
simply terminating one of them.

Mr. President, to understand just
how serious this budget shortfall will
be, we have to take a look back for a
minute and look at the entire defense
procurement budget comprised of a
number of weapons systems and tech-
nology programs. But it is currently
dominated by these three separate
fighter programs.

First, the Navy’s F/A-18E/F program.

All though the current C/D model of
this airplane performed extraordinarily
well—very well in the gulf war—and
has the capability of achieving most of
the Navy’s requirements with some
retrofitting, the Pentagon is currently
still asking for 1,000 of these expensive
E/F airplanes, with a cumulative pro-
gram cost of about $89 billion, accord-
ing to the GAO.
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The second program is the Air
Force’s F-22, a stealthy fighter in-
tended to provide air superiority but at
an extraordinary cost. This aircraft,
which one Navy official has referred to
as gold-plated, will cost as much as
$161 million per airplane making it the
most expensive plane in our history. In
all, the F-22 program, slated to provide
440 airplanes to the Air Force, will cost
at least $70 billion.

The final one of the three fighters is
truly still in its infancy. The joint
strike fighter, expected to provide
common, affordable 21st century strike
aircraft for the Air Force, Navy, and
Marine Corps, is actually still on the
drawing boards with two major con-
tractors dueling for what is expected to
be at least—at least—Mr. President, a
$219 billion contract for close to 3,000
airplanes.

Although the amendment | am offer-
ing today focuses on tactical fighters, |
think to put this in context we should
mention a few of the other programs on
the Defense Department’s wish list.

We have focused on these because
these programs will also have to draw
on a limited procurement budget over
the next few years. And it just seems
impossible that all of these programs
can go forward without some changes.
In fact, it is likely that many of these
nontactical fighter programs will re-
ceive reduced funding in the coming
years as a result of the drain on our
limited procurement dollars, particu-
larly due to going forward with all
three of these jet fighters.

These programs include the $47 bil-
lion V-22 tilt-rotor aircraft being built
primarily for the Marine Corps and
Navy. There is the $25 billion Coman-
che reconnaissance and attack heli-
copter program for the Army. There is
the Air Force’s $18 billion request for
80 more C-17 cargo and transport air-
planes.

Mr. President, in addition to these
new aviation programs, we must also
factor into account the costs of the
necessary replacement of other aging
aircraft, such as the KC-135 refueller,
the C-5A, the F-117, and the Navy’s
EA-6B aircraft. These are all impor-
tant air assets that must be replaced in
the next few years, Mr. President.

That, Mr. President, is just the por-
tion of the procurement budget related
to aviation spending. The Navy, for ex-
ample, is looking to increase the pro-
curement of their surface ships, start-
ing with another aircraft carrier, CVN-
77, and 17 of the DDG-51 Arleigh Burke
destroyers, as well as four new attack
submarines.

In fiscal year 1999, the Navy would
like to begin procurement of the new
San Antonio-class amphibious landing
ships for our Marine expeditionary
forces.

Unless, Mr. President, we take imme-
diate action to avert this train wreck,
with respect to tactical fighter spend-
ing, there simply will not be enough
procurement dollars to fund all of
these additional aviation and shipping
programs.
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And a number of experts, Mr. Presi-
dent, in recent months, experts on
military spending, have tried to warn
the Department of Defense of this im-
pending fiscal disaster.

CBO, GAO, Members of Congress on
both sides of the aisle—even high-rank-
ing Pentagon officials—have all fore-
warned the Defense Department that
they will not receive the procurement
funding level it has projected and will
not be able to sustain these tactical
fighter purchases at their planned ac-
quisition levels.

Here, for example, is what the GAO
says:

DOD’s aircraft investment strategy is a
business as usual approach that is wasteful—
adding billions of dollars to defense acquisi-
tion costs and delaying delivery of weapon
systems to the operational forces.

GAO goes on to say:

We found the DOD’s aircraft procurement
plans will reach unsustainable levels of the
procurement budget if the procurement and
the total DOD budgets do not increase.

The aircraft procurement plans, if imple-
mented as planned, will require drastic
reprioritization of the procurement budget
that will require significantly reducing the
amount spent on other types of procurement
(ships, tracked and wheeled vehicles, mis-
siles, etc.)

Mr. President, | understand that
many of my colleagues are either
strong proponents or opponents of one
or more of these individual fighter pro-
grams. That is why, Mr. President, my
amendment is careful not to target any
one specific program for termination.
The language in this amendment mere-
ly states the obvious, that the Penta-
gon’s procurement budget over the
next several years will not be able to
support three costly tactical fighter
programs and that the Pentagon must
start the process of making the tough
decisions.

Let me read exactly what my amend-
ment does. It says:

Not later than 60 days after the date of the
enactment of this Act, the Secretary of De-
fense shall submit to Congress a report con-
taining the Secretary’s recommendation on
which one of the three new tactical fighter
programs should be terminated if only two of
such programs were to be funded.

The report shall also contain an analysis of
how the two remaining new tactical fighter
programs (not including the tactical fighter
aircraft program recommended for termi-
nation), together with the current tactical
aircraft assets of the Armed Forces, will pro-
vide the Armed Forces with an effective, af-
fordable, tactical fighter force structure that
is capable of meeting projected threats well
into the 21st century.

That’s it, Mr. President. My amend-
ment merely requires the Pentagon to
send us a report within 60 days with a
recommendation for canceling one of
these programs. It also requires the
Pentagon to provide an analysis of how
our current tactical fighter assets, in-
cluding the F-15, the F-117, the F/A-
18C/D and others might be utilized to
continue to provide us with air superi-
ority should one of the costly programs
be canceled.

My amendment does not single out
any one program. That is the Penta-
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gon’s responsibility. It does not cancel
funding for one single fighter aircraft.
It merely calls for a recommendation.
Once that recommendation is made, it
will be up to Congress to determine if
we are going to follow through on that
recommendation. It does not lock in
the Congress.

That is what my amendment is
about, Mr. President, making some
tough decisions. We must have an ac-
quisition strategy for tactical aviation
that is affordable and tenable and con-
sistent with the goal of Congress to
achieve a Federal balanced budget in
the coming years. My amendment is an
attempt to force the Defense Depart-
ment to understand the gravity of this
situation. | hope we can get back to
the path of fiscal responsibility in this
area, as well, as we have sought so hard
to do in so many other areas.

I reserve the balance of my time, and
| yield the floor.

Mr. COATS. Mr. President, | wonder
if 1 could inquire of the Senator from
Wisconsin if he has any additional
speakers?

Mr. FEINGOLD. Mr. President, not
that | know of.

I reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. COATS. How much time
mains?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Wisconsin has 9 minutes and
52 seconds.

Mr. COATS. Mr. President, let me
yield myself 4 minutes, and then advise
me when that 4 minutes is up.

First of all, I want to tell the Sen-
ator from Wisconsin that those of us on
the Armed Services Committee under-
stand and, in fact, have raised many of
the same questions that he has raised.
These are legitimate questions to raise
in terms of where we are going with
our tactical air for the future, what the
cost is going to be, what the need is,
assessment and so forth. In fact, as
chairman of the Airland Forces Sub-
committee of the Armed Services Com-
mittee, we held two hearings wherein
we brought experts from the Depart-
ment of Defense and outside the De-
partment of Defense to come in and an-
swer some of the very questions—in
fact, all of the very questions—that the
Senator from Wisconsin proposes here
this morning.

Because we share that concern, we
know that unless we can intelligently
decide on how we budget for the future,
if we concentrate too much effort in
the tactical air modernization cat-
egory, we will be shorting other cat-
egories, because it looks like we are
going to, for some time in the future,
have a pretty fixed cost in terms of
what we are spending for defense.

Many of the questions that were
asked by the Senator from Wisconsin
were posited to those who came before
our committee, and we have had per-
sonal discussions with the Secretary of
Defense, Secretary of the Air Force,
Secretary of the Navy, and others on
this very question.

As the Senator stated, the Depart-
ment has just concluded a major study
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called the Quadrennial Defense Review,
and as a result of that, the Secretary of
Defense, former Senator Cohen, now
Secretary Cohen, recommended very
significant changes to the tactical air.
He called for a significant reduction in
the amount of F-22 buys, from 448
planes to 339. Even more, for the F-18E/
F, from 1,000 to 548—about a 50 percent
reduction, and then a significant reduc-
tion and decrease of the joint strike
fighter.

Now, in addition to that, the Sec-
retary acknowledged that a process
that was initiated by Senator
LIEBERMAN and myself, with the sup-
port of Senator McCAIN and then-Sen-
ator Cohen and others, acknowledged
that we are waiting for the review of
the National Defense Panel, which is
an outside group of experts which will
give us a separate assessment from the
Department of Defense in terms of this
question and a number of other ques-
tions. It is a look into the future in
terms of what we need, all throughout
our defense posture and structure, but
particularly in relationship to our tac-
tical air needs.

This report for the National Defense
Panel will be forthcoming around De-
cember 15, and the committee awaits
that with great anticipation. We are
working hand in hand with the Sec-
retary of Defense, with the Department
of Defense, the Joint Chiefs, with the
National Defense Panel, through the
committee efforts, to try to address
the very questions that the Senator
from Wisconsin raised.

The reason why we object to this par-
ticular amendment at this particular
time is that if we do a short-term
study on the termination, recommend-
ing the termination of one of three pro-
grams, we place any one of those three
in jeopardy. It may be that the Na-
tional Defense Panel, the Secretary of
Defense, the future analysis will con-
clude a different kind of a mix or mov-
ing forward with a different balance in
order to achieve the cost savings.

If we go forward and precipitously
cancel one of those programs, we put
one of our services in great jeopardy. If
we cancel F-22 on a short-term analy-
sis, we leave the Air Force naked in
terms of providing for tactical air de-
fenses for the future. If we cancel F/A-
18E/F, we leave the Navy—who made a
decision not to go forward imme-
diately—we leave them, as we are retir-
ing F-14’s, without carrier capability
with the F/A-18E/F. If we cancel joint
strike fighters, we leave the Marine
Corps totally without resources for the
future because they are betting their
whole future on JSF’s.

It would be an egregious mistake at
this time to, within a 60-day period of
time, require the Secretary to do some-
thing that they have spent months and
months and months of analysis on,
then requiring additional months of
analysis to come up with that conclu-
sion.

| yield 3 minutes to the Senator from
Missouri.
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Mr. BOND. Mr. President, | thank my
distinguished friend from Indiana.

I rise to express my opposition to the
Feingold amendment. | understand, as
the Senator from Indiana does, the
need to deal with the fiscal problems
the Department of Defense will face in
coming years. We are all very much
aware of those, and we know that
choices have to be made. We know we
have to operate within a budget.

Mr. President, the Department of De-
fense has just completed its Quadren-
nial Defense Review. Not all of us like
what the QDR had to say, but it was a
strategy-based plan and decision for
the future. This fall and early this win-
ter, as the Senator from Indiana has
just pointed out, the National Defense
Panel will come out with another re-
view of the Department’s future. Just
how many strategic essays does the
sponsor of this amendment want? We
can run around and order more studies
conducted. Somehow, conducting stud-
ies makes thin soup. We can continue
to put more of a paperwork burden on
the Department of Defense, but that
does not change the need for us to stay
within the budget that has already
been adopted by this Congress, to put
us on a path to balance the budget by
the year 2002, or sooner, | hope. We
know those numbers. We know the
maximum we can allot, and another
study does not change the obligation of
Congress to make tough choices based
on what the Department of Defense has
told us.

The Armed Services Committee has
held hearings. They have asked these
questions. | say for my friends that the
Defense Appropriations Subcommittee
has also held hearings. We have also
gone over all of these items and asked
these questions. The sponsor and other
Members are interested in where we
stand and what the best thinking of the
Department of Defense is today. | in-
vite them to review the testimony that
has been presented at those hearings
and also to review the recommenda-
tions of the National Defense Panel.

Technology moves on. We need to
provide our military personnel with
the finest equipment available in the
present, as well as in the short- and
long-term future. Technology is not
cheap. But it does save lives. It pro-
tects our freedom; it protects our na-
tional security and international
peace. These goals are worthy objec-
tives. It is worth the cost. If some in
this body do not believe it is worth the
cost, | strongly disagree with them,
and | will fight them on that.

We are currently in the process of
procuring the Navy’s No. 1 priority. It
happens to be tactical aircraft for its
carrier fleet. This is a fleet which the
Armed Services Committee, and | pre-
dict the full Senate, will shortly show
its support by advancing $345 million in
this bill in order to bring the ship on-
line and to do it faster and cheaper.
This is a commitment to naval avia-
tion. We need the carriers and the air-
planes on the deck. Enough strategic
studies. Let’s get on with the program.
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| appreciate the time. | urge my col-
leagues to defeat this amendment.

Mr. FEINGOLD. Mr. President, let
me again remind the body that this
does not require the termination of any
one of the three jet fighters. It asks for
a recommendation from the Depart-
ment of Defense within 60 days as to
which of the three should be termi-
nated, if that became fiscally nec-
essary.

Second, it is simply not the view of
everyone who knows a lot about this
subject that this would jeopardize our
national security or the defense capa-
bility of our Armed Forces. Take a
look at the GAO reports, the CBO re-
ports, the analysis of a number of mili-
tary experts—that is just not the case.
I hope the folks who have urged me to
look at the hearing testimony which 1
and my staff have looked at with re-
gard to the merits of these airplanes,
would give the same kind of attention
to the analysis, fiscal analysis and
other analysis of others who we often
rely on to give us advice about the ef-
fectiveness and cost efficiency of var-
ious programs, including the GAO and
the CBO, as well as military experts.

Look, I don’t think anyone thinks
these are not good planes. These are
great planes that are being proposed. |
went down and spent part of a morning
seeing the wonderful E/F planes, but
what we see here is a credit card men-
tality that somehow we can just have
it all. There is no real plan here to
make sure that we don’t end up trying
to have all of these things and, as a re-
sult, not end up being able to truly pay
for the ones we most need.

One of the arguments that came out
of the QDR that was cited by the Sen-
ator from Indiana is that there are
ideas about bringing down the cost of
each of these by reducing the number
of E/F’s, reducing the number of F-22’s,
and reducing the number of joint strike
fighters. It is suggested significant sav-
ings can be achieved by reducing the
size and scope of the fighter programs.
| certainly do not question the motives
of those who say that. But the idea we
can maintain all three of these fighter
programs is simply inconsistent with
balancing the Federal budgets.

Two months ago, the Senate Armed
Services Committee received testi-
mony from CBO with respect to propos-
als to merely reduce, as has been sug-
gested by QDR, rather than cancel
these tactical fighter programs. In that
testimony, CBO explained how the Air
Force had proposed last year to buy 124
F-22’s over the 1998 to 2003 period. This
year, the Air Force has revised that es-
timate and proposed purchasing just 70
F-22’s during the 5-year period. That is
a reduction in terms of numbers of over
40 percent of the number of airplanes.
But despite buying 54 fewer airplanes
and reducing the buy by over 40 per-
cent, CBO noted this, and | think it is
very significant, that the funding level
for this buy remained almost the same,
at about $20.4 billion now compared
with $21.5 billion in last year’s esti-

July 11, 1997

mate. Why? Unit cost. If you don’t
build more airplanes up to a high level,
then you don’t get the benefit of the
reduced cost. You end up paying al-
most the same for much fewer air-
planes.

CBO pointed out that is a savings of
about $1.1 billion, despite buying 54
fewer planes. In other words, we re-
duced the F-22 buy by over 42 fewer air-
planes, but saved only about 5 percent
of the funding.

I ask my colleagues to consider the
Pentagon’s track record and the count-
less aviation programs that have prom-
ised so much in terms of cost savings
and have delivered so little in terms of
cost savings. In fact, the GAO esti-
mates that the Pentagon’s projections
with respect to aircraft procurement
typically have cost overruns of 20 to 40
percent.

Clearly, that is not enough—and this
may even exacerbate our budget prob-
lems—to simply propose reducing any
one of these three planes without
eliminating one.

Time and time again, the Pentagon
has promised an aviation program,
promising large quantities of new air-
craft at a given price, only to contin-
ually scale back the size of such pro-
gram until we are receiving small
quantities of aircraft but paying huge
sums of money for those.

The B-2 is a tremendous example. In
1986, the Reagan administration told us
we were going to get 132 B-2’s at a cost
of $441 million per airplane. In 1990, the
Bush administration revised this num-
ber and said, let’s only have 75 B-2’s,
but at a cost of $864 million per air-
plane.

Of course, by late 1996, we were on
track to buy 20 B-2’s at a cost of rough-
ly $2.3 billion per copy. This isn’t sav-
ing money. Over the course of a decade,
Mr. President, we received less than
one-sixth of the number of airplanes
originally proposed, and we paid more

than five times the original price
quoted per airplane.
Of the three tactical fighter pro-

grams identified in my amendment,
the two programs currently under pro-
duction, the F-22 and E/F, have already
experienced this sort of program insta-
bility. In 1986, the Air Force originally
proposed we buy 750 F-22’s. That num-
ber was reduced to 648 in 1991, 440 in
1996, and now, in 1997, the QDR pro-
poses purchasing just 339 of these air-
craft.

Likewise, the Pentagon claims that
the Navy and Marine Corps originally
intended to purchase 1,300 Super Hor-
nets. In 1992, with the Marine Corps
dropout, this figure went to 1,000, and
now the QDR is recommending this
number be dropped to as low as 548 of
these airplanes.

Again, we are buying fewer and fewer
of these airplanes and we are paying
more and more for them. That is pre-
cisely, Mr. President, why merely re-
ducing the quantities of the tactical
fighters, just reducing the numbers,
will not avert the fiscal train wreck
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that is certain to occur if we continue
to fund all three of these programs.

That is why GAO has called this
“‘business as usual,”” and that is what it
is. It completely shirks responsibility
for how we are possibly going to afford
all three of these programs 5 years
from now.

I hope my colleagues will not follow
this road to fiscal irresponsibility and
instead will support my amendment
that simply says: Have the Pentagon
tell us, within 60 days, which of these
planes you can most do without, how
they would go forward without one of
these planes, and give us guidance on
this so we can make the best decision
here. Mr. President, we cannot afford
these three fighters, and we have to
make a decision at some point in the
future about it.

I reserve the remainder of my time.

Mr. COATS. Mr. President, | inquire
how much time remains on each side.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Wisconsin has 3 minutes 4
seconds. The Senator from Indiana has
2 minutes.

Mr. COATS. | ask the Senator from
Wisconsin if he has any additional
speakers. If so, we can let them go
ahead and we can both wrap up.

Mr. FEINGOLD. Mr. President, |
have no additional speakers.

Mr. COATS. Mr. President, my un-
derstanding is that we have 2 minutes
left.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is
correct.

Mr. COATS. Mr. President, let me try
to wrap up quickly in 2 minutes here
for those Senators who are listening.

The Senator from Wisconsin says
that essentially makes the argument
that a decision has to be made now re-
garding the future of tactical air pur-
chases that will provide air defense se-
curity for the United States for 15 to 20
years in the future. He said we need a
recommendation. He said we need a
recommendation now as to what that
decision ought to be. He says we are
trying to have it all.

Those arguments are based on the
situation as it existed before the Quad-
rennial Defense Review. The QDR was
reported and the Secretary of Defense,
former Senator Cohen, certified that
changes needed to be made along the
lines of what the Senator was stating,
except instead of saying ‘‘cancel one,”
the Secretary said we need to dramati-
cally reduce the amount. The threat
isn’t such that we need the same
amount as we formerly had. That is
going to save a very significant
amount of money. But a balanced ap-
proach allows us to address the needs
of Marine tactical air, Navy tactical
air and Air Force tactical air.

If you go forward and cancel one of
those, one of those services is going to
be left naked, without adequate tac-
tical air. So the balanced approach
that dramatically reduces the number
of F-18’s, the number of F-22’s, and the
joint strike fighter number, is the ap-
proach they want to take.
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Second, the final decision hasn’t been
made. The QDR report is 4 years. The
panel will look out into the future and
give us more information on that deci-
sion. Secretary Cohen has only been
there 6 months; give him time to work
the process. We are aware of this prob-
lem. As chairman of the Air-Land Com-
mittee, we have held hearings. We deny
that we have put severe cost caps on
the F-22. So we have already taken
that action.

So | urge our Members to support the
efforts of the committee in recognizing
the problem and going forward and ad-
dressing it, but not in the draconian
way the Senator from Wisconsin advo-
cated.

Mr. FEINGOLD addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Wisconsin is recognized.

Mr. FEINGOLD. Mr. President, I am
just a little puzzled as to how the term
““‘draconian”” can be applied to my
amendment. What does my amendment
actually call for? The Defense Depart-
ment, on this issue—or at least the ad-
vocates—seem sO nervous about talk-
ing about this problem that we can’t
afford these three airplanes that they
are referring to an amendment as ‘“‘dra-
conian,” which only asks the Defense
Department to give us their opinion,
tell us what they think. If you had to
give up one of these three airplanes,
which one would it be and how would
you proceed?

I would understand if this was a ri-
diculous question and why ask it of
them. But it isn’t. The GAO has said
that the E/F is a good airplane, but it
is not that much better than the C/D,
and it is going to cost $17 billion more.
There are others who are really ques-
tioning whether this is a good idea.
How can it possibly be termed ‘‘draco-
nian” to simply ask the Defense De-
partment to give us their opinion? It
doesn’t require a decision.

If the crisis that the Senator from In-
diana and | both agree may be coming
has to be dealt with later, this is the
kind of information that would be use-
ful for us to have. We are not required
to act on it. The Defense Department is
not required to change their mind. How
can this be described as draconian?
What troubles me about that charac-
terization is, what are we afraid of here
as Members of Congress? Openly dis-
cussing the fact that there are some
questions about whether we can afford
this and whether we really need all
three of these planes?

This is really a business-as-usual at-
titude. The Defense Department will be
better off and this country will be bet-
ter off if it starts to join in the fiscal
responsibility that all of us have been
calling for. So I am very concerned
that the Members of the Senate, who
will vote on this soon, know that all
this does is ask for a report within 60
days. It is asking for an advisory opin-
ion from the Defense Department: If we
had to cut one of these three planes,
which one would it be? What possible
harm would that be? I ask my col-
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leagues to support this and help us
solve what we all agree is an impending
problem with regard to fiscal spending.
How much time do | have?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There
are 30 seconds.

Mr. FEINGOLD. Has all time expired
except for that 30 seconds?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Yes.

Mr. FEINGOLD. | yield the remain-
der of my time and ask for the yeas
and nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There is a sufficient second.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

AMENDMENT NO. 799, AS MODIFIED

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question now recurs on amendment No.
799. There are 15 minutes for debate,
evenly divided.

Who seeks time?

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, |
yield 5 minutes to the Senator from
North Dakota.

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, | rise to
support the amendment offered by the
Senator from New Mexico, Senator
BINGAMAN. My hope is that we will ap-
prove this amendment and save the
$118 million that has been added to this
bill for something called the space-
based laser program. In supporting the
Senator from New Mexico, | want to
point out to my colleagues that the
Ballistic Missile Defense Organization
has reported to the Defense Appropria-
tions Subcommittee, ‘“There is no vali-
dated military requirement for space-
based laser.”

I will read that again because | think
it is critically important. The Ballistic
Missile Defense Organization has re-
ported to the appropriations sub-
committee, “There is no validated
military requirement for space-based
laser.”

Yet, $118 million is added to this au-
thorization bill for the space-based
laser program. Last year, the Congres-
sional Budget Office reported that the
cost of deploying 20 space-based lasers,
starting in the year 2006, would be $24.6
billion. According to Defense Week,
however, the Pentagon’s Program
Analysis and Evaluation Office esti-
mates the cost of the space-based laser
at closer to $45 billion. Neither esti-
mate includes the annual cost of re-
placing the space-based laser satellites.
The Congressional Budget Office
pegged those expenses at $1.6 billion
per year.

The question is, do we need it and
can we afford it? That is a question we
ought to ask about almost everything,
I suppose. Do we need it and can we af-
ford it? In answer to the first ques-
tion—do we need it at this point?—it
seems to me that the answer is no.

The experts themselves tell us we
don’t need it, and the adding of $118
million continues the incessant desire
by the Congress, over many, many
years, to throw money at this program.
And $100 billion has been spent on na-
tional missile defense in over four dec-
ades. The question is, what have we
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gotten for the $100 billion? What would
$100 billion have done invested in other
areas of our country or spent for other
purposes? Then, what have we gotten
for our $100 billion invested in national
missile defense?

In North Dakota, we have the rem-
nants of what was the free world’s only
antiballistic missile program. It was
opened after the Nation spent billions
and billions of dollars on it. Then we
mothballed it within 30 days of its
being declared operational.

America’s taxpayers have a right to
question and wonder whether this is a
wise use of their money? If | felt this
program was a critical element of what
is necessary for this country’s defense,
I would be here supporting it. But the
Pentagon doesn’t feel it is a critically
important program, necessary for our
country’s defense. That is why they
didn’t ask for the $118 million. That is
why the $118 million is now being added
here in the authorization bill.

The Senator from New Mexico asks
that we take this $118 million out of
this bill. | support the Senator from
New Mexico on the question of, do we
need it and can we afford it? The an-
swer is no on both counts. It is not just
an answer that | give; it is an answer
that comes from military officials
themselves who say there is no vali-
dated military requirement for the
space-based laser.

Mr. President, | hope that when we
vote on this amendment, those who
wish to save money, those who wish to
stop spending money that we don’t
have on things we don’t need will de-
cide that we will approve the amend-
ment offered by the Senator from New
Mexico and cut the $118 million for this
program, which has been added to this
program in this defense authorization
bill.

Mr. President, | thank the Senator
from New Mexico for yielding me time,
and | yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. SMITH of New Hampshire ad-
dressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Hampshire.

Mr. SMITH of New Hampshire. | yield
2 minutes to the Senator from Okla-
homa.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Oklahoma.

Mr. INHOFE. | thank the Senator for
yielding.

It would be awful difficult to try to
express my beliefs on this in 2 minutes.
I would only say that this euphoria
that we seem to enjoy around here that
there is no threat is one that is of more
concern to me than anything else we
talk about.

When you say, can we afford it, |
often wonder can we afford not to do it.
The whole argument that has been
made on this space-based amendment
by the distinguished Senator from New
Mexico has been that right now there
is nothing targeted at the United
States. And | know the President has
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said in his State of the Union Message
that there is nothing targeted at the
United States for the first time in con-
temporary history when in fact we do
not have any way of knowing that.

I suggest you might remember the
hearings on Anthony Lake when he was
trying to become the Director of
Central Intelligence. We made a very
conclusive point that right now there
is no way of telling. There is no ver-
ification. | would suggest you remem-
ber what Gen. John Shalikashvili said.
He said there is no verification process.
Then he went on to say, ‘““But | can tell
you we don’t have missiles pointed at
Russia.”

That is really comforting, isn’t it, to
think it is just kind of a gentleman’s
agreement that you do not aim at us
and we will not aim at you. But let us
assume that we could verify today or
at the beginning of this debate that
there is nothing aimed at the United
States. It can be retargeted in a matter
of minutes.

I would like to quote from Gen. Igor
Sergeyev, the Commander in chief of
the Russian Strategic Forces. He said,
“Missiles can be retargeted and
launched from this war room mostly in
a matter of minutes.”

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator’s 2 minutes have expired.

Mr. THURMOND addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from South Carolina.

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, |
rise in opposition to the amendment by
the Senator from New Mexico to reduce
funding for the space-based laser pro-
gram. The space-based laser program is
one of the most important technology
development programs in the Depart-
ment of Defense. It could provide for
global boost phase defense against all
types of ballistic missiles from short-
range tactical missiles to long-range
strategic missiles.

It would be shortsighted for the Unit-
ed States to constantly abandon this
development effort at a time when the
long-range missile threat is growing.
The space-based laser program is the
only future oriented program remain-
ing at the Ballistic Missile Defense Or-
ganization. With the exception of
space-based laser, BMDO is focused al-
most exclusively on near-term develop-
ment and deployment efforts.

This is an unbalanced approach
which mortgages our future for near-
term capability, and in my view we
should have a more balanced approach,
one which continues to invest in high
payoff future systems while deploying
near-term capability.

Mr. President, the space-based laser
program has been one of the best man-
aged programs in the history of the De-
partment of Defense. Unfortunately,
the department has only requested $30
million for this important program in
fiscal year 1998. The Armed Services
Committee did the responsible thing by
adding additional funds to ensure that
this program continues to make tech-
nical progress. It would be highly irre-
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sponsible to cut this funding at this
time.

| strongly urge my colleagues to op-
pose the amendment by the Senator
from New Mexico.

Mr. SMITH of New Hampshire ad-
dressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Hampshire.

Mr. SMITH of New Hampshire. Mr.
President, how much time remains on
our side?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has 3 minutes 19 seconds.

Mr. SMITH of New Hampshire. Mr.
President, | rise in strong opposition to
the Bingaman amendment. It would
cut funding that is necessary for the
space-based laser program. This pro-
gram is making tremendous technical
progress. DOD acknowledges that addi-
tional funds are required for this pur-
pose and is working to identify those
additional funds in the outyears.

This has been one of the best man-
aged programs in the history of U.S.
ballistic missile defense efforts. You
cannot often say that, that the pro-
gram is on budget, on time, reliable,
and even under severe funding con-
straints it has continued to make re-
markable technical progress. It offers
the best hope for the future of provid-
ing highly effective global boost phase
defense against ballistic missiles of all
ranges.

There was an independent review
team appointed by the directer of
BMDO to study the future of the SBL
Program that has recommended that
this program transition to the develop-
ment of a space technology demonstra-
tor for launch in the year 2005. And the
funding contained in this bill supports
the recommendation. It does not vio-
late the ABM Treaty, for those who
may be concerned. It keeps our options
open to deploy this system.

I get very concerned, Mr. President,
when year after year—and this the sev-
enth straight year—there has been op-
position expressed on the floor in spite
of the full support of the committee on
this program. This is a tremendously
important program, and | think my
colleagues need to understand that
there is an expansion of the number of
countries possessing ballistic missiles,
not only nuclear but chemical and bio-
logical. These warheads present a seri-
ous challenge to the security of the
United States. They are all over the
world—North Korea, Iran, Iraq, just to
name a few—China. They threaten our
troops and they threaten our cities,
and to take away a technology that
can protect those cities, protect those
troops in the field is outrageous. It is
outrageous. It is immoral. | do not un-
derstand the intensity of the effort to
do this year after year after year.

As the number of countries with
these ballistic missiles continues to in-
crease and as the range of those mis-
siles increases, the expansion in the
number of targets to defend will dra-
matically increase. With this tech-
nology, we are able to get these mis-
siles in their boost phase and make the
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debris from those missiles fall back on
the aggressor or the firer of the mis-
sile.

That is what this technology is all
about. That is why it is so important,
Mr. President. And to come down here
year after year, time after time, and
arbitrarily try to kill a program that
has been on budget, on time, supported
by the defense people and protecting
our troops, protecting our cities is flat
out irresponsible. There is absolutely
no justification for it anywhere.

I urge my colleagues to look very,
very carefully at what they are doing
here because if this vote were to pre-
vail and this amendment were to be
passed, it would do serious damage to
our security and, frankly, put our
cities at risk, our bases at risk and our
troops at risk throughout the world.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator’s time has expired.

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, how
much time remains?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has 2 minutes remaining.

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, first
I would like unanimous consent to add
Senator MOSELEY-BRAUN as a cospon-
sor of the amendment.

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

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, let
me first just clarify what we are about
here. The amendment that Senator
DORGAN and Senator MOSELEY-BRAUN
and | have offered is not an amendment
to cut out the funding that the admin-
istration has requested in this area. It
is to support the funding that the ad-
ministration is requesting in this area.
The administration in its budget said
that it wanted $28.8 million in the
space-based laser program this year,
and that is exactly what we are propos-
ing.

l%low, at the committee level and the
subcommittee level an additional $118
million, or essentially five times as
much funding, was added to the request
of the administration. What we are try-
ing to do is say let us go with what the
Pentagon requested. That is not an un-
reasonable position.

Last evening, Senator LOTT spoke in
opposition to our amendment, and he
said clearly in his view the space-based
laser was, and | think this is an exact
quote, ‘‘the national missile defense
option of choice.”

That is just flat wrong. The Pentagon
has made it very clear that their op-
tion of choice is the ground-based in-
terceptor which we are funding
through the National Missile Defense
Program in this budget. In fact, we are
funding it at twice the level that the
administration had earlier requested.
Instead of the plan of spending $2.3 bil-
lion over the next 5 years, we are going
to spend $4.6 billion on that.

| support that, and our amendment
does nothing to interfere with that. So
the option of choice is the ground-
based program which we have already
agreed to go ahead and fund.

The real question here is where is the
money coming from? If we are going to
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do this space-based laser, where is the
money coming from? We would think it
totally irresponsible for the adminis-
tration to come in with this kind of re-
quest in 1998 if they could not tell us
what they were going to do in future
years to follow on in building this so-
called demonstrator. But we think
nothing of just adding it ourselves and
saying, well, we will worry later about
how we are going to fund this thing. So
that is the issue.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time
has expired.

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, |
urge my colleagues to support the
amendment.

I ask for the yeas and nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There is a sufficient second.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment. The yeas and nays have been or-
dered. The clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk called
the roll.

Mr. FORD. | announce that the Sen-
ator from Missouri [Ms. MIKULSKI] is
necessarily absent.

The result was announced—yeas 43,
nays 56, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 171 Leg.]

YEAS—43
Akaka Feingold Leahy
Baucus Feinstein Levin
Biden Ford Moseley-Braun
Bingaman Glenn Moynihan
Boxer Graham Murray
Breaux Harkin Reed
Bryan Hollings Reid
Bumpers Jeffords Robb
Byrd Johnson Rockefeller
Chafee Kennedy Sarbanes
Cleland Kerrey Torricelli
Conrad Kerry Wellstone
Daschle Kohl Wyden
Dorgan Landrieu
Durbin Lautenberg
NAYS—56
Abraham Frist MccCain
Allard Gorton McConnell
Ashcroft Gramm Murkowski
Bennett Grams Nickles
Bond Grassley Roberts
Brownback Gregg Roth
Burns Hagel Santorum
Campbell Hatch Sessions
Coats Helms Shelby
Cochran Hutchinson Smith (NH)
Collins Hutchison Smith (OR)
Coverdell Inhofe Snowe
Craig Inouye Specter
D’Amato Kempthorne Stevens
DeWine Kyl Thomas
Dodd Lieberman Thompson
Domenici Lott Thurmond
Enzi Lugar Warner
Faircloth Mack
NOT VOTING—1
Mikulski

The amendment (No. 799), as modi-
fied, was rejected.

(Ms. COLLINS assumed the chair.)

Mr. THURMOND. Madam President, |
move to reconsider the vote by which
the amendment was rejected.

Mr. LEVIN. | move to lay that mo-
tion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

AMENDMENT NO. 677

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The

question now is on agreeing to amend-
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ment No. 677 offered by Senator
FEINGOLD. The yeas and nays have been
ordered. The clerk will call the roll.

Mr. BYRD. Madam President, is
there supposed to be an explanation of
this amendment?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There
was no time allowed for further debate
on the amendment.

Mr. BYRD. Madam President, | ask
unanimous consent that there be 4
minutes equally divided for purposes of
explanation.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? Without objection, it is so
ordered. The Senate will be in order.

Who yields time?

Mr. FEINGOLD addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Wisconsin is recognized for 2
minutes.

The Senate will be in order.

The Senator from Wisconsin.

Mr. FEINGOLD. Thank you, Madam
President.

This amendment asks that the De-
fense Department, within 60 days, is-
sues a report to tell us which of the
three planned jet fighters should be
terminated because of the obvious
problem that we don’t have enough
money in the procurement budget to
have all three of these—the F-22 of the
Air Force, the F-18E/F of the Navy, or
the joint strike fighter that is being
planned as a commonality plane for
three branches of our armed services.

The GAO, CBO, many military ex-
perts, and others agree that it is not
possible for us to afford all three of
these, and it is also not an answer, as
the QDR suggests, to simply reduce
each of the three, because the problem
is that the unit cost of each plane is so
high that at the lower number of
planes that are produced, you don’t get
the savings. This is what happened
with the B-2 bomber.

We are facing a train wreck with re-
gard to this, and we need some guid-
ance from the Defense Department
about which of the three should go, if
that is what we have to do in order to
continue to balance the budget.

Thank you, Madam President.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. COATS addressed the Chair.

The Senator from Indiana is recog-
nized.

Mr. COATS. Madam President, the
Senator from Wisconsin has raised le-
gitimate questions about the cost of fu-
ture tactical air purchases. The Senate
Armed Services Committee has raised
these questions repeatedly with the De-
partment of Defense, holding hearings,
and received a great deal of testimony.
The Secretary of Defense, former Sen-
ator Bill Cohen, has recommended a
balanced approach by dramatically re-
ducing the number of planes purchased
for each of the three categories—F-18E/
F, joint strike fighter, and the F-22.

No final decision has been made. The
committee has put severe cost con-
straints on engineering, manufacturing
and development for the F-22. We are
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working on this problem. We have a na-
tional defense panel that will report to
us in December. To make a precipitous
decision, or even a precipitous rec-
ommendation, of canceling one of
those programs puts one, either the
joint strike fighter, F-22, or F-18E/F, in
jeopardy. It leaves the services in jeop-
ardy. If you cancel one, you either
leave the Navy, Marines, or Air Force
naked without tactical air capability
they need for the future.

| don’t think now is the time to take
this approach. | think we will be mak-
ing these decisions over the next sev-
eral months, but we need to rely on the
Secretary and others and the biparti-
san recommendation of the Armed
Services Committee before moving on
this. So | recommend a vote against
the Feingold amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time
has expired. The question now is on
agreeing to amendment No. 677 offered
by the Senator from Wisconsin [Mr.
FEINGOLD]. The yeas and nays have
been ordered. The clerk will call the
roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll.

Mr. FORD. | announce that the Sen-
ator from Maryland [Ms. MiIkKuULsKI] and
the Senator from Louisiana [Ms.
LANDRIEU] are necessarily absent.

The result was announced—yeas 19,
nays 79, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 172 Leg.]

YEAS—19
Boxer Harkin Reid
Bryan Johnson Rockefeller
Bumpers Kerrey Torricelli
Byrd Kohl Wellstone
Durbin Lautenberg Wyden
Feingold Leahy
Grassley Moseley-Braun

NAYS—79
Abraham Enzi Lugar
Akaka Faircloth Mack
Allard Feinstein McCain
Ashcroft Ford McConnell
Baucus Frist Moynihan
Bennett Glenn Murkowski
Biden Gorton Murray
Bingaman Graham Nickles
Bond Gramm Reed
Breaux Grams Robb
Brownback Gregg Roberts
Burns Hagel Roth
Campbell Hatch Santorum
Chafee Helms Sarbanes
Cleland Hollings Sessions
Coats Hutchinson Shelby
Cochran Hutchison Smith (NH)
Collins Inhofe Smith (OR)
Conrad Inouye Snowe
Coverdell Jeffords Specter
Craig Kempthorne Stevens
D’Amato Kennedy Thomas
Daschle Kerry Thompson
DeWine Kyl Thurmond
Dodd Levin Warner
Domenici Lieberman
Dorgan Lott

NOT VOTING—2
Landrieu Mikulski
The amendment (No. 677) was re-

jected.

Mr. THURMOND. Madam President, |
move to reconsider the vote.

Mr. DOMENICI. I move to lay it on
the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

Mr. DOMENICI. | ask unanimous
consent the pending amendment be set
aside.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without

objection, it is so ordered.
AMENDMENT NO. 803

(Purpose: To enable the County of Los Ala-

mos, New Mexico to function without an-

nual assistance payments under the Atom-
ic Energy Communities Act of 1955 through
economic development with additional
positive impact to the Pueblo of San

Indefonso)

Mr. DOMENICI. Madam President, |
have an amendment that | will send to
the desk that has been agreed to on
both sides. Senator BINGAMAN is my co-
sponsor. It relates to the County of Los
Alamos, NM.

I send the unprinted amendment to
the desk and ask for its immediate con-
sideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from New Mexico [Mr. DOMEN-
1c1], for himself, and Mr. BINGAMAN proposes
an amendment numbered 803.

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

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

The amendment is as follows:

SEC. . FINAL SETTLEMENT OF DEPARTMENT OF
ENERGY COMMUNITY ASSISTANCE
PAYMENTS TO LOS ALAMOS COUNTY
UNDER AUSPICES OF ATOMIC EN-
ERGY COMMUNITY ACT OF 1955.

(a) The Secretary of Energy on behalf of
the federal government shall convey without
consideration fee title to government-owned
land under the administrative control of the
Department of Energy to the Incorporated
County of Los Alamos, Los Alamos, New
Mexico, or its designee, and to the Secretary
of the Interior in trust for the Pueblo of San
Ildefonso for purposes of preservation, com-
munity self-sufficiency or economic diver-
sification in accordance with this section.

(b) In order to carry out the requirement of
subsection (a) the Secretary shall—

(1) no later than 3 months from the date of
enactment of this Act, submit to the appro-
priate committees of Congress a report iden-
tifying parcels of land considered suitable
for conveyance, taking into account the need
to provide lands—

(A) which are not required to meet the na-
tional security missions of the Department
of Energy;

(B) which are likely to be available for
transfer within ten years; and

(C) which have been identified by the De-
partment, the County of Los Alamos, or the
Pueblo of San Ildefonso, as being able to
meet the purposes stated in subsection (a),

(2) no later than 12 months after the date
of enactment of this Act, submit to the ap-
propriate Congressional committees a report
containing the results of a title search on all
parcels of land identified in paragraph (1), in-
cluding an analysis of any claims of former
owners, or their heirs and assigns, to such
parcels. During this period, the Secretary
shall engage in concerted efforts to provide
claimants with every reasonable opportunity
to legally substantiate their claims. The
Secretary shall only transfer land for which
the United States government holds clear
title.

(3) no later than 21 months from the date
of enactment of this Act, complete any re-
view required by the National Environ-
mental Policy Act of 1969 (42 U.S.C. 4321-4375)
with respect to anticipated environmental
impact of the conveyance of the parcels of
land identified in the report to Congress; and
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(4) no later than 3 months after the date,
which is the later of—

(A) the date of completion of the review re-
quired by paragraph (3); or

(B) the date on which the County of Los
Alamos and the Pueblo of San lldefonso sub-
mit to the Secretary a binding agreement al-
locating the parcels of land identified in
paragraph (1) to which the government has
clear title,
submit to the appropriate Congressional
committees a plan for conveying the parcels
of land in accordance with the agreement be-
tween the County and the Pueblo and the
findings of the environmental review in para-
graph (3).

(c) The Secretary shall complete the con-
veyance of all portions of the lands identi-
fied in the plan with all due haste, and no
later than 9 months, after the date of sub-
mission of the plan under paragraph (b)(4).

(d) If the Secretary finds that a parcel of
land identified in subsection (b) continues to
be necessary for national security purposes
for a period of time less than ten years or re-
quires remediation of hazardous substances
in accordance with applicable laws that
delays the parcel’s conveyance beyond the
time limits provided in subsection (c), the
Secretary shall convey title of that parcel
upon completion of the remediation or after
that parcel is no longer necessary for na-
tional security purposes.

(e) Following transfer of the land pursuant
to subsection (c), the Secretary shall make
no further assistance payments under sec-
tion 91 or section 94 of the Atomic Energy
Community Act of 1955 (42 U.S.C. 2391; 2394)
to county or city governments in the vicin-
ity of Los Alamos National Laboratory.

Mr. DOMENICI. Madam President,
since the 1950’s, the Department of En-
ergy and its predecessors have made as-
sistance payments to the county of Los
Alamos, NM. Under the Atomic Energy
Act of 1955, this was accomplished in
recognition of the dependence of the
community on the Atomic Energy
Commission’s, and later the DOE’s, fa-
cilities. Their facilities, worth in the
hundreds of millions of dollars, paid no
taxes to this community. Now only Los
Alamos County and schools receive any
assistance, and all other communities
are off assistance, many via buyouts.

It is very difficult for Los Alamos to
reach self-sufficiency and to continue
into the next century as a viable com-
munity unless something is done about
the fact that there is no longer any
land within the city and county of Los
Alamos that can be developed, for the
excess land is all in the hands of the
Department of Energy.

Last year, we agreed to end assist-
ance to Los Alamos County through an
agreement that coupled a very mod-
erate buyout amount with transfer of
excess land to the city. The land con-
sidered for transfer now is under the
control of the DOE and cannot be used
by the city until ownership is trans-
ferred.

This amendment will eventually re-
turn land to the county that can be
used for normal county growth and to
the Pueblo of San lldefonso that has
strong historic claims to portions of
the land. The amendment also care-
fully prescribes a study of other claims
for these lands that are now largely
part of this county but still under the
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control of the Department of Energy.
The Secretary of Energy is chartered
to conduct a record search of all legal
claims and to use every reasonable ef-
fort to determine whether there are
any claims to these pieces of property
considered for transfer.

It ends assistance payments to Los
Alamos and provides for the future
growth of Los Alamos by enabling op-
portunities for economic diversity. Ul-
timately, we believe this is in the best
interests of the Federal Government
and the many thousands of people that
live in northern New Mexico. Without
this amendment, we continue to have a
land-locked city, without opportunity
for economic development. And in that
environment, there is also no room for
housing projects, which leads to some
of the highest housing costs in Amer-
ica. Without this amendment, assist-
ance payments would have to continue.
This amendment starts the forces of
change that allow us to stop the assist-
ance payments.

In summary, Madam President, this
amendment is critical to complete the
mandate of the last Congress to stop
assistance payments to the county of
Los Alamos, NM, under the auspices of
the Atomic Energy Community Act of
1955.

The Atomic Energy Community Act
of 1955 enabled assistance payments for
communities impacted by the presence
of major atomic energy facilities.
These facilities were primarily located
in remote areas, to address the secu-
rity concerns accompanying their mis-
sions and none were more remote than
the site at Los Alamos. Assistance pay-
ments to maintain community services
were required in recognition of the
nearly complete dependence of these
cities on the then-AEC facilities that
did not pay local taxes.

Over the ensuing years, most of these
communities moved to either attain
economic self-sufficiency or were close
enough to self-sufficiency that they
could accept various buyout provisions
to enable their self-sufficiency. As they
attained economic self-sufficiency,
their assistance payments could stop.
But, Los Alamos remained the excep-
tion, partly because it had virtually no
land suitable for development for any
commercial opportunities—virtually
all usable land in the county was under
the control of the Department of En-
ergy.

Last year, we developed an agree-
ment to end the assistance payments
to Los Alamos County. That agreement
coupled a buyout payment of $22.6 mil-
lion that we appropriated last year
along with provision of land to the
county to enable commercial and resi-
dential development. It was essential
to couple both the payment and the
land together. Without the land with
its potential for economic and housing
development, a far larger payout
amount would have been essential for
the County to achieve self-sufficiency.

This amendment directs the Depart-
ment of Energy to evaluate the land
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under its control to determine what
can be released without impacting the
national security mission of the Lab-
oratory. Now, some of that land will
not be appropriate for economic or
housing development, but does rep-
resent lands that were part of the San
lldefonso Pueblo at the time of the
Manhattan Project. Many sacred sites
of the San lldefonso Pueblo are located
on that property. During the Manhat-
tan Project, those San lldefonso lands
became part of Los Alamos County, but
no compensation was ever provided to
San Ildefonso Pueblo. This current
evaluation of DOE’s land requirements
provides an ideal opportunity to return
to the Pueblo some of that land that
they previously used.

Our amendment recognizes that
other parties have raised claims to
some of these lands. Most of these
claims result from homesteaded lands
that were condemned when the Man-
hattan Project began, and compensa-
tion to the owners should have been
provided at that time—but that must
be carefully researched. The Depart-
ment of Energy and the Corps of Engi-
neers have been evaluating the legal
basis for these claims over the past
months, but this amendment asks that
they go still further to provide every
reasonable opportunity for these claim-
ants to substantiate their claims. And
the amendment precludes transfer of
any land for which the U.S. Govern-
ment does not hold clear title.

This amendment then enables Con-
gress to finish the agreement with Los
Alamos County, by coupling land for
commercial and residential develop-
ment to the payout funds. It provides
for return of lands to San lldefonso
Pueblo for which no compensation was
provided. It further provides for a care-
ful process to evaluate the legality of
any outstanding claims on this land.
And finally, through this amendment,
Congress no longer will be asked to
provide assistance payments to the
county of Los Alamos.

Madam President, | conclude by say-
ing that there are many people in and
around New Mexico that had pre-
viously owned lands in Los Alamos
that were purchased during the Man-
hattan Project’s location there.

This amendment says, as to the land
that may be conveyed, that if there are
claimants, their claims will be evalu-
ated and perhaps in some way resolved.

I am delighted to have worked on
that. | think it is very important to ev-
erybody in our State to know that will
occur.

I yield the floor.

Mr. BINGAMAN. Madam President, |
am pleased to be a co-sponsor of Sen-
ator DOMENICI’'S amendment to estab-
lish a framework for a final settlement
of the assistance payments to the
county of Los Alamos under the Atom-
ic Energy Community Act of 1955. As
Senator DoMENICI has pointed out, the
Congress has already implemented the
first part of a two-step process to end
these payments and to provide the
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County with the ability to develop a
commercial tax base—last year the
Congress appropriated $22.6 million
buyout payment for the county. This
amendment implements the second
part of the agreement, by transferring
excess land from Los Alamos National
Laboratory to the county for purposes
of economic development. This devel-
opment will mean jobs for northern
New Mexicans and improved economic
self-sufficiency for the County.

In crafting the language being offered
today, Senator DoMENICI and | have
worked to address the concerns of a
number of parties in New Mexico who
have expressed interest in any land
transfer involving the Los Alamos Na-
tional Laboratory.

The language will ensure that land
needed for national security purposes
will be retained by the Department.

The language ensures that an envi-
ronmental review of any transfer will
take place, and that land in need of en-
vironmental remediation prior to
transfer is cleaned up.

The San lldefonso Pueblo, which was
originally supposed to receive lands
that subsequently were withdrawn for
the use of the Department of Energy,
will participate in the process and have
some of these lands returned, including
sites that are sacred to the Pueblo.

Finally, the language addresses the
interests of the Homesteaders Associa-
tion of the Los Alamos Plateau, which
represents former owners and descend-
ants of former owners of land that was
condemned by the Federal Government
for the Manhattan Project. The home-
steaders are now researching their
claims to the land that was condemned
in the 1940’s, and have asked for assist-
ance from the Department of Energy in
documenting their case. The language
that we are considering today requires
the Department of Energy to take sev-
eral actions with respect to these
claims.

First, after the list of parcels of lands
that are to be considered for transfer is
drawn up, the Department is to submit
a report to Congress with the result of
a title search on those parcels.

Second, the Department is also re-
quired to provide Congress with an
analysis of any claims of former own-
ers, or their heirs and assigns, to such
parcels.

Third, during the year after passage
of this act, the Secretary shall engage
in concerted efforts to provide claim-
ants with every reasonable opportunity
to legally substantiate their claims.
The Department, in the past, has pro-
vided assistance to other groups and
communities to enable them to fully
exercise their rights to participate in
departmental decisions affecting their
vital interests. It is our intention that,
within the bounds of reasonableness
and appropriateness, the Department
provide assistance to the homestead-
ers, as well.

Finally, the language states, in two
places, that the Department is only to
transfer land to which the Government
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has clear title. If a former owner has a
valid legal claim to a parcel, this land
transfer amendment provides the De-
partment with no new authority to ex-
tinguish that claim. In such a case, the
Department must report back to Con-
gress on the claim and remove the af-
fected parcel from consideration for
transfer under this section, unless the
Department and the former owner or
the descendants of the former owner
arrive at a mutually agreeable settle-
ment of the claim.

I believe that this amendment
strikes the appropriate balance be-
tween the interests of Los Alamos
County and the San lldefonso Pueblo in
having access to lands that are no
longer needed by the Department and
that are not in dispute, and the inter-
ests of the former owners of lands on
the Los Alamos plateau in having their
legal claims fairly examined and re-
spected. | urge my colleagues to accept
this amendment.

Mr. THURMOND. Madam President,
the amendment is cleared on this side.

Mr. LEVIN. Madam President, the
amendment is supported on this side,
as well. We support the amendment.

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

The amendment (No. 803) was agreed
to.

Mr. THURMOND. | move to recon-
sider the vote.

Mr. DOMENICI. I move to lay it on
the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

PRIVILEGE OF THE FLOOR

Mr. LEVIN. Madam President, | ask
unanimous consent Michael
Prendergast, a congressional fellow on
Senator GRAHAM’s staff, be granted
privileges of the floor during consider-
ation of debate on this.

AMENDMENT NO. 764
(Purpose: To establish the position of Senior

Representative of the National Guard Bu-

reau as a member of the Joint Chiefs of

Staff)

Mr. STEVENS. Madam President, |
have an amendment at the desk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Alaska [Mr. STEVENS]
for himself, Mr. WYDEN, Mr. TORRICELLI, Mr.
SMITH of Oregon, Mr. SHELBY, Mr. SARBANES,
Mr. REID, Mr. MURKOWSKI, Ms. MIKULSKI, Mr.
LEAHY, Ms. LANDRIEU, Mr. JOHNSON, Mr. JEF-
FORDS, Mr. INOUYE, Mr. HOLLINGS, Mr. FORD,
Mrs. FEINSTEIN, Mr. ENzI, Mr. DOMENICI, Mr.
DEWINE, Mr. D’AMATO, Mr CONRAD, Mr.
COCHRAN, Mr. BYRD, Mr. BURNS, Mr. BUMP-
ERS, Mr. BRYAN, Mr. BREAUX, Mr. BOND, Mr.
BINGAMAN, Mr. AKAKA, Mr. BENNETT, and Mr.
FRIST, proposes an amendment numbered
764.

Mr. STEVENS. Madam President, |
ask unanimous consent reading of the
amendment be dispensed with.

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

The amendment is as follows:

At the end of title IX, add the following:

The
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SEC. 905. SENIOR REPRESENTATIVE OF THE NA-
TIONAL GUARD BUREAU.

(a) ESTABLISHMENT.—(1) Chapter 1011 of
title 10, United States Code, is amended by
adding at the end the following:

“§10509. Senior Representative of the Na-
tional Guard Bureau

““(a) APPOINTMENT.—There is a Senior Rep-
resentative of the National Guard Bureau
who is appointed by the President, by and
with the advise and consent of the Senate.
Subject to subsection (b), the appointment
shall be made from officers of the Army Na-
tional Guard of the United States or the Air
National Guard of the United States who—

‘(1) are recommended for such appoint-
ment by their respective Governors or, in the
case of the District of Columbia, the com-
manding general of the District of Columbia
National Guard; and

“(2) meet the same eligibility require-
ments that are set forth for the Chief of the
National Guard Bureau in paragraphs (2) and
(3) of section 10502(a) of this title.

““(b) ROTATION OF OFFICE.—AnN officer of the
Army National Guard may be succeeded as
Senior Representative of the National Guard
Bureau only by an officer of the Air National
Guard, and an officer of the Air National
Guard may be succeeded as Senior Rep-
resentative of the National Guard Bureau
only by an officer of the Army National
Guard. An officer may not be reappointed to
a consecutive term as Senior Representative
of the National Guard Bureau.

““(c) TERM OF OFFICE.—AnN officer appointed
as Senior Representative of the National
Guard Bureau serves at the pleasure of the
President for a term of four years. An officer
may not hold that office after becoming 64
years of age. While holding the office, the
Senior Representative of the National Guard
Bureau may not be removed from the reserve
active-status list, or from an active status,
under any provision of law that otherwise
would require such removal due to comple-
tion of a specified number of years of service
or a specified number of years of service in
grade.

““(d) GRADE.—The Senior Representative of
the National Guard Bureau shall be ap-
pointed to serve in the grade of general.”.

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

“10509. Senior Representative of the National
Guard Bureau.”.

(b) MEMBER OF JOINT CHIEFS OF STAFF.—
Section 151(a) of title 10, United States Code,
is amended by adding at the end the follow-
ing:

“(7) The Senior Representative of the Na-
tional Guard Bureau.”.

‘“(c) ADJUSTMENT OF RESPONSIBILITIES OF
CHIEF OF THE NATIONAL GUARD BUREAU.—(1)
Section 10502 of title 10, United States Code,
is amended by inserting ‘“‘and to the Senior
Representative of the National Guard Bu-
reau,” after ‘‘Chief of Staff of the Air
Force,”.

(2) Section 10504(a) of such title is amended
in the second sentence by inserting *“, and in
consultation with the Senior Representative
of the National Guard Bureau,” after ‘‘Sec-
retary of the Air Force”.

(d) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by this secitn shall take effect on Jan-
uary 1, 1998.

Mr. STEVENS. Madam President,
today, | offer this amendment for my-
self and currently 46 Members of the
Senate. This amendment will change
the status of the Chief of the National
Guard. Our amendment promotes the
Chief of the National Guard Bureau to
a 4-star general and will include that

July 11, 1997

position as a member of the Joint
Chiefs of Staff. Now, the Joint Chiefs
are the senior leadership within our
military. This position for the Guard
would rotate between the Army Na-
tional Guard and the Air National
Guard.

I know this will become controversial
with the members of the Armed Serv-
ices Committee and members of the
committee here in the Senate.

Madam President, | ask unanimous
consent Senators GREGG, ROBERTS,
CAMPBELL, MCCONNELL, FAIRCLOTH,
BOXER, MURRAY, CRAIG, BaAucus,
HUTCHISON, DASCHLE, DORGAN, SES-
SIONS, LAUTENBERG, and any other Sen-
ator who wishes to become sponsor, be
listed as original cosponsors of this
amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
BROWNBACK). Without objection, it is so
ordered.

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, the
basis of this amendment is our belief
that members of the National Guard
are an essential part of our national se-
curity team. They are active partici-
pants now in the full spectrum of oper-
ations from the very smallest contin-
gencies to the major actions we have
been involved in. Theater wars, such as
the Persian Gulf, no major military op-
eration can be successful today with-
out the National Guard.

There are now 474,673 men and women
in the National Guard. They are ap-
proximately 20 percent of our total
Armed Forces and they represent par-
ticipants from all 50 States and the 4
territories. These guardsmen truly em-
body our forefather’'s vision of the
American citizen soldier. Guardsmen in
uniform come in contact with the
members of their community on a
daily basis. As part of their community
they attend their church, they serve on
the PTA, they are actively involved in
community and regional and State ac-
tivities, they have civilian jobs in their
communities. But they are citizen sol-
diers and they report for duty imme-
diately.

As a matter of fact, in my State, we
now have an Air National Guard refuel-
ing unit that serves as the refueling
unit for the whole Pacific theater. It is
a National Guard unit. It is now fulfill-
ing the complete functions of its prede-
cessor, which was an active duty unit.

Many Americans form their impres-
sions about our people in military, par-
ticularly those in uniform, from their
contact with members of the Guard. As
we continue to downsize the active
forces, | believe it is critical we main-
tain this strong communities-based
military presence in every community.
That citizen soldier is our link to the
future, as far as support of military ac-
tivities in this country, Mr. President.

Mr. President, | have served now for
many years on the Defense Appropria-
tions Committee. One of my great
privileges was to serve with Senator
John Stennis who, at that time, was
chairman of the Armed Services Com-
mittee and chairman of the Appropria-
tions Committee. That can’t happen
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again under our changed rules in the
Senate.

But in those days, we talked very
long and often about the National
Guard and the way we might integrate
the National Guard into the active
forces so that they would get, during
peacetime, the type of exposure they
need to be very proficient and efficient
members of our team when we are at
war. We pioneered the concept of send-
ing to Europe, to NATO, and to our
forces in Europe, guardsmen who ac-
tively performed the roles of our mili-
tary in that theater, even though they
were National Guardsmen on tem-
porary duty. That is a few years back
now, but that proved to be very cost-ef-
fective, Mr. President. At a cost of
about 25 percent, we can maintain a
person who is able and ready to per-
form military duties as a guardsman,
compared to the active duty force. | am
not saying they can ever replace them;
that is not the idea. But the purpose of
our amendment is to assure that there
is recognition now of the role, on a
constant basis, of the citizen soldier in
the formulation of military policy in
this Nation.

The National Guard is not consulted
now on a regular basis on major force
structure decisions, or on matters con-
cerning resource allocation and prior-
ities. During the Quadrennial Defense
Review, it is my judgment that the Na-
tional Guard was not fully considered,
as far as the deliberations concerning
defense strategy, force readiness, and
the allocation of funding. There were
important decisions made concerning
the future of the Guard within the
military structure, without the Guard
having any participant there.

I think the Guard represents such a
significant portion of our forces that
the rank now held by the highest mem-
ber in the National Guard, a three-star
general, should become a four-star gen-
eral, and that person representing, at
times, the Army National Guard, and
at other names the Air National Guard,
rotating, as | said, should have a seat
at the table where the decisions are
made that vitally affect the future of
the participants in the National Guard.

Now, these Joint Chiefs—and | have a
high regard for them —are the senior
military advisers to the President, and
they are the decisionmaking body of
military strategy, as far as our system
is concerned. Within the Department of
Defense, they speak for those in uni-
form. But the National Guard, who
constitutes 20 percent of our total mili-
tary and one-fifth of the people who
could be called into any crisis to come
forward and participate in the defense
of our Nation, are not represented at
that table.

It is my strong view that they should
be part of that Joint Chiefs of Staff.
The National Guard Bureau has no ac-
cess to the chain of command directly
to that staff, or to the Secretary of De-
fense, or to the Chairman of the Joint
Chiefs. | believe our amendment would
correct that situation. And if it is not
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corrected, it could impair our future
readiness and the survival of the Guard
itself.

Now, | want to state very clearly, |
know that Secretary Cohen, who is not
only a great Secretary, but he is a per-
sonal friend, and General
Shalikashvili, Chairman of the Joint
Chiefs of Staff, are not particularly
pleased with this suggestion. Their
counsel, I am sure, will come to the
Congress with regard to this. But I re-
member that at the time we suggested
that the Guard start performing regu-
lar duty functions, the Secretary and
Chairman of the Joint Chiefs were op-
posed to that, too. Yet, when it came
to the Persian Gulf, Mr. President,
when we had to send our forces there to
restrain the forces of Saddam Hussein,
the call was answered by almost 75,000
National Guardsmen. Almost, as | un-
derstand it, about 25 percent of the
thousands and thousands that were on
active duty there were National
Guardsmen.

Now, it is high time, | believe, that
the Guard forces who were called upon
to serve our Nation have their inter-
ests fully considered on a day-to-day
basis when the decisions are made that
affect their future. That is what this
amendment is all about.

I believe this is an amendment that
must become law. It will take some
time to work it out. | am not saying
this will happen overnight. But | do be-
lieve it is our role, as members of the
Appropriations Committee, to raise
this issue. A cost-effective military for
this country in the 21st century re-
quires the participation of the National
Guard.

We are constantly faced with deci-
sions to reduce our force structure. The
way to increase our force structure is
to bring more citizen soldiers into the
Department of Defense structure now.
We will do that if they realize that we
are going to emphasize their participa-
tion, we are going to emphasize their
role, and we are going to do that by
having a member of the Joint Chiefs be
a representative of the National Guard
of the United States. | consider this to
be one of the major changes that must
be made in the realignment of our
forces and the command of our forces
in this country. And | am hopeful that
others will speak very forcefully on it.
I might add, Mr. President, | see that
the cochairmen of the National Guard
Caucus are here. 1 am delighted that
they support this proposal.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Kentucky is recognized.

Mr. FORD. Mr. President, let me
thank my good friend from Alaska. As
he says, this will not be an easy deci-
sion, but he is not one that backs off
when he thinks it is right. So, Mr.
President, as cochairman of the Senate
National Guard Caucus, | rise to ask
my colleagues to support the amend-
ment of the senior Senator from Alas-
ka, elevating the National Guard Bu-
reau to a four-star general and includ-
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ing that position as a member of the
Joint Chiefs of Staff.

Just a few weeks ago, | pointed out
to my colleagues the Army’s refusal to
consult with the leadership of the Na-
tional Guard Bureau or the leadership
of the Army Guard during the consider-
ation of the QDR. When asked about
this oversight by the press, the Army
spokesman responded, ‘“There is an
Army Reserve colonel and a Guard
colonel here in our offices. They get to
weigh in on the issues.”

You do not need extensive knowledge
of military affairs to realize that a
colonel does not pull much weight
against a group of active duty Army
generals protecting their turf. Mr.
President, there is no excuse for the
poor working relationship between the
active Army and the Army National
Guard. However, | believe the leader-
ship of the active Army does not con-
sider members of the Army National
Guard as soldiers on equal footing. In-
stead, they treat the men and women
of the Army National Guard with indif-
ference. The active duty generals seem
to forget that the men and women of
the Army Guard have undergone the
same—I repeat, the same—training as
their counterparts. The situation is
even more ridiculous when you con-
sider that 50 percent of the entire
Army National Guard are men and
women coming off active duty with the
Army.

| also believe that, if this amendment
becomes law, there would not be a con-
stant need for offsite agreements be-
tween the Army and the National
Guard. Just recently, | was briefed by
the Army on the latest offsite meeting
between the Army and the Guard—an
off-site meeting that was held after it
was brought to Secretary Cohen’s at-
tention by Senator BoND and | that the
Guard had been left out of the QDR
process. In that briefing, | was told the
Army and the Guard had reached an
agreement. But | pointed out to the
Vice Chief of Staff of the Army, who
briefed me, ““I have little faith in the
outcome of such an agreement when
the Army still hasn’t lived up to the
1993 off-site agreement.”” Of course,
that point may be moot, as | now have
been informed that the Chief of Staff of
the Army is unhappy with the agree-
ment and, to date, has refused to sign
off.

So, Mr. President, this kind of run-
around is exactly why we need Senator
STEVENS’ amendment. The Army Na-
tional Guard currently—I want my col-
leagues to listen to this—provides more
than 55 percent of the ground combat
forces, 45 percent of the combat sup-
port forces, 25 percent of the Army’s
combat supply units, while receiving—
guess what?—only 2 percent of the De-
partment of Defense budget. Now, let
me repeat that. The Army National
Guard currently provides more than 55
percent of the ground combat forces, 45
percent of the combat support forces,
and 25 percent of the Army’s combat
supply units, while receiving only 2
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percent of the Department of Defense
budget.

You will hear from some of our col-
leagues that the Army National Guard
divisions have no fighting missions.
They will be telling the truth, but they
won’t be telling all the truth. That is
because the active duty Army leader-
ship has simply refused to give the
Guard a war fighting mission. They
have refused to do so despite the fact
that the active Army’s attrition rate—
get this—is 36 percent. About half of
those are joining the National Guard.
They have been trained. The attrition
rate in the Army Guard is somewhere
around 15 percent. The question my
colleagues should be asking is, How
many active duty Army divisions are
at full strength versus the Army Guard
divisions?

So, Mr. President, this amendment
will ensure that the National Guard
and all its attendant forces will have a
voice in the Department of Defense’s
senior decisionmaking process when it
comes to defense strategy, force readi-
ness, and allocation of resources. In the
end, | hope that when my colleagues
hear arguments like, ‘“‘there are two
colonels here in our offices that weigh
in on issues,” they will remember that
their simply being in the room isn’t
enough. You have to have a seat at the
table and a voice that carries some
weight. That is exactly what this
amendment we have before us today
does.

So | hope my colleagues will support
the amendment and help us pull up a
chair for the National Guard Bureau
and give them a voice that can be
heard loud and clear at the Defense De-
partment’s decisionmaking table.

I want to underscore one other thing.
Already 47 Senators have cosponsored
this amendment, and many more will
come on board. | hope that we under-
stand that the overwhelming senti-
ment of this body is to support Senator
STEVENS’ amendment.

| yield the floor.

Mr. BOND addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Missouri is recognized.

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, | am very
proud to join my cochair of the Na-
tional Guard Caucus, the distinguished
Senator from Kentucky, in support of a
very long overdue and very important
provision offered by the chairman of
our Defense Appropriations Sub-
committee and the full committee.

I am pleased to be a cosponsor of this
measure to elevate the Chief of the Na-
tional Guard Bureau to a rank of four-
star general and to give that general a
seat at the table as a member of the
Joint Chiefs of Staff.

As has already been pointed out, the
National Guard has been increasingly
called upon to perform overseas de-
ployments and other operational tasks
in its role as a national defense compo-
nent. The National Guard is unique
from all other services in that it has a
State-oriented mission as well as a na-
tional mission. The National Guard
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maintains a force of over 350,000 sol-
diers and airmen and women, fully 20
percent of our total fighting force. It is
a force greater, almost double that of
another military component already
represented on the JCS.

The current administrative chain of
command for the National Guard at
the highest levels is confusing, to say
the least. Component Air Force person-
nel of the National Guard, who are in-
tegrated into the Air Force structure
in an enlightened and seamless way,
fall under the umbrella of the Chief of
the Guard Bureau, specifically to ad-
dress the unique requirements faced by
the National Guard personnel, but the
Chief of the National Guard Bureau is
responsible to the Chief of the Army.

By placing the Chief of the Guard Bu-
reau on the Joint Chiefs of Staff, this
convoluted chain of command will be
rationalized. By placing the Chief of
the Guard Bureau on the JCS, the
unique characteristics of the Guard
will receive their just due.

As former Governors, my cochairman
and | recognize as much as anyone can
the truly vital State mission that the
Guard provides. 1 have come to know
and appreciate what the Guard must do
in its civilian mission and its State mi-
litia role. This is a unique mission, un-
like any of the missions of the other
branches of the service, and for this
reason as well it commends a seat at
the table with the Joint Chiefs of Staff
for the head of the Guard Bureau.

My colleagues from Alaska and Ken-
tucky have already pointed out how
the Guard gets short shrift when major
decisions are made. We have a couple
of colonels in the room when the gen-
erals are making the decision. That
does not carry a lot of weight. We have
seen time and time again where agree-
ments are reached, supposedly taking
account of and recognizing the role the
Guard plays, only to have the higher-
ups, those people who have a member-
ship on the Joint Chiefs of Staff, over-
turn or ignore those agreements.

The President, who is advised by the
Joint Chiefs of Staff, gets, in my view,
a biased view, and as a result the Office
of the President traditionally has ha-
bitually disregarded the legitimate
procurement needs of the Guard, and
the recommendations that come to us
from the President do not reflect what
we in this body have continually recog-
nized as the important role of the
Guard. Rather than having us try to
fight that battle every time, it makes
sense, in my view, to have a four-star
general as head of the Guard and have
that person represented on the Joint
Chiefs of Staff. This will force the De-
fense Department to recognize the
needs and the unique mission of the
Guard in its budget requests and incor-
porate them into its financial plans as
well as incorporating the Guard in its
utilization plans. This action will go a
long way to making sure that we have
a fully integrated and effectively uti-
lized civilian militia as we meet the
changing needs with tight budgets for
the future.
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As well, there are those of my col-
leagues who have had concerns about
the politicization of National Guard re-
quirements and resources. The admin-
istration has yet to recognize the le-
gitimate procurement needs of the Na-
tional Guard. Not once has one penny
been requested for the National
Guard’s procurement requirements.
The Department of Defense has relied
upon the largess of the Congress to
support it. So, to my colleagues who
will use the argument in the coming
days during discussions on the Defense
authorization and appropriation bills,
that ““the Pentagon has not even asked
for so many dollars,” the Pentagon,
doesn’t do the asking, it is the Presi-
dent, and he has seen fit to disregard
habitually, the legitimate procurement
needs of the Guard. By having the
Guard represented on the JCS, the De-
fense Department will be forced to rec-
ognize these needs in its budget and in-
corporate them into its financial plan.
And this action will relieve a lot of
that politicization we keep hearing
about.

This amendment will not increase
the size of the National Guard, nor in-
crease the administrative staffs. The
rules and requirements met by the
other Joint Chiefs will have to be met
by the National Guard Chief.

This is an amendment whose time
has come. It is forward thinking