June 19, 2002

NATIONAL DEFENSE AUTHORIZA-
TION ACT FOR FISCAL YEAR 2003

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the Senate will now
resume consideration of S. 2514, which
the clerk will report.

The senior assistant bill clerk read as
follows:

A bill (S. 2514) to authorize appropriations
for fiscal year 2003 for military activities of
the Department of Defense, for military con-
struction, and for defense activities of the
Department of Energy, to prescribe per-
sonnel strengths for such fiscal year for the
Armed Forces, and for other purposes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Michigan.

AMENDMENT NO. 3899

Mr. LEVIN. Madam President, mo-
mentarily, I will be offering an amend-
ment on behalf of the majority of the
Senate Armed Services Committee
which addresses the Crusader artillery
system program and the Army’s fire
support requirements.

The amendment would do two things:
First, it would take $475.6 million out
of the Crusader program and put the
money into a separate funding line for
Future Combat Systems research and
development, the Army’s armored sys-
tems modernization line.

In terms of making sure this issue is
very clear, it is essential to understand
that the first action this amendment
would take would be to move that $475
million from the Crusader program but
keeping it in the Army’s Future Com-
bat Systems research and development
program; that is, the Army’s armored
systems modernization line.

It would do a second thing which was
very important to the majority of the
Armed Services Committee; that is,
that it would require the Chief of Staff
of the Army to conduct an analysis of
alternatives for the Army’s artillery
needs and to submit his findings to the
Secretary of Defense no later than 1
month after the date of enactment of
this bill.

Under this amendment, the Depart-
ment would not be permitted to spend
the $475 million until after the Sec-
retary of Defense adds his own conclu-
sions and recommendations to the
Army Chief of Staff’s report and for-
wards the report to the Congress. With
his own decision, the Secretary of De-
fense would, under our amendment, be
required to submit the recommenda-
tions of the Chief of Staff of the Army.

They may be two different rec-
ommendations, as they were during the
hearing that we had, where we had the
Secretary of Defense saying the Cru-
sader should be terminated imme-
diately, and the Chief of Staff of the
Army giving us the reasons he believed
the Crusader system made sense in
terms of modernization, made sense in
terms of transformation. It was a very
important hearing for all of us, includ-
ing the Presiding Officer, who was
present at that hearing.

At that point, after that period had
run—1 month after the date of enact-
ment—the Secretary would be free to
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do a number of things: spend the
money for future combat systems in
that account or request a reprogram-
ming to spend the money on other pro-
grams which address the Army’s indi-
rect fire requirements.

So under our approach, we would ac-
complish two things, basically: One, we
would make sure this money is spent
for future combat systems essential to
the Army; secondly, we would provide
that the Army complete the analysis,
which was truncated, which was inter-
rupted when the Secretary of Defense,
in early May, said it was his decision
to terminate the system before that
analysis could be completed.

This was an analysis which was going
to look at a number of very critical
issues. The Army was looking at seven
questions, questions which were crit-
ical to the survival of soldiers in our
future. These are questions which
could be life-and-death questions down
the road. These are survival questions.
These are questions which affect the
men and women in the Armed Forces
at some point down the road.

How these questions are answered
could literally make the difference be-
tween whether or not we prevail during
a battle and what casualties are in-
curred during a battle at some time in
the future.

These were not just questions of af-
fordability at which the Army was
looking, these were questions of capa-
bility, of various alternatives. Four in-
direct fire alternatives were being ana-
lyzed by the Army. They were ana-
lyzing these alternatives in six dif-
ferent combat scenarios. And they were
going to answer seven questions.
Again, the answers to those questions
are critically important to success in
combat or to survive in combat.

The majority of the committee ob-
jected to the termination of that anal-
ysis. Many people had concluded that
Crusader ought to be canceled. Other
people had concluded that Crusader
should not be canceled. But I think
where many of us—perhaps most of
us—in the Armed Services Committee
finally rested, wherever you tend to go
or be on that continuum, for or
against, that there is a middle ground
here, where that analysis, which was
underway by the Army, not only would
help us determine whether we should
leave Crusader, terminate Crusader,
but would also help us determine where
those funds should be spent as an alter-
native to Crusader.

So this study became significant and
relevant to both whether we leave our
current path and to what new direction
should we move. That is why the
amendment, which I offered in com-
mittee, required that the Secretary of
the Army be given a reasonable period
of time to complete that analysis so
that we would have the benefit of the
Army’s analysis.

The Secretary of Defense would not
be bound by it. The Secretary of De-
fense, after that analysis was com-
pleted, would have an opportunity to
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reach his own conclusions. They may
or may not be the same. They may or
may not be, as he has already decided,
that we should leave Crusader and
move to something else. But at least it
would be based on an analysis which
addressed such critically important
questions as the Army was in the proc-
ess of addressing—Ilooking at all the al-
ternatives, looking at the risks, look-
ing at the benefits of approaching each
one of those or utilizing each one of
those alternatives.

The committee approved this amend-
ment by a vote of 13 to 6. And that is
where it currently stands.

The amendment which we adopted is
not part of this bill. It is, in effect,
going to be offered in a few moments as
a proposed committee amendment.
More technically stated, it is an
amendment which I will be offering on
behalf of the committee because, since
this is a new bill which was filed, a
committee amendment technically
would not be in order. So it amounts to
the same thing. But for those on the
Armed Services Committee, they
should be aware of the fact that this
will be an amendment which I will be
offering on behalf of the committee
pursuant to the majority vote of that
committee.

In conclusion, the amendment would
simply require the Department of De-
fense to undertake a reasoned analysis
of all the alternatives, an analysis
which the Army was in the middle of
making, before making a final decision
whether to terminate the Crusader pro-
gram and, if the program is termi-
nated, how the money should best be
spent to support the Army’s indirect
fire needs. The objective is not to pre-
serve a particular program or to ad-
vance a particular approach. It is sim-
ply intended to ensure a reasoned anal-
ysis of a potentially life-and-death
issue. I hope we will adopt this ap-
proach.

I understand my dear friend and col-
league from Virginia, our ranking
member on the Armed Services Com-
mittee, may be offering a second-de-
gree amendment.

Madam President, I send the amend-
ment to the desk and ask for its imme-
diate consideration. I am authorized by
the committee to send that amend-
ment to the desk.

I wish to make clear there is one
very technical change in the amend-
ment. I have stricken the words that
are confusing, ‘‘organic-to-unit.”” Those
words have been stricken from the
amendment adopted by the committee.
I have touched base with at least one
key Senator on the committee who is
very supportive of proceeding with Cru-
sader. I have touched base with my
ranking member on this issue. There is
no objection to those words being
stricken in a number of places to pro-
vide greater clarity.

I ask that the amendment be imme-
diately considered.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report the amendment.
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The senior assistant bill clerk read as
follows:

The Senator from Michigan (Mr. LEVIN)
proposes an amendment numbered 3899.

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

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

The amendment is as follows:
(Purpose: To reallocate an amount available
to the Army for indirect fire programs)

On page 26, after line 22, add the following:
SEC. 214. REALLOCATION OF AMOUNT AVAIL-

ABLE FOR INDIRECT FIRE PRO-
GRAMS.

(a) REDUCTION OF AMOUNT FOR CRUSADER.—
Of the amount authorized to be appropriated
by section 201(1) for the Army for research,
development, test, and evaluation, the
amount available for continued research and
development of the Crusader artillery sys-
tem is hereby reduced by $475,600,000.

(b) INCREASE OF AMOUNT FOR FUTURE COM-
BAT SYSTEMS.—Of the amount authorized to
be appropriated by section 201(1) for the
Army for research, development, test, and
evaluation, the amount available for re-
search and development for the Objective
Force is hereby increased by $475,600,000. The
amount of the increase shall be available
only for meeting the needs of the Army for
indirect fire capabilities, and may not be
used under the authority of this section
until the report required by subsection (d) is
submitted to Congress in accordance with
such subsection.

() REPROGRAMMING OF AMOUNT FOR INDI-
RECT FIRE PROGRAMS.—Upon the submission
to Congress of the report required by sub-
section (d), the Secretary of Defense may
seek to reprogram the amount available
under subsection (b), in accordance with es-
tablished procedures, only for the following
purposes:

(1) Payment of costs associated with a ter-
mination, if any, of the Crusader artillery
system program.

(2) Continued research and development of
the Crusader artillery system.

(3) Other Army programs identified by the
Secretary pursuant to subsection (d) as the
best available alternative to the Crusader ar-
tillery system for providing improved indi-
rect fire for the Army.

(d) REPORTING REQUIREMENT.—(1) Not later
than 30 days after the date of the enactment
of this Act, the Chief of Staff of the Army
shall complete a review of the full range of
Army programs that could provide improved
indirect fire for the Army over the next 20
years and shall submit to the Secretary of
Defense a report containing the rec-
ommendation of the Chief of Staff on which
alternative for improving indirect fire for
the Army is the best alternative for that
purpose. The report shall also include infor-
mation on each of the following funding mat-
ters:

(A) The manner in which the amount avail-
able under subsection (b) should be best in-
vested to support the improvement of indi-
rect fire capabilities for the Army.

(B) The manner in which the amount pro-
vided for indirect fire programs of the Army
in the future-years defense program sub-
mitted to Congress with respect to the budg-
et for fiscal year 2003 under section 221 of
title 10, United States Code, should be best
invested to support improved indirect fire
for the Army.

(C) The manner in which the amounts de-
scribed in subparagraphs (A) and (B) should
be best invested to support the improvement
of indirect fire capabilities for the Army in
the event of a termination of the Crusader
artillery system program.
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(D) The portion of the amount available
under subsection (b) that should be reserved
for paying costs associated with a termi-
nation of the Crusader artillery system pro-
gram in the event of such a termination.

(2) The Secretary of Defense shall submit
the report, together with any comments and
recommendations that the Secretary con-
siders appropriate, to the congressional de-
fense committees.

(e) ANNUAL UPDATES.—(1) The Secretary
shall submit to the congressional defense
committees, at the same time that the Presi-
dent submits the budget for a fiscal year re-
ferred to in paragraph (4) to Congress under
section 1105(a) of title 31, United States
Code, a report on the investments proposed
to be made in indirect fire programs for the
Army.

(2) If the Crusader artillery system pro-
gram has been terminated by the time the
annual report is submitted in conjunction
with the budget for a fiscal year, the report
shall—

(A) identify the amount proposed for ex-
penditure for the Crusader artillery system
program for that fiscal year in the future-
years defense program that was submitted to
Congress in 2002 under section 221 of title 10,
United States Code; and

(B) specify—

(i) the manner in which the amount pro-
vided in that budget would be expended for
improved indirect fire capabilities for the
Army; and

(ii) the extent to which the expenditures in
that manner would improve indirect fire ca-
pabilities for the Army.

(3) The requirement to submit an annual
report under paragraph (1) shall apply with
respect to budgets for fiscal years 2004, 2005,
2006, 2007, and 2008.

Mr. LEVIN. I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Virginia.

AMENDMENT NO. 3900 TO AMENDMENT NO. 3899

Mr. WARNER. Madam President, this
is an amendment that was considered
by our committee. The chairman has
stated very accurately the facts. The
vote was 13 to 6. I happen to have been
in the six. I would like to explain the
background.

The President sent to the Congress a
document entitled ‘‘Department of De-
fense Fiscal Year 2003 Budget Amend-
ment, Crusader Termination, May
2002.”

The operative message is on page 4.
It says as follows: Department of De-
fense Fiscal Year 2003 Budget Amend-
ment for Crusader Termination, Re-
search, Development, Test and Evalua-
tion, Army. Justification: The Depart-
ment of Defense has decided to termi-
nate the Crusader Artillery System
Program. This action will support de-
velopment of objective force indirect
fires and network fires. Crusader fund-
ing can be used to accelerate the devel-
opment and fielding of indirect fire
platforms such as the high mobility ar-
tillery rocket system and precision
munitions such as Excalibur Projectile
Precision Guided Mortar Munitions
and Guided Multiple Launch Rocket
System (unitary). Certain selected
technologies developed within the Cru-
sader program will have application to
future artillery programs. These
changes should boost long-term capa-
bilities.
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When this arrived in the Congress, it
provoked, understandably, consider-
able concern. The Senator from Okla-
homa, I am sure, will shortly address
those concerns. He has been fully in-
volved throughout this. I commend
him for bringing to the attention of the
chairman and myself the need to ad-
dress this very carefully within the
committee as a separate item. That
was done, as I stated and as the chair-
man stated. The committee action rep-
resents such consensus as a vote of 13
to 6 represents.

In my capacity as ranking member of
the committee, I have an obligation to
work with the Secretary of Defense and
to determine the extent to which we
can arrive at the budget amendment
request sent by the President. I have
done that in such a manner as to de-
velop an amendment, which I will
shortly send to the desk, in the second
degree to the amendment offered by
the chairman. This amendment was
drawn after careful consultation with
the Secretary and other members of
the Department of Defense through
several sessions yesterday. I think it is
a very fair compromise and hopefully
will be adopted by the Senate.

I represent that the amendment I
have devised reaches the same basic
goals as enunciated in this justifica-
tion forwarded to the Congress by the
President. At the same time, my
amendment recognizes the important
contributions by the chairman and oth-
ers in drafting the committee amend-
ment. I, too, join the chairman in ex-
pressing concern about what I call
‘“‘due process’” accorded the Depart-
ment of the Army in the course of re-
evaluating this Crusader system at the
direction of the Secretary of Defense,
which to some degree was done prior to
the forwarding to the Congress of this
budget amendment.

The chairman—and, indeed, I and
others—believed the Army should be
given the opportunity to fully explore,
as the chairman stated, the reasons for
either continuing Crusader or pursuing
other avenues leading to the goals
enunciated in the budget amendment.

Therefore, my amendment carefully
preserves—at least I have endeavored
to do that—the portions of the chair-
man’s amendment which enable the
Army to perform those important anal-
yses, forwards them to the Secretary of
Defense, and then the Secretary is to
take certain actions.

The basic difference between the
chairman’s amendment and my amend-
ment is that my amendment elimi-
nates the reprogramming, a series of
four reprogrammings which are re-
quired when a matter of this impor-
tance is brought to the Congress. It is
my judgment—and I think the Sec-
retary of Defense—that we should as
quickly as possible, to save dollars and
in every other way, remove the delays
incorporated in moving to a new sys-
tem for the U.S. Army with regard to
its very important indirect and net-
work fires.
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The four reprogramming actions
have the possibility of delays built in,
plus the fact that, for whatever reason,
one of those four committees could
block the action. I believe with the
consideration being given in the Senate
today, the consideration that will be
given in a conference between the
House and the Senate, assuming the
amendments are adopted, that we will
have given proper congressional over-
sight of the decision by the President
and the Secretary of Defense to stop
the Crusader program terminating and
proceed with moving in accordance
with the justification I have outlined.
So for that purpose I now send to the
desk an amendment in the second de-
gree and ask for its immediate consid-
eration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Virginia [Mr. WARNER]
proposes an amendment numbered 3900 to
amendment No. 3899.

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

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

The amendment is as follows:
(Purpose: To substitute a notice-and-wait

condition for the exercise of authority to

use funds)

Beginning on page 2, strike line 7 and all

that follows through line 5 on page 3, and in-
sert the following:
“‘development for the Objective Force indi-
rect fire systems is hereby increased by
$475,600,000. The amount of the increase shall
be available only for meeting the needs of
the Army for indirect fire capabilities, and
may not be used under the authority of this
section until 30 days after the date on which
the Secretary of Defense submits to the con-
gressional defense committees the report re-
quired by subsection (d), together with a no-
tification of the Secretary’s plan to use such
funds to meet the needs of the Army for indi-
rect fire capabilities.

‘‘(c) USE or FUNDS.—Subject to subsection
(b), the Secretary of Defense may use the
amount available under such subsection for
any program for meeting the needs of the
Army for indirect fire capabilities.”

Mr. WARNER. The administration is
on record as opposing any action to
stop the Defense authorization process
which would block the President’s de-
termination to terminate the Crusader
program. For that reason, I have devel-
oped this alternative, which has the
support of the administration.

The discussions I have had over the
past several days with the Secretary of
Defense, Deputy Secretary, the Sec-
retary of the Army, and others, have
lead to this compromise, which would,
with minor modification, make the
Levin amendment acceptable to the ad-
ministration. So the Levin amendment
survives if modified by the Warner sec-
ond degree in a document that is ac-
ceptable to the administration.

The second-degree amendment does
not alter the intent of the original
amendment by Senator LEVIN. The
chairman, quite properly, has concerns
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with the process, as do I, which was fol-
lowed to terminate the Crusader pro-
gram. The chairman believes the Army
has not been given ‘‘due process.” I
concur in that. My amendment would
not alter the part of the Levin amend-
ment which addresses this issue.

Under the provisions of my amend-
ment, the underlying Levin amend-
ment would still do the following:

Transfer the $475 million for the Cru-
sader field artillery system to a budget
line for the Future Combat Systems to
be used only for the purpose of devel-
oping indirect fire capabilities for the
U.S. Army; provide the Army time to
conduct an analysis of alternatives to
address its requirement for indirect
fire capabilities; require the Chief of
Staff of the Army to submit rec-
ommendations to the Secretary of De-
fense on several issues, including the
best way to allocate funding for fiscal
year 2003 and beyond, to address Army
indirect fire support requirements; re-
quire the Secretary of Defense to for-
ward the Army Chief of Staff’s report
to the Congress, and to make rec-
ommendations regarding the best way
to meet the Army’s requirement for in-
direct fire support.

I want to make it clear, the Sec-
retary of Defense has the final author-
ity.

My amendment differs from the
Levin amendment in one key way. The
Levin amendment requires the Sec-
retary of Defense to seek reprogram-
ming approval to transfer funding from
the Future Combat System budget line
to those lines which would support the
Army’s indirect fire requirement, as a
result of the review conducted under
the Levin amendment.

The Warner amendment would re-
place that formal reprogramming proc-
ess with a simpler ‘“‘notice and wait”
procedure.

Under my amendment, the Secretary
of Defense would notify the Congress of
his intention to transfer funds to sup-
port the Army’s indirect fire require-
ments. The transfer would be effective
30 days after notification.

This approach will allow the Con-
gress to retain oversight over this im-
portant issue but remove the ‘‘one
member’”’ or one committee veto,
which is sometimes the result of the
reprogramming process.

At this time, I yield the floor.

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

Mr. LEVIN. Madam President, the
reason this amendment—with or with-
out the second degree—is so critical is
that the decisionmaking process that
has been used here has been so defec-
tive and denies the Army, the public,
and the Congress critically important
information relative to the need for fu-
ture artillery systems. That informa-
tion should have been available prior
to the decision of the Department of
Defense. Instead, there has been a zig-
zag decisionmaking process. That zig-
zag decisionmaking process should not
have been followed because it leaves us
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without answers to the critically im-
portant questions about relative risks
under various scenarios, under various
kinds of combinations of artillery sys-
tems.

I want to go through just a bit of
that to give a flavor as to why it is so
important that this analysis of the
Army be reasonably completed and not
be truncated or terminated a few days
after it was supposed to begin in May.

This field artillery system, called
Crusader, which is an advanced field
artillery system, has been under devel-
opment since 1994 to be the Army’s
next-generation self-propelled howitzer
and artillery resupply vehicle.

There has been criticism of the Cru-
sader program outside of the Depart-
ment of Defense, and that is to be wel-
comed. It is always to be considered
when we get that kind of criticism of a
system. Congress should consider that
criticism, and we have. But until very
recently, the civilian and military
leadership of the Defense Department
consistently and strongly supported
the Crusader program in testimony be-
fore the Congress.

The fiscal year 2003 budget that was
submitted by the President for the De-
partment of Defense was submitted on
February 4 of this year. That budget
and the authorization bill that is be-
fore us included $475 million in contin-
ued research and development funding
for the Crusader program.

On February 28, General Shinseki,
Chief of Staff of the Army, testified be-
fore the Congress that:

Crusader’s agility to keep up with our
ground maneuver forces—its longer range,
its high rate of fire, its precision . . . and the
addition of Excalibur—would bring the po-
tential of a precision weapon . . . with the
platform and the munition being brought to-
gether, [and] would be a significant increase
to the potential shortage of fires that we
have today. Excalibur itself will not solve
the problem. And Crusader is very much a
part of our requirement.

“The bottom line’’—quoting General
Shinseki’s testimony to our committee
on March 7—“is we need it.”” That is re-
ferring to the Crusader.

Deputy Secretary of Defense Paul
Wolfowitz recently testified in re-
sponse to a question of whether we
need Crusader as follows:

I think we need some of it, a lot fewer than
the Army had planned on. We have cut the
program by almost two-thirds. And they
have done a lot to cut the size and the
weight of the system.

Deputy Secretary Wolfowitz said the
following:

But I am not one of those people who think
that I can bet the farm on not needing artil-
lery ten years from now.

He summarized:

And I think this [Crusader] is the best ar-
tillery system available.

That was just a few days before they
reversed field. Something changed dra-
matically in the attitude of the senior
civilian leadership of the Defense De-
partment toward the Crusader program
in just a matter of a few weeks.
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The first change of course actually
came in late April. The media re-
ported—and I was told personally—that
the Office of the Secretary of Defense
would be reviewing the Crusader and
other weapons systems during the pro-
gram review process leading up to the
fiscal year 2004 budget, and that a deci-
sion on the program would be made
around September 1. This was docu-
mented in the recent Army IG Report
on The Release of Crusader Talking
Points to Members of Congress, which
noted that prior to April 30, the De-
fense Guidance indicated that a Cru-
sader alternatives study would be com-
pleted no later than September of 2002.

Then came the second change of
course. On May 2, Secretary Rumsfeld
told the press that Deputy Secretary
Wolfowitz and Under Secretary Al-
dridge had ‘‘advised the Secretary of
the Army that they wanted a study
within 30 days that would look at a
specific alternative that would assume
Crusader was canceled.”

On May 2, the Secretary of Defense
told the press that within 30 days a
study would be looking at alternatives
to Crusader.

Secretary Rumsfeld went on to say it
was his impression that ‘“‘when the
study comes back, a final decision
would be made.” In other words, no
final decision until the 30-day study pe-
riod was completed.

The same day, May 2, Under Sec-
retary Aldridge also told the press:

We’ll brief the deputy secretary in 30 days,
and then we’ll make a decision is this the
right plan or may not be the right plan.
We’re allowing the Army to tell us if that is
in fact the case, being as objective as pos-
sible . . . so we have a basis for an analytical
judgment based on rational and objective
criteria.

That is Under Secretary Aldridge on
May 2. Thirty days, so we have rational
and objective criteria.

Less than a week later comes change
of course No. 3. On May 8, before the 30-
day study is completed, Secretary
Rumsfeld announces:

After a good deal of consideration, I have
decided to cancel the Crusader program. We
still do not have any study based on rational
and objective criteria to support that deci-
sion, and that zigzag decisionmaking process
did not end with the decision to terminate
the program.

On May 16, the Armed Services Com-
mittee held a hearing on the proposed
termination. At that hearing, the Sec-
retary of Defense testified that the
Crusader money be spent ‘‘to accel-
erate a variety of precision munitions,
including GPS-guided rounds for all
U.S. 155-millimeter cannons, as well as
adding GPS guidance and accuracy to
upgraded multiple-launch rocket sys-
tem vehicles and the more mobile
wheeled version of this system, the
high mobility artillery rocket system,
or HIMARS.”

The Secretary also testified that the
Department would maintain key pieces
of Crusader technology for use in the
Army’s Future Combat System.

At the same hearing, the Chief of
Staff of the Army testified he could not
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comment on the Secretary’s proposed
alternatives to the Crusader program
because he had not had the opportunity
to analyze those alternatives or to re-
view any analysis that may have been
conducted by the Secretary’s office.

Nonetheless, the Department of De-
fense formalized these alternatives in a
budget amendment that was submitted
to the Congress on May 29. That budget
amendment provided $195 million for
the artillery component of the Army
Future Combat System; $115 million
for other aspects of the Future Combat
System; $165 million for precision artil-
lery and other initiatives unrelated to
the Future Combat System.

Even after the committee had its
hearing, the Department of Defense
and the Army continued to provide the
committee with inconsistent informa-
tion.

On May 22, the Army informed the
committee that it would cost $385 mil-
lion if termination were delayed until
early next year. On June 5, 2 weeks
later, the Department of Defense in-
formed the committee that it would
cost $5684 million if the termination
were delayed until early next year. We
have a $200 million difference, about an
80-percent increase in costs in just a
matter of 2 weeks.

On May 22, the Army informed the
committee that it would cost $290 mil-
lion to terminate the Crusader pro-
gram immediately.

On June 10, we were told the termi-
nation costs could be reduced to less
than $100 million if the Department en-
tered into a bridge contract to transfer
Crusader technologies to the Future
Combat System and made a commit-
ment to follow on FCS contracts with
the Crusader contract.

It is possible, Madam President, that
the Department’s budget amendment
takes the right approach for the future
of the Army. It is possible. But this
kind of ad hoc decisionmaking, this
zigzag change of course, is not the way
in which we should make decisions
which are life-and-death decisions for
the people we put in harm’s way and
could be life-and-death decisions, in-
deed, for whether or not this country
wins a battle in the years ahead.

It is important we take this step
back and conduct the reasoned analysis
before deciding how to proceed. My
amendment would provide for that
analysis to be completed.

The second-degree amendment of the
Senator from Virginia also provides
the same time period, as I understand
it, for this reasoned analysis to take
place. The difference between these
amendments—and I have not yet de-
cided, because I have not had an oppor-
tunity to read the exact language of
the amendment of the Senator from
Virginia, as to what my position will
be on his second-degree amendment.
But as I understand the difference, it is
whether or not, after the analysis is
completed by the Army, after there is
a recommendation by the Department
of Defense, there is either a period
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where there would be a request for re-
programming or whether there would
be a 30-day wait period without that re-
programming process.

That difference may sound more sig-
nificant than it really is. The reason is
that under the language of my amend-
ment, if reprogramming is not adopted,
the money is nonetheless required to
be spent in the Future Combat System
budget line. It will not be spent for
Crusader unless there is a reverse in
decision relative to Crusader, a rever-
sal by the Secretary of Defense.

As I understand the language—and 1
want to study it—in the second-degree
amendment, the 30-day period would be
provided so that if a decision were
made by the Secretary of Defense fol-
lowing the completion of this objective
analysis, there would be 30 days avail-
able for the Congress to act to reverse
that decision should it choose to do so.

In either event, under either the
first-degree amendment or the second-
degree amendment, if the Secretary of
Defense decided after receiving the
Army analysis that he did not want to
finish Crusader under either the first-
degree amendment or the second-de-
gree amendment, there would not be
funding for Crusader. So there is no dif-
ference in that sense. Under both
amendments, if the Secretary’s deci-
sion following the analysis is not to
complete Crusader, the money will not
be spent to complete Crusader. The dif-
ference is more subtle than that.

I yield the floor to give others a
chance to speak. I want an opportunity
to study the language in the second-de-
gree amendment. I thank the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Virginia.

Mr. WARNER. Madam President, I
thank our distinguished chairman. He
very accurately cited that my amend-
ment embraces the corrections of the
study requirement and the actions by
the Chief of Staff of the Army is iden-
tical to his.

I share the concerns of the Senator
from Michigan. He recited in accurate
detail a process which he characterized
as zigzag.

Again, my amendment in no way dis-
lodges the goal by the chairman to
have that work done by the Army.
Then it goes to the Secretary of De-
fense. Where we differ is in what takes
place after the Secretary of Defense
has made his decision.

I listened carefully, and the Senator
said if we go the reprogramming route,
if I may pose a question, then the
money will be spent, but my under-
standing is if one of those committees
fails to act, that money essentially is
parked for an indefinite period of time;
am I not correct?

Mr. LEVIN. It would be in the Future
Combat System line which most of
that money would be spent even under
the proposal of the Secretary of De-
fense, his budget amendment, for the
Future Combat System.

Under both approaches, if the deci-
sion of the Secretary of Defense, fol-
lowing the completion of the Army
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analysis, is not to proceed with Cru-
sader, the money will not be spent for
Crusader.

There is no difference between our
approaches, as I understand it. The dif-
ference would be that under our
amendment, he would seek reprogram-
ming. If any of the four committees did
not grant them reprogramming, then
the money would not be spent on Cru-
sader. It would have to be spent within
the Future Combat System.

Mr. WARNER. At what point in time
would that expenditure take place?

Mr. LEVIN. Immediately.

Mr. WARNER. I will come back and
define that later, but I think it is im-
portant other colleagues address that
point.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Wisconsin.

Mr. FEINGOLD. Madam President, I
have enjoyed listening to the debate so
far, and I rise very briefly today in sup-
port of the chairman’s underlying
amendment to terminate funding for
the Army’s beleaguered Crusader mo-
bile artillery system. I support the de-
cision of the Secretary of Defense to
cancel this program. Last month, I ac-
tually introduced Ilegislation that
would terminate the Crusader, saving
the taxpayers an estimated $10 billion
over the life of the program.

I commend the Secretary of Defense
for his efforts to transform our mili-
tary to meet the challenges of the 21st
century and beyond, and agree that the
cold war era dinosaurs such as the Cru-
sader should be terminated.

The centerpiece of the Crusader sys-
tem is a 40-ton, 155-millimeter, self-
propelled howitzer designed to fire
heavy artillery shells long distances to
target enemy tanks and other armored
vehicles on the battlefield.

Each system has two support vehi-
cles. Our military is seeking to be able
to deploy rapidly, obviously, to any-
where in the world, but the Crusader
apparently is not conducive to such
rapid deployment. According to a re-
cent New York Times editorial:

If the Army was still facing the Soviet
Union across Central Europe or contem-
plating battle against a similar military
power in the coming decade, the Crusader
would be indispensable. But the threat has
changed and the Crusader program, with a
price tag of $11 billion, is not needed and
should be cancelled.

An editorial in our leading newspaper
in Wisconsin, the Milwaukee Journal
Sentinel, calls the Crusader a gold-
plated weapons system and argues the
Crusader is too expensive for a time
when even a war-engaged Pentagon
must make serious choices about how
to spend its money.

I agree that it is past time the Pen-
tagon reorient its thinking and its
spending requests toward the threats of
the 21st century and away from the
cold war. Cancelling the Crusader is a
step in the right direction.

The chairman’s amendment would
transfer the $475.6 million allocated for
the Crusader program into a Future
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Combat Systems line item within the
Army’s research, development, testing,
and evaluation account.

In addition, the Army Chief of Staff
would be required to prepare a report
on alternatives to the Crusader pro-
gram and submit it to the Secretary
within 30 days of the enactment of this
bill. This report would include an anal-
ysis of the Army’s future artillery
needs.

I urge the members of the Armed
Services Committee and the Appropria-
tions Committee to exercise strict
oversight of any reprogramming re-
quest that may be submitted as a re-
sult of the Army’s report. I agree with
the chairman of the committee that we
should be careful about how the $475.6
million that is shifted into the Future
Combat Systems account is allocated.
The Future Combat Systems account
should not be treated as a blank check.
It should not be used as a way to revive
part or all of the Crusader program. We
should scrutinize carefully how these
funds will be spent.

I urge my colleagues to support Sen-
ator LEVIN’s underlying amendment,
and I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
CORZINE). The Senator from Minnesota.

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, it
is interesting to follow Senator FEIN-
GOLD because both of us have raised
plenty of questions about what we con-
sider to be waste in the Pentagon budg-
et, and I will be relatively brief. I
strongly support Chairman Levin’s
amendment because I think it corrects
serious flaws in the process by which
the Department of Defense summarily
decided to terminate the Crusader
without any prior consultation with
the Army or the Congress. That is what
bothers me the most.

I have long been a critic of wasteful
and unnecessary defense spending, par-
ticularly when it diverts needed re-
sources from pressing operational and
readiness needs of our Armed Forces. 1
also strongly believe in fair, trans-
parent, and informed Government deci-
sion-making, which did not occur in
the decision to cancel the Crusader.

For me, this is as clear a kind of
question as we can have before us. The
Army has stated for over a decade that
there is need for an indirect, long-
range, rapid-fire system to support
ground troops, the very purpose for
which the Crusader was developed. Far
from being a cold war system, the Cru-
sader’s development began in 1995,
after the cold war ended and Iraq was
defeated. The program is on schedule,
on budget, and the system’s weight has
been cut substantially. As a result, the
Bush administration’s original fiscal
yvear 2003 budget request was for full
funding for the Crusader.

Three Defense Secretaries, three
Army Secretaries, three Army Chiefs
of Staff, and numerous officers of the
field have given testimony in support
of the system. In the last few months,
a parade of administration officials
have testified, including Deputy De-
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fense Secretary Wolfowitz, to congres-
sional defense committees supporting
the Crusader. Yet 2 months after the
testimony by top Army brass, the Sec-
retary of Defense abruptly cancelled
the program.

The Secretary’s abrupt decision to
terminate the Crusader was made in se-
cret and without consultation with
even high-level Army officials. It clear-
ly did not follow the normal review
within the Pentagon and looks, by its
speed, designed to avoid normal scru-
tiny by Congress. We cannot give up
that oversight.

The decision was made without con-
sultation with the Joint Chiefs of
Staff, without consultation with the
Army, and without consultation with
Members of Congress. An argument can
be made one way or another ultimately
about this weapons system, but for any
weapons system I would like to see a
careful review process. I think that is
critically important.

The decision to halt the program and
the President’s subsequent request to
reallocate funds—not to just reduce
funds but to reallocate funds—was an
extraordinary flip-flop in the adminis-
tration’s position.

I will not apologize for being con-
cerned about potential job losses in
Minnesota should the program be cut. I
recently met with workers and officials
at the United Defense Industries plant
in Minnesota. The point is: Maybe, like
it or not, a decision will be made, upon
a careful review process, that this
weapons system makes no sense.
Maybe the decision will be made, with
a highly skilled workforce, that there
can be other uses made with other
technology and that indeed all kinds of
decisions can be made and different di-
rections can be taken. I do not know.
What I do know is these workers are
owed fairness and decent treatment by
the Government. They deserve their
day in court. Minnesota firms and
workers who are most affected by this
decision should have a chance to make
their case within the normal trans-
parent policy process, not a closed
process, not a secret backroom process,
which is all we have seen so far.

I need to repeat that point. I have
taken all kinds of unpopular votes on
all kinds of weapons systems, and at
the end of the day if I am convinced
there is not merit to this, then that is
the way I will vote. But there has not
been any careful review process. There
has not been any analysis of: How
much does it cost to cancel? What do
we get from the investment? What are
the alternatives? Where is the money
going to be spent?

We can hardly blame men and
women, a highly skilled workforce, for
saying to me or to any Senator or any-
body who represents them: At least
call for a decent, fair, thorough, and
rational review process. This is our
skilled work. We are proud of what we
do. We believe the weapons system has
great merit, but, Paul, we understand.

When I went to visit people, I said:
You know my positions. But they are
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saying: At the very minimum, we de-
serve our day in court. There ought to
be a careful review process. There can-
not be a 180-degree turn, with the Sec-
retary of Defense announcing the pro-
gram is cancelled, period. Senator
LEVIN’s amendment is all about proc-
ess. Process sounds boring. Senator
LEVIN’s amendment is about fairness.
It is about fairness. I hope it will get
strong support.

Responsible defense spending deci-
sions, especially those that have dec-
ades-long consequences, ought to be
made only after a careful analysis and
consideration of the need to have U.S.
forces as well equipped and as well
trained as possible. That is what hap-
pens to some Members critical of the
expenditures and weapons systems. We
are accused of being weak on defense.
That is not the point. The point is,
there is not any Senator here who does
not want our Armed Forces to be well
trained and well equipped. The ques-
tion is what weapon systems make
sense and how best do we do the job.

The Pentagon so far offered scant
evidence to viable alternatives to the
Crusader. It seems clear the alter-
natives they have vaguely suggested—
largely missile and precision-guided
munitions programs in the early stage
of research and development—will not
adequately replace the capabilities of
the Crusader. I want the case made be-
fore we cancel a program and throw
people out of work.

Further, they could cost more, with a
higher risk they could not be delivered
on time. The cost of the termination
alone of the Crusader is estimated to
be $285 million.

In short, colleagues, the administra-
tion has failed to provide to Congress
with any comprehensive analysis of al-
ternatives in terms of technology,
readiness, operational effectiveness,
costs, and deliverability. The Levin
amendment is not putting this off for-
ever. It is not: postpone, postpone,
postpone. Rather, it is saying we ought
to have the careful review process.

Whether it is this weapons system or
any weapons system, this amendment
is all about setting an important prece-
dent if we are going to carry out our
responsibilities for careful review. We
have invested $2 billion in the Cru-
sader. The Pentagon owes the Amer-
ican people, at the very least, an open
and transparent review Dbefore it
abruptly cancels an otherwise good ar-
tillery system. We have invested $2 bil-
lion. Perhaps the case can be made this
system should be canceled; I am not so
sure, but that is beside the point.

The point is, Where has there been an
open and transparent review of this
weapons system? That is something
that we request. That is a matter of el-
ementary fairness and also a matter of
the way we ought to be making these
decisions.

The Levin amendment is an impor-
tant and positive step forward out of
the mess. It requires the Army Chief of
Staff to conduct a serious study of the
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best way to provide for the Army’s
need for indirect fire support. At the
same time, it provides the Secretary of
Defense, following the study, a full
range of options. These include termi-
nation, to continue funding of the Cru-
sader, to funding alternative systems
to meet the battlefield requirements.

This is a pretty reasonable amend-
ment. If instead the Senate passes an
amendment that immediately termi-
nates the Crusader program, it will
validate an unacceptable decision-
making process by our Government, by
our Pentagon. It will also lead to the
loss of the Crusader scientific and engi-
neering team and its technology. This
would occur without saving our Gov-
ernment anything in termination
costs.

In contrast, if the Senate accepts the
chairman’s amendment, there would be
an orderly process, and we come to
final judgment. This would happen
without losing the extraordinary team
and the technology in the meantime
and without adding to the Govern-
ment’s eventual cost if termination is
the final option chosen.

However one feels about the Crusader
itself, the Levin amendment is about
something different—about the best
way to restore fair, transparent, and
informed Government decisionmaking
to the process, which has been the op-
posite so far.

Colleagues, I don’t know that I need
to repeat what I have said. I don’t
think I could be clearer in my presen-
tation. I make this appeal on the basis
of the way these decisions ought to be
made. We deserve the transparency. We
as legislators deserve an open, trans-
parent process, much less the people we
represent. To me, this is a synthesis or
marriage that makes sense, No. 1, to
best represent people in my State who
are saying: We are going to be losing
our jobs. We think we have done good
work and, at the very minimum, can’t
you as a Senator demand there be an
orderly and transparent process and we
have our day in court. I should do that.

For every Senator, Democrat or Re-
publican, for whatever position you
may or may not have right now based
upon what information you have about
the Crusader, this is just a matter of
overview, of accountability of where we
figure into the decisionmaking.

I ask unanimous consent for 3 min-
utes as in morning business.

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

(The remarks of Mr. WELLSTONE are
located in today’s RECORD under
“Morning Business.”’)

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, at this
time there being no others seeking rec-
ognition on the pending and underlying
second-degree amendment, I yield the
floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Oklahoma.

Mr. INHOFE. Mr. President, I do at
some point want to be recognized on
the second-degree amendment, the
Warner amendment to the underlying
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amendment. But not until we have had
a chance to evaluate it a little bit
more. That is what we have been doing
in the last few minutes.

As the ranking member, Senator
WARNER knows this is something that
came up fairly quickly. We need a
chance to look it over.

In the meantime, I see Senator
AKAKA, the chairman of the Readiness
Subcommittee, is going to be seeking
recognition. So if it is acceptable, I
would like to talk a little bit about our
Readiness Subcommittee, our feelings,
and then maybe respond to a couple of
comments concerning the Crusader.
Then if there is time, perhaps Senator
AKAKA could follow me.

First of all, I congratulate both
Chairman LEVIN and Senator WARNER
for their leadership in the Senate
Armed Services Committee. They have
worked tirelessly in the past months to
formulate a bill that for the most part
provides for increased readiness for the
Armed Forces and the security of our
Nation.

I also thank Senator AKAKA, the
chairman of the Readiness Sub-
committee, for his bipartisan leader-
ship of the subcommittee. As the
former chairman of that subcommittee
and now the ranking member of the
Readiness Subcommittee, I believe the
subcommittee took a balanced ap-
proach to address a number of the read-
iness management concerns affecting
the armed services.

In keeping with our bipartisan ap-
proach to readiness, this bill increased
funding for identified shortfalls in the
services’ infrastructure, equipment,
maintenance, and operating budgets. I
especially want to highlight the in-
creases in the ammunition procure-
ment, depot level maintenance, base
operations, and military construction.
While I support many of the readiness
items in this bill, a few lines cause me
some concern.

Foremost, I am concerned about the
$850 million reduction for professional
services contracts. This reduction
would have significant impacts on the
level of services provided to the De-
partment.

I had hoped the bill approved by the
Armed Services Committee would be
more supportive of the Department’s
proposed readiness range preservation
initiative. Although the bill includes
two of the provisions requested by the
Department, the modifications relating
to the Endangered Species Act, Migra-
tory Bird Treaty Act, Marine Mammal
Protection Act, are not on the mark. I
believe they should have been on the
mark. I do know the political reality
was the support was not there. I hope,
when we send this bill to the President
for signature, it will include some of
these provisions since they are essen-
tial to maintaining the training and
readiness of our forces.

We might remember it was not long
ago that we determined that in several
of our training installations we actu-
ally paid more money for some of the
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environmental provisions than we did
for ammunition. That was at a time
when we had severe budget constraints,
which are less severe today.

Although I support many of the pro-
visions of the bill, especially those in
the readiness accounts, I was among
the eight Republican Senators who
voted against reporting out the bill in
its current form. My vote against the
bill was based on the drastic reduc-
tions, over $800 million, from the Presi-
dent’s request for missile defense pro-
grams. The reductions, according to
General Kadish, the Director of the
Missile Defense Agency:

. would fundamentally undermine the
administration’s transformation of missile
defense capabilities and eliminate the oppor-
tunity for the earliest possible contingency
against medium range ballistic missiles
abroad.

I have been at the forefront when it
comes to the development of missile
defense to protect our Nation’s citi-
zens. I find it ironic, in light of what
happened on the 11th of September,
that we are not putting in the money
necessary for a missile defense system.

I have very serious concerns about
that. I know the administration does. I
fully support what the administration
is trying to do with missile defense. Of
course, we cut the authorization con-
siderably for that.

Let me just make a comment or two
about the discussion that has taken
place here concerning the Crusader. I
have to agree, Chairman LEVIN is cor-
rect when he talks about the chain of
events that led to the May 8 cancella-
tion by the administration. It was
something that we determined after-
wards in committees that none of the
military, none of the uniformed serv-
ices were aware of. It was not right and
I think everyone agrees that was not
the proper procedure.

I will say this. Let’s not forget the
real problem we have with artillery
today. I will start by saying there are
people in this Chamber and elsewhere
who really do not believe we need artil-
lery, we do not need a gun.

But when you ask these same people
if they are prepared to say we do not
need ground troops in the future, there
is not anyone who is going to say we do
not need ground troops in the future.
When we have troops on the ground,
and we know we will have them on the
ground—we had them in Anaconda and
Afghanistan—you have to offer cover.
Of course, if it is close to ships, you
could do it that way, but that is highly
unlikely. You could do it from the air
or with artillery. If you do it from the
air, as we depended on air in Afghani-
stan, then you have two problems.

No. 1, according to the testimony of
General Shinseki, it took an average of
256 minutes of response time to be able,
from the air, to get the cover nec-
essary. In other words, our troops were
naked for a 25-minute period of time.
That is unacceptable.

Second, it was further testified—we
had testimony that was very con-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

vincing—that in one-half of the cases
the weather was such we could not get
that cover from the air.

So what is the alternative? The alter-
native is to do it with artillery. I have
lots of quotes here—that I will prob-
ably put in the RECORD, but I will not
bother quoting right now—from the top
military uniformed people saying we
really needed to have the artillery ca-
pability at that time. So let’s look at
where we are today.

There has been a lot of talk about
the Crusader. The Crusader is the sys-
tem of the future. It is a system that
will correct the problem, the deficiency
we have right now.

We in this Chamber have to make a
determination: Are we willing to send
our troops into combat with inferior
equipment? I would say that is unac-
ceptable. So let’s look at where we are
today.

This is the Paladin. That is the best
thing we have today. It was designed in
1963. I have spent many hours inside
the Paladin, in the training areas. It is
inconceivable to me that we would be
expecting our troops to use such anti-
quated equipment, one where after
every fire you have to take a pole and
take the breach and then hand load it,
put the shell in, put the charge in be-
hind it, close it, cock it, take a rope
and pull it. I can show you Civil War
movies where they had to go through
that same process. That is totally un-
acceptable.

First of all, we determined if we are
going to have ground troops we have to
have artillery. There are two things
you want in artillery: One is range, the
other is rate of fire. This is the Paladin
right down here. It is at the very low
end of the spectrum.

In here are four countries that make
a system that is better than the Pal-
adin. In other words, these countries—
such as this one here, PZH2000. I took
the effort to go to Germany and sat in-
side one when it was fired. It is far su-
perior to the Paladin but not as good
as the Crusader. Here is the Crusader.
In terms of rate of fire, in terms of
range, it would be superior, if we had
that, to the rest of these.

Before we had what happened on May
8, we thought we were going to be in a
position to have that Crusader capa-
bility so our troops that go out there
would have something superior to the
rest of them. Now we see if we do not
have that, we have the British, the
Russians, South Africans, and the Ger-
mans, all making a system that is bet-
ter than what we have here.

It may be that we can get there. 1
think most people agree that if we are
going to have a gun for the future, we
need to have it by 2008. The Paladin
Crusader would have been there by
that time. It may be that later on we
will find another alternative and have
a gun that will be consistent with the
requirements of the Future Combat
System by 2008, even though it would
be lighter. The complaint was that the
Paladin Crusader was too heavy. They
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knocked it down from 60 tons to 39
tons. A lot of people legitimately be-
lieve it is too heavy. Now they are
talking about some alternative of
around 18 tons to 20 tons. That is fine.
We need to be able to pursue that.

But the bottom line is that we have
to be able to give our troops the capa-
bility of a superior artillery system.
That is where we are today.

We have a couple of alternatives. We
know the House has language fully
funding the Crusader. It might be that
when we go to conference, we will come
out with something such as that. We
don’t know.

It is very important for us to recog-
nize today that we have that defi-
ciency. We have to determine as Mem-
bers of this body whether that is ac-
ceptable—that we are willing to send
our troops into combat with an inferior
system. I think we will find that it is
not acceptable.

I again thank my chairman, Senator
AKAKA, for the way we have worked to-
gether, and for the subcommittee sup-
port in what we have done, even
though I still think it is deficient.

In the overall budget we had to deal
with, we were not able to do two major
things:

No. 1, improve on the problems we
have right now, and not with inad-
equate systems;

And, No. 2, there are a lot of military
construction projects that are still not
addressed.

I am not saying this to criticize the
President’s budget. I am just saying
they have a bottom line and they have
to live within it. There are still defi-
ciencies.

I think we did the best we could in
our committee. I commend Senator
AKAKA for the bipartisan way in which
he and I have always worked together
for the past 15 years.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Virginia.

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I wish
to commend our colleague from OKkla-
homa with regard to the budget amend-
ment. On the Crusader, he has been in
the very forefront and participated, I
think, in almost all of the discus-
sions—fighting hard for the Army to at
some point in time indicate what their
preferences are and, second, to see that
this void in the ability of the Army to
provide the—let us just call it—‘‘artil-
lery fire,” and have it replaced at the
earliest possible time with a system
which can substitute many times over
and more efficiently for the current an-
tiquated Paladin system.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Hawaii.

Mr. AKAKA. Mr. President, I thank
Senator INHOFE for his passion in deal-
ing with the issues before the com-
mittee. I thank him for his support and
cooperation throughout our markup. It
is truly an honor to work with Senator
INHOFE as we both seek to advance the
readiness of our Armed Forces.

I also thank Senator LEVIN and Sen-
ator WARNER. They both worked tire-
lessly to meet our committee actions.
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They provided great wisdom and guid-
ance during our deliberations.

I rise today in support of the Na-
tional Defense Authorization Act for
Fiscal Year 2003 and to highlight some
of the major actions taken by the
Readiness Subcommittee in this year’s
bill.

This year, the committee had five
goals:

No. 1, continue improvements in
compensation and quality of life;

No. 2, sustain readiness;

No. 3, improve the efficiency of De-
partment of Defense operations;

No. 4, improve the Department of De-
fense’s capability to meet non-tradi-
tional threats; and,

No. 5, promote transformation.

Our subcommittee focused on the
first three of these goals.

To improve quality of life, the Readi-
ness Subcommittee recommended an
increase of over $800 million to improve
the buildings where servicemembers
live and work, including a net increase
of $640 million in new construction. We
also provided an increase of $21 million
for personal gear for military members
to improve their safety and comfort in
the field.

To sustain readiness, the sub-
committee made a number of rec-
ommendations that are included in the
bill. First and foremost, the bill pro-
tects the $10 billion the President re-
quested for operating costs of the ongo-
ing war on terrorism, and has author-
ized the appropriation of these contin-
gency funds once the President submits
a request for specific uses for these
funds to Congress. The subcommittee
also developed an initiative to enhance
training opportunities for our Armed
Forces to ensure they can make the
most effective use of existing training
assets. To do this, we established a
fund that would allow the Department
of Defense to purchase land, or ease-
ments on land, that would protect
training ranges. We also provided $126
million for improvements to those
ranges, including better targeting ca-
pabilities and infrastructure improve-
ments.

To help to address longer term readi-
ness challenges, the bill includes an in-
crease of $95.0 million for maintenance
of ships and other Navy assets, and
$138.6 million to maintain highly
stressed aircraft. And, we continue our
efforts from last year to enhance the
Department of Defense’s coordination
of anti-corrosion programs. Studies es-
timate that corrosion costs the Depart-
ment up to $20 billion annually, and
that corrosion continues to be a seri-
ous maintenance challenge and man-
power drain. We therefore rec-
ommended that DOD designate a senior
official to oversee anti-corrosion plans
and policies, and added almost $30 mil-
lion to fund those efforts and other
anti-corrosion testing, research, and
product applications.

To improve DOD management, the
subcommittee recommended a number
of provisions to expand DOD’s author-
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ity to acquire major weapon systems
more efficiently. With respect to serv-
ices contracts, we built on last year’s
legislation requiring improved manage-
ment of the $50 billion DOD spends an-
nually on services by establishing spe-
cific goals for the use of competitive
contracts and performance-based con-
tracting. These goals should help en-
sure that the Department of Defense
meets contract services savings goals
through specific management improve-
ments rather than through program re-
ductions. The bill also requires DOD to
develop a comprehensive financial
management enterprise architecture,
and addresses recurring problems with
the abuse of purchase cards and travel
cards by military and civilian per-
sonnel.

I believe this bill strongly supports
the readiness of our forces, both now
and in the future. As the chairman of
the Readiness and Management Sup-
port Subcommittee, I commend it to
my colleagues.

AMENDMENT NO. 3899

Mr. President, I also rise today in
support of the amendment offered by
Senator LEVIN, and to join my other
colleagues in supporting it, because it
provides the Army with the oppor-
tunity to fully analyze options to pro-
vide organic indirect fire support. I am
concerned by the manner in which the
Department of Defense has handled the
decision to terminate the Crusader pro-
gram because it is apparent to me that
the Army’s views were not appro-
priately considered in this decision.

I have long supported the Army’s ef-
forts to transform itself into a lighter,
more lethal force to meet the threats
of the 21st century. I believe the Army
is making considerable progress in its
efforts and trust in the positions that
have been advocated for the type of
technology and weapons necessary to
sustain both the legacy force and the
objective force. My friend, Senator
INHOFE, has made a good statement on
this issue and I certainly support him.
In most situations, I consider the Sec-
retary of Defense to be the expert on
the needs of the men and women serv-
ing in the Armed Forces. I rely on his
advice and direction for what the De-
partment needs to execute its mission
of preserving our national security. A
lot of my trust in his expertise and the
recommendations of his staff is based
on my belief that he relies upon those
in the Department, both uniformed and
civilian, to determine what is best for
the Department of Defense.

I am having a very difficult time
with this issue because it seems appar-
ent to me that the Army is not being
heard on this issue. It is disturbing to
consider that decisions on Army mod-
ernization and transformation are ap-
parently being made without timely
input from the Army. I believe it is im-
perative for the Army to be provided
with the necessary time to complete
its study of the full range of options
available to provide organic indirect
fire support. For this reason, I support
Senator LEVIN’s amendment.
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Mr. President, the full committee
and our subcommittee have worked
hard on drafting this bill. It is a bill
that our country needs. I ask that my
colleagues support it.

Mr. President, I yield back my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

The Senator from Pennsylvania.

Mr. SANTORUM. Mr. President, I
rise to speak on the pending amend-
ment. I am the ranking member of the
Airland Subcommittee of the Armed
Services Committee. On that sub-
committee, I have had a great working
relationship with the chairman of that
subcommittee, Senator LIEBERMAN.
We, for now the sixth year that I have
served in this capacity, have always
brought our portion of the Defense au-
thorization bill together in a bipar-
tisan way. We have worked together on
every amendment. We have either sup-
ported or opposed amendments on the
floor. We have never had a disagree-
ment.

I am hopeful that will continue today
because we have been working very
hard on trying to get a resolution to
the issue that is before us, which is
this Crusader issue.

Obviously, as Senator AKAKA has just
mentioned, the way the administration
has gone about canceling this program,
as we began the markup of the Defense
authorization bill, has made it very dif-
ficult for us to try to make an adjust-
ment in midstream. But we are work-
ing through that. In fact, we are in the
process of active negotiations—Senator
LIEBERMAN and myself, with the De-
fense Department—to see if we can
come up with something that can ac-
complish the goals that have been laid
out by Senator INHOFE, Senator WAR-
NER, Senator LEVIN, and others, that
are vitally important to the future of
the Army and their ability to be rel-
evant in the wars of the future.

Let me first start out by saying I
agree with the comments of Senator
INHOFE and Senator WARNER—there
may have been others, but they are the
ones I have heard so far—that we do
need indirect fire or artillery fire in
support of our troops on the ground;
that if we are going to have troops on
the ground, we are going to have some
sort of weapon there to protect them
and provide the fire support they need.

So the question is, Is what we have
right now, as Senator INHOFE laid out,
adequate? I think clearly the Army, in
its evaluation of its options going for-
ward, believed what they had was not
adequate. That is why they had Cru-
sader in their budget. That is why they
had the Future Combat System in
their budget.

The administration has come in—
looking at what I think are real prob-
lems that the Army has—and decided
the Crusader does not fit with the fu-
ture of the Army. It is not lighter, it is
more lethal, but it is too darn heavy to
be deployed in a realistic fashion in the
wars that we are going to be fighting in
the future.
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So they made a decision, frankly, the
Army could not make. I say ‘‘could not
make.” They obviously did not make
it. And I would argue they could not
make it. They have not been willing to
make some of the tough decisions, in
my opinion, that have led them to the
problem we are facing today.

They have a big budgetary problem.
Senator LIEBERMAN and I have had a
variety of different hearings on a vari-
ety of different subjects throughout
the last 6 years, but every year we have
a discussion of this problem with the
Army. This is the one recurrent theme
that we have had, which is the Army is
not making the tough decisions to
eliminate this bow-away problem they
are going to have in a few years. In
other words, they are not going to have
enough money to fund all the programs
they believe they need.

We thought it was important they
start making tough decisions to start
cutting programs. We even had some
concerns about some of the new pro-
grams they put in place during our 6-
year tenure, such as the Interim Bri-
gade Concept, but that is another
story. We fought that, we lost, and we
are willing to move on. The fact is,
they did not have the money to do
what was needed, to do what they
wanted, what they believed was needed.

What I think the Secretary of De-
fense did was look at that, as Senator
LIEBERMAN and I have looked at it over
the years, and decided to act and to cut
out a system they believed was not
going to be relevant based on the expe-
rience they have had over the past sev-
eral months in Afghanistan, and prior
to that in Kosovo. So they made a deci-
sion.

I understand Senator LEVIN wants
the Army to have more of the same.
With all due respect to the chairman—
and I do respect him—I think the Army
has proven they cannot make these
kinds of tough decisions. It is not just
within their capability to do that.
They have gotten rid of a whole bunch
of little systems, but when it comes to
the tough decisions they have had to
make, they have not been able to make
them or they have not been able to put
a credible alternative forward to the
Defense Department to keep systems
going in an affordable way.

One example is Crusader. Crusader
has three times the firing power of the
Paladin. Yet what they ask for are the
same number of Crusaders as we have
Paladins. Yet the Crusader has three
times the firing power.

You would think if you are being told
your program is on the hot seat, that
we may cancel this program, this
should not be news to the Army. The
President of the United States, during
the Presidential elections, mentioned
Crusader as a program that he might
cancel. So they should be aware there
is a problem.

They never offered a credible alter-
native to the Department of Defense to
downsize the Paladin for the Crusader,
to pay for it with force reduction be-
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cause you need less people if you have
less units. So to make this a deal that
could be workable, they were unwilling
to make that decision. They were un-
willing to make that change because it
involved force structure, and that is
something the Army holds on to dear-
ly.

So I would just argue that while I un-
derstand the concept of having the
Army have its say, I think the Army
had plenty of opportunity to have its
say, and they were not at the table
with credible proposals to make this
work.

So what Senator LIEBERMAN and I
have been trying to accomplish over
the past few weeks, once this came to
light, is to see whether we can put
something together. I think both Sen-
ator LIEBERMAN and I have come to the
opinion that the administration is
right, that the Crusader program
should be terminated.

I would add a caveat to that. The
Crusader program has not yet been ter-
minated. The Department of Defense
has not terminated the contract. What
does that mean? That means every sin-
gle day that this contract stays in
force—a contract we know the Defense
Department is going to terminate—we
are spending $1.5 million.

We are spending $1.5 million on a
contract that we know is going to be
terminated. Of that amount, a half a
million dollars has no useful purpose
for any future defense project.

Let’s understand what we are doing.
Every day the Congress puts heat on
the Defense Department; both sides of
the aisle and both Houses of the Con-
gress have been putting pressure on the
Defense Department not to cancel this
contract.

The President has said he is can-
celing this contract. The Defense De-
partment says they are going to cancel
this contract. I understand we are put-
ting pressure on them not to do it right
away for a variety of reasons: We are
on the floor with the bill; the House is
marking up over here; there are all
sorts of reasons not to do it, not to of-
fend Congress.

I tell you what offends this Senator
is spending a half a million dollars a
day for nothing. I understand the rela-
tionships on the hill and all the other
things going on, but I think it is un-
conscionable to spend a half a million
dollars a day on a contract we know is
going to be terminated because of con-
gressional pressure from both bodies to
cancel the contract. If you are going to
cancel it, cancel it now. I could take
that money, 2002 money, and use it for
some better purpose.

Secondly, when it comes to this pro-
gram, what Senator LIEBERMAN and I
are concerned about is our ability to
have fire support for our troops. We
have the Future Combat System.
Under the President’s proposal, they
have moved the Future Combat Sys-
tem. It is another gun, a Howitzer. It is
smaller. We don’t know what this thing
necessarily looks like, but it is pro-
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jected to weigh about 18 to 20 tons as
opposed to the original 60 tons for the
Crusader which has been scaled down
to 40 tons now. It is still a very heavy
and cumbersome piece of equipment.

What they want and what the mis-
sion and vision of this military is is to
be lighter, more deployable, quicker.
Why? Because we will be responding to
these kinds of isolated events, and we
need to be moving faster.

It makes sense that we have this sys-
tem because this 1963 Paladin system
will not meet the needs of the Army of
the future. So we need to do this sys-
tem. Hopefully everybody in the Cham-
ber looking at the facts, once they
have an opportunity to do so, will
agree with me that we need this sys-
tem. So what the President did in his
proposal was move up. We eliminated
Crusader. We moved up the Future
Combat System, this 18 to 20 ton gun,
from being deployed in 2014 to being
ready in 2010 to 2011.

Now, what Senator INHOFE is arguing
is—I think he is right—why don’t we
see if we can pull it up even a little fur-
ther, up into 2008, which is when the
Crusader was going to be deployed in
the first place—see if we can move the
Future Combat System up to 2008 so we
can take the Crusader out of the mix
but fill it in with a more relevant sys-
tem.

What does that do? You have to
spend the money in 2008 but you don’t
buy two systems. You buy one. You
buy one that is more relevant to the
Army.

To me that makes a lot of sense. The
question is, How do we get to that? Can
we afford to do that? We are going
through those discussions right now. I
hope we will have the opportunity.

What I asked my ranking member to
convey was that we would have the op-
portunity to at least see if we could
work out some solution before this
amendment came to the floor. The
amendment came to the floor, and we
will have a vote, I understand, but I am
hopeful we can continue to work on
this issue over the next week or so to
see if we can come up with a solution,
working with the Army, with the De-
partment of Defense, with Members on
both sides of the aisle who would like
to see this mission accomplished.

It really comes down to more money.
I know that is not a plentiful thing in
this bill. Everybody wants more
money. What we are looking at—to
give some rough figures—is that the
money that is in the original bill, in
the President’s request, was $495 mil-
lion for the Crusader program in fiscal
year 2003. The President has said we
will spend $195 million of that, con-
tinuing to spend that money on artil-
lery, on this gun system of the future,
because there is a technology that we
were working on with Crusader as a
gun system that is applicable to the
next gun system. So it is a technology
that we want to continue to move for-
ward. So $195 million stays in a sense
in that area.
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The rest goes into basically smart
weapons. Why? Because the Defense
Department believes these smart weap-
ons are the future, that what we don’t
need are big artillery rounds, dumb
bombs being fired by big cannons and
we don’t know where they will hit, at
least not with precision. We know gen-
erally but not with precision. Why?
There are lots of reasons. Frankly, one
of them is political in the sense that
we are becoming increasingly con-
cerned about collateral damage. Smart
weapons reduce collateral damage, ci-
vilian casualties. The smarter the
weapons, the fewer the casualties. The
weapons we were going to fire with the
Crusader were not designed to be smart
weapons and, therefore, more casual-
ties to civilians.

There are other reasons with respect
to precision. It is cheaper. It is more
effective. There are lots of other rea-
sons.

They made the decision for that rea-
son. I support it. I support the alloca-
tion of those resources to more smart
weapons.

With respect to the 495, I think it is
properly committed. The administra-
tion is very clear on that. Senator
LIEBERMAN and I believe strongly that
the allocation is the proper one. The
question is, How do we get from this
artillery piece, moving it up from 2011
to 2008 so we can have it in a more
timely manner?

What we have found is, to be able to
do that, we need an additional $173 mil-
lion. That is a lot of money. But we
have to make the decision, as a body, is
it a wise expenditure of money to re-
place a 1963 vehicle that, as Senator
INHOFE said, you still have to pull with
a cord. Imagine that, we were doing
that in the Civil War.

So we are going to replace this vehi-
cle, which is slow, which is small,
which does not have the firepower nec-
essary to really protect our troops. Are
we going to replace it, and what is the
cost of our doing so?

I have been working with Senator
LIEBERMAN and others with the Defense
Department to see, No. 1, can we find
some other money; and No. 2, are there
some costs we will save by putting this
money forward in savings to the con-
tractor which we will terminate with
the Crusader program.

We are terminating that program.
When you terminate a program, there
are costs associated with it. You just
don’t terminate and walk away. You
have damages that you have to pay be-
cause you canceled a contract that you
said you were going to fulfill. So there
are damages. They are negotiated dam-
ages. We don’t have a handle on ex-
actly how much. But my sense is that
if we put additional money in a pro-
gram to move forward this other sys-
tem and we make that money avail-
able, then there might be lower termi-
nation costs because the contractor
necessarily isn’t terminating all of
their programs.

What we are trying to do is work
through to see if we can’t come up with
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a solution that terminates the Cru-
sader, as the President rightly decided
to do, so we can get rid of the pro-
gram—we believe it is an obsolete pro-
gram—fund the smart weapons we need
to fund and about which the Defense
Department is passionate—I agree with
that—and at the same time get a new
gun system by 2008, which is what the
Crusader would have done in the first
place, that is lighter and more capable,
certainly, than the existing system.

In a sense what we are trying to do is
see if we can accomplish everything
and save the Army a tremendous
amount of money and not just help
with funding this system but help with
the other programs that the Army
doesn’t have a whole lot of money for
either, making them more affordable
under the budget.

We are going to have to vote, I sus-
pect, on the Warner amendment and on
the Levin amendment. If that is the
case, fine, we may have to do that. But
I hope we can continue to work on this
issue to see whether we in the Senate
can come up with a solution that ac-
complishes everything I have just laid
out, which is what I think, from talk-
ing to Members, is the objective for ev-
erybody.

I am happy to yield to the Senator
from Virginia if he has a question.

Mr. WARNER. Briefly, I want to ask
a question. I thought the Senator gave
a very interesting, forthright, and
quite courageous assessment of a situa-
tion that has prevailed for a very long
time. I am not sure I fully agree with
quite as strong an indictment of the
Army.

Nevertheless, facts are facts. I re-
member joining Chairman LEVIN and
going over to see Secretary Cohen
years ago, shortly after General
Shinseki came into office, indicating it
was the view of Senator LEVIN and my-
self that the funds were not there to
achieve the magnitude of the Army re-
organization. I remember that meeting
very well. I think Secretary Cohen ba-
sically acknowledged they would do
what they could to fix it, and the rest
is history.

The question I have to pose—and the
chairman is here, and I will suggest a
hypothetical—if my amendment were
to be accepted by a voice vote, we
would then proceed to a vote on the
chairman’s amendment, the underlying
amendment. Does that help or impede
the Senator’s objectives as ranking
member, working with his chairman to
try to resolve that issue?

Mr. SANTORUM. I don’t believe that
amendment prejudices anything we are
doing. My understanding is, within the
context of this amendment—my hope is
that we can continue to work on this,
even as we are on the floor, to see if we
can come up with an amendment that
lays out what we need to do in 2003. I
didn’t get details, but there are other
2002 budget issues. To accomplish this,
we need to take care of that in the sup-
plemental. That is another issue. As
far as 2003 is concerned, I am still hope-
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ful we can come up with something;
whether it is on the floor or we can re-
solve it by the time the bill is finished,
I don’t know. I am hopeful we can in-
clude it if we can resolve it. I don’t see
anything in the amendment that preju-
dices it and trying to work it out in
conference.

Mr. WARNER. Last night the Sen-
ator hosted, with Senator LIEBERMAN,
a meeting with the Deputy Secretary
and the Secretary of the Army, and I
was present. I thought the very clear
explanation you made of the different
challenges of 2002, how they differ from
2003, was important. I think that would
be vital for colleagues to understand—
particularly in the context of your con-
cern, which I share, about the million
and a half a day being expended while
the Congress works its way through
this bill.

Mr. SANTORUM. I appreciate that.
My understanding is that if we termi-
nated the contract—it is a million and
a half dollars a day. If we terminated
the contract today, there would be
roughly $150 million unexpended in the
program—I believe unobligated and un-
expended from the program. Again,
these are rough numbers, and I don’t
want to hold the Army to any par-
ticular number because these numbers
have to be negotiated between the
Army and the contractor; but the esti-
mate we are getting is that roughly
$100 million of that would go toward
termination costs for the contractor in
2002 dollars, which would leave aside
$40 million to $60 million, which could
then be put toward the technology that
is applicable to the Future Combat
System.

So it gets us a start to try to move
the Future Combat System from 2011
to 2008. Once that starts, it will be
helpful if we can continue to move it
up with an additional $173 million in
2003, which will put us in a position in
2004 to get it in a timely way.

I know the chairman gets a million
requests and there is not a lot of
money out there, but $173 million, even
in the Senate, isn’t chump change. I
argue that when you are taking out a
system—obviously a very controversial
move—for $173 million in 2003, you can
replace that system and get another
system fielded in the same timeframe
as the original one, which is more prac-
tical for the usage for the Army, and
you have accomplished something very
significant.

That is the pitch I am making. If we
could make that happen, I think it
would be good for the Army, and I
think it would be taking what is a very
difficult and troublesome situation
that we have with Crusader and turn-
ing it into something very positive for
everybody concerned.

I yield the floor.

Mr. LEVIN. While the Senator from
Pennsylvania is on the floor, let me
comment on one thing he said about
the unwillingness of the Army to make
the tough decision. The Army was in
the middle of an analysis when it was
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completely truncated unexpectedly
against the commitment and state-
ments made by the Secretary of De-
fense and the Under Secretary of De-
fense. So they were in the middle of
making an analysis. It is not as though
they were unwilling to make the anal-
ysis.

This is important. It is an analysis
looking at seven different questions,
including what are the risks of pro-
ceeding versus the risks of canceling,
the alternatives, what are the costs,
and what is the cost effectiveness—all
of these issues, under six combat sce-
narios. I think the Senator would agree
that these could be life-and-death deci-
sions. Whichever way you come out on
these questions, these are life-and-
death decisions. The Army is in the
middle of an analysis, which they were
told at the end of April they should fin-
ish by May 30, and on May 6 the Sec-
retary of Defense indicated they de-
cided to terminate.

The analysis is important and it ad-
dresses many of the same issues the
Senator from Pennsylvania addresses. I
know what he is after. We want the
best system we can possibly get as soon
as possible. Relevant to that, surely, is
the analysis of the Army looking at
seven questions, including force effec-
tiveness, benefit of each alternative;
that is an issue that should be looked
at, surely. We don’t want to ignore
what is the force effectiveness benefit
of each of the four alternatives. We
want to look at the capability of each
alternative to support—mow I am read-
ing the questions—the capability of
each alternative to support a rapidly
deployed force in a small-scale contin-
gency. That is one of the questions
they are looking at. Six combat sce-
narios.

People say: Gee, could the Crusader
have been useful in Afghanistan? That
is one of six. What about in a desert
situation when the Paladin cannot
keep up with the vehicles it is supposed
to be supporting? Is that relevant? I
know how deeply involved the Senator
is and how committed he is to the same
goal. These are important questions.
To simply, without any explanation,
change course twice in 2 weeks, first
saying we are going to decide this by
September 30, and then saying we are
going to decide this by May 30, and
then say I just decided—I will soon
yield the floor, but I assure the Sen-
ator from Pennsylvania that the Army
was in the middle of an analysis that
was due by the end of this May.

This amendment says we want that
analysis finished—not just to check on
the decision of the Department of De-
fense to end the Crusader system, but
also to help us decide where we want to
g0 in terms of some of the expenditures
about which the Senator was talking.
It is not just an analysis that helps us
decide what course to change from, but
what course to change to.

That is why we put this provision in
here for this analysis. I don’t think it
makes a huge difference as to whether
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or not, frankly, we have an analysis
and a period of wait or we have an
analysis and then reprogramming. In
either event, if the Department of De-
fense stays on its present course after
the analysis, after the benefit of that
analysis, if they decide after receiving
the Army’s review of these seven ques-
tions and these six scenarios and the
four indirect fire alternatives—if the
Department of Defense decides they
want to stay on the current course, in
that case they will not be prevented
from doing so under either of the two
alternatives—the first-degree amend-
ment or the second-degree amendment.

That is why I tell my friend from
Virginia and our other colleagues here
to accept the second-degree amend-
ment, with the understanding that we
would then proceed to a vote with the
support of the Senator from Virginia
on the first-degree amendment.

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, if I
may just respond, that is a procedure I
would endorse. I thank my colleague.
In that form, the Levin amendment, as
amended by Warner, would be con-
sistent with the wishes of the Sec-
retary of Defense and the goals and,
therefore, I think I can represent it has
his support. I will verify that, but I am
positive I proceeded on that course this
morning, and I know of no communica-
tion thus far to me of any deviation.

The Levin amendment, as amended
by the Warner second-degree, would be
consistent with the goals as estab-
lished in the President’s budget amend-
ment and is now being sought by the
Secretary of Defense.

Several Senators
Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. MIL-
LER). The Senator from Oklahoma.

Mr. INHOFE. Mr. President, I in-
quire, I believe the Senator from Penn-
sylvania lost the floor to Senator
LEVIN, in which case, if the Senator
stays in the Chamber for a moment, I
will not be long. I wish to respond.

Mr. LEVIN. Will the Senator from
Oklahoma yield?

Mr. INHOFE. Yes.

Mr. LEVIN. The Senator from Penn-
sylvania did want an opportunity to re-
spond to some of my comments. If it is
consistent with the needs of the Sen-
ator from Oklahoma—I should have
given that opportunity to our friend
from Pennsylvania—perhaps he can
now have the opportunity.

Mr. SANTORUM. I will be a minute.
My criticism of the Army is not that
the Army was not studying this issue
when asked to do so by the Defense De-
partment in April. My criticism is the
Army has not made a decision for quite
some time with respect to——

Mr. INHOFE. Parliamentary inquiry,
Mr. President. Who has the floor?

Mr. SANTORUM. If the Senator from
Oklahoma——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Oklahoma has the floor, but
the Senator from Oklahoma yielded to
the Senator from Pennsylvania.

Mr. INHOFE. I will yield to the Sen-
ator from Pennsylvania——

addressed the
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Mr. SANTORUM. Go right ahead.

Mr. INHOFE. If at some point I can
get back in.

Mr. SANTORUM. I appreciate that. I
will be quick because as hard as Sen-
ator LIEBERMAN and I have worked,
Senator INHOFE has worked 10 times as
hard. I do not want to take up his time.

That has been my concern with the
Army, that they have not made tough
decisions, not that they were not
studying this issue at the request of
DOD when they visited with them that
they may be canceling this program.
That is No. 1.

The reason I have some concerns
with moving forward this study—by
the way, I understand the Army is al-
ready moving forward and studying
this; they are doing the study right
now—is it is very clear to me the De-
partment of Defense is canceling this
contract. A study can go forward, but
they are canceling the contract.

We can say we do not want you to
cancel the contract. We can say a lot of
things. But they are going to cancel
this contract, and we are spending $1.5
million a day on a contract they are
going to cancel. The President has been
very clear about that.

We can get into a big fight. My prob-
lem is twofold. No. 1, I think they are
right. Even that aside, even if I think
they are wrong, if we fight this thing
out, if we have a big to-do, we are push-
ing this system back to gosh Kknows
when we are going to get this artillery
piece.

I am doing it this way: Did they do
every procedure right? I think the Sen-
ator from Michigan said it pretty well.
They asked for an analysis, and then a
few days later they killed the program.
I would argue that is not right.

Is it the right decision? I would make
the argument it is the right decision.
Was it gotten in the right way? No, it
probably was not gotten the right way,
but it is the right decision, it is a deci-
sion they made, and I think they are
going to stick to it.

I am trying to see if we can craft
something, in working with the Army,
to keep some continuity so we can
bring an artillery piece on at an appro-
priate time to meet what the Army be-
lieves they need, and I would agree
with them to do it.

I will support this amendment. I will
sit down. The reason I would have
problems supporting this in conference
is if this is the position we want to
take in conference—I think it is vitally
important and one of the reasons I
wanted to deal with it on the floor—if
we can find that $173 million piece for
next year and if we put this amend-
ment in and say we will wait until the
analysis, then there is no chance of
getting that money and bringing this
system up.

That is the problem I have with this
amendment. I think the Senator from
Michigan has every good intention
with this amendment. I have no prob-
lem with what he is doing, but I think
we need to continue to work on this to
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see if we can find a solution. If we can-

not, I am willing to accept the Sen-

ator’s amendment. I am willing to go
to conference and even accept it at
that point, but if we can do something

to try to move this system forward, I

think we should make every effort to

do so. That is all I am suggesting.

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Oklahoma yield for 2
minutes for a quick response?

Mr. INHOFE. I yield.

Mr. LEVIN. The suggestion of the
Senator from Pennsylvania that some
$170 million be added for some modi-
fication in the President’s new budget
proposal is proof of the fact that the
analysis is necessary because what the
Senator is proposing is different now
from the administration’s budget
amendment. That is how fast these
things change. That is point No. 1.

It seems to me what Senator
SANTORUM is arguing is exact evidence
of the fact that we need to complete
the analysis which was truncated.

My second opinion: This is not a uni-
lateral decision by the administration.
No expenditure of funds is unilateral.
There is a House of Representatives.
There is a Senate. The House of Rep-
resentatives has decided on a certain
source of action, and in that course of
action, they do not want this contract
canceled. We have to go to conference
with whatever we do. This is not just a
decision that has been made and it is
over. They should have had the anal-
ysis before they made the decision.
They did not. We should still have the
analysis before we decide what is the
next course for these Future Combat
Systems. It is just possible at least—
possible—that when the analysis that
was terminated prematurely is com-
pleted, that actually might affect the
administration’s plans.

On both points I would have a dif-
ference with our friend from Pennsyl-
vania.

I yield the floor. The Senator from
Oklahoma has been very patient.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Oklahoma.

Mr. INHOFE. Mr. President, I thank
the Senator from Michigan.

Mr. INHOFE. Mr. President, I was
given by Senator DAYTON a list which I
believe should be printed into the
RECORD. This is a list of 28 retired four-
star generals who have very strong
support for the Crusader program.
Each one has done op-ed pieces. I ask
unanimous consent the list and several
letters be printed in the RECORD.

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

RETIRED 4-STAR GENERALS WHO STRONGLY
SUPPORT CRUSADER AND ROBUST INDIRECT
FIRE FOR SOLDIERS IN COMBAT
Gen Richard E. Cavazos, Commanding Gen-

eral, FORSCOM; Commanding General, III

Corps; Commanding General, 9th Infantry

Division.

Gen John W. Foss, Commanding General,
TRADOC; Deputy Chief of Staff, Operations,
U.S. Army; Commanding General, 18th Air-
borne Corps; Commanding General, 82nd Air-
borne Division.
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Gen Frederick M. Franks, Commanding
General, TRADOC; Commanding General,
VII Corps, Gulf War; Commanding General,
1st Armored Division.

Gen Ronald H. Griffith, Vice Chief of Staff,
U.S. Army; Inspector General of the Army;
Commanding General, 1st Armored Division,
Gulf War.

Gen William H. Hartzog, Commanding Gen-
eral, TRADOC; Deputy Commander in Chief,
Atlantic Command; Commanding General,
1st Infantry Division.

Gen Jay Hendrix, Commanding General,
FORSCOM; Commanding General, V Corps;
Commanding General, 24th Infantry Divi-
sion; Commanding General U.S. Army Infan-
try Center.

Gen Donald R. Keith, Commanding Gen-
eral, Army Materiel Command; Deputy Chief
of Staff, Research and Development, US
Army.

Gen Fritz Kroesen, Vice Chief of Staff, U.S.
Army; Commanding in Chief, U.S. Army Eu-
rope; Commanding General, 18th Airborne
Corps; Commanding General, 82nd Airborne
Division.

Gen Gary Luck Commander in Chief, U.S.
Forces Korea; Commanding General, 18th
Airborne Corps, Gulf War; Commanding Gen-
eral, Joint Special Operations Command;
Commanding General, 2nd Infantry Division.

Gen David M. Maddox Commander in Chief,
U.S. Army Europe; Commanding General, V
Corps; Commanding General, 8th Infantry
Division.

Gen Barry McCaffrey U.S. National Drug
Policy Director; Commander in Chief, U.S.
Southern Command; Commanding General,
24th Infantry Division, Gulf War.

Gen Jack Merritt Senior Military Rep-
resentative, NATO; Former President, Asso-
ciation of the United States Army.

Gen Butch Neal Assistant Commandant,
Marine Corps; Deputy Commander in Chief/
Chief of Staff, CENTCOM; Commanding Gen-
eral, 2nd Marine Division.

Gen Glen Otis Commanding General,
TRADOC; Commander in Chief, U.S. Army
Europe; Commanding General, 1st Armored
Division.

Gen Binnie Peay Commander in Chief,
CENTCOM; Vice Chief of Staff, U.S. Army;
Commanding General, 101st Airborne Divi-
sion, Gulf War.

Gen Denny Reimer Chief of Staff, U.S.
Army; Commanding General, FORSCOM,;
Commanding General, 4th Infantry Division.

Gen Robert RisCassi Commander in Chief,
U.S. Forces Korea; Vice Chief of Staff, U.S.
Army; Commanding General, 9th Infantry
Division. (High Tech, Motorized).

Gen Jimmy Ross, Commanding General,
U.S. Army Materiel Command; Deputy Chief
of Staff, Logistics, U.S. Army.

Gen Lee Salomon, Commanding General,
Army Materiel Command; Commanding Gen-
era, 9th Infantry Division.

Gen Thomas A. Schwartz, Commander in
Chief, U.S. Forces Korea; Commanding Gen-
eral, FORSCOM, Commanding General, III
Corps; Commanding General, 4th Infantry
Division.

Gen Robert W. Sennewald, Commanding
General, FORSCOM; Commander in Chief,
U.S. Forces Korea.

Gen John Shalikaskvilli, Chairman, Joint
Chiefs of Staff; Supreme Allied Commander,
Europe (SACEUR); Commanding General, 9th
Infantry Division (High Tech, Motorized).

Gen Gordon Sullivan, Chief of Staff, U.S.
Army; President, Association of the United
States Army; Commanding General, 1st In-
fantry Division.

Gen John Tilelli, Commander in Chief, U.S.
Forces Korea; Vice Chief of Staff, U.S. Army;
Commanding General, FORSCOM; 1st Cav-
alry Division Commander, Gulf War.

Gen Carl Vuono, Chief of Staff, U.S. Army,
Gulf War/Just Cause; Commanding General,
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TRADOC; Commanding General, 8th Infantry
Division.

Gen Louis C. Wagner, Jr., Commanding
General, U.S. Army Materiel Command; Dep-
uty Chief of Staff, Research and Develop-
ment; Commanding General, U.S. Armor
Center.

Gen Johnnie E. Wilson, Commanding Gen-
eral, U.S. Army Materiel Command; Deputy
Chief of Staff, Logistics, U.S. Army.

WILLIAMSBURG, VA.
Editor:
Chicago Tribune

Your editorial of 8 May, ‘‘Killing the Cru-
sader’” provided your readers with a very
one-sided view of the ongoing debate over
the wisdom of killing the Crusader. There is
another side to the argument based upon my
experience as a commander of infantry,
armor and airborne units in peace and in war
in many parts of the world.

You posed the question of Crusader as a
battle of a visionary Secretary of Defense
against backward Cold War thinking gen-
erals, entrenched bureaucrats and members
of Congress interested only in jobs in their
districts. Secretary Rumsfeld did assert that
he wanted to kill the program so the money
could be invested in new technologies for a
more modern force. He has not yet identified
his vision of the conflicts of the future nor of
the technologies that would lead us there
quickly.

The Crusader is not a Cold War leftover. It
was designed and initiated after the Gulf
War to address a long-standing shortfall in
the range and rate of fire over our known
and potential adversaries (Yes, Russian artil-
lery has had a longer range and a higher rate
of fire than US artillery since World War II
and provided it to Iraq). Division com-
manders from the Gulf War rated an im-
proved howitzer as the most important defi-
ciency to be addressed. The 1960’s howitzer,
upgraded several times, slowed the advance
of our forces since it couldn’t keep up. You
were right in saying the old Paladin needed
to be replaced but wrong in saying the Cru-
sader would be obsolete by the time it’s
fielded. There is nothing identified nor start-
ed to replace the Crusader and there prob-
ably won’t be anything for years to come.

Eventually all this comes down to taking a
risk. Trading Crusader for some hopeful
technology of the future puts the risk on the
ground soldier. If Secretary Rumsfeld is for-
tunate and we have no unexpected conflicts
before his revolutionary force is fielded then
it will be a risk worth taking. If the next
conflict (and we have a hard time predicting
them) involves some serious ground combat
(Iraq?) then the soldiers and not the bureau-
crats nor generals will feel the effects of the
risk.

We can have a new revolutionary force in
the future but we need to retain a trained,
ready and equipped force in the interim.
Both the Secretary of Defense and the Con-
gress play a role in this process. It should
not be a battle between them. Soldiers could
suffer.

Sincerely,
JOHN W. Foss,

Gen, US Army (Re-
tired), Former Com-
mander of the 82nd
Airborne Division
and the XVII Air-
borne Corps.

Editor:
Los Angeles Times

The op-ed article by Michael O’Hanlon on
May 9, “‘Killing the Crusader,” suffers many
of the same ailments found in many such
writings; he is only half right. He is exactly
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correct when he notes that the Crusader ad-
vanced artillery system could help in a situ-
ation like Korea. I would quickly add Iraq.
In fact, potential hostilities in Korea or Iraq
only highlight the value of a versatile sys-
tem such as the Crusader.

His error comes in saying Crusader is de-
signed just to slug it out with the Soviet
Union in Central Europe. Quite the contrary
is true; the lethality, versatility and 2lst
century technology of this weapon makes it
an imperative for supporting our forces on
any future battlefield.

As a nation we do not have the luxury of
picking our adversaries. Rather, recent his-
tory shows that America must expect the
unexpected. A case in point is Operation An-
aconda in Afghanistan, which would have
benefited greatly from the Crusader—which
is highly mobile, can fire faster and farther
with extreme accuracy, and outdistances
current artillery.

Likewise, all conflicts in the future will
not involve neat and clean battlefields where
air power or other systems like long-range
rockets will be constantly available or use-
ful. We must have the firepower to take out
air defenses, communications, drive out en-
trenched enemies, provide lethal cover for
our ground troops, and operate in all types of
weather with either volume or precision
fires.

Speaking from the perspective of a Marine
and from our nation’s experience in Desert
Storm, I know first-hand that we must sup-
port troops on the ground with over-
whelming firepower under all conditions—in-
cluding the times when air power is not
available. That, in precise terms, captures
the unpredictable threats of the new century
that make Crusader so absolutely essential.

GEN. RICHARD NEAL,
Former Assistant Com-
mandant, U.S. Ma-
rine Corps, Deputy
Director of Oper-
ations, Desert Storm.
NOVEMBER 5, 1997.
Mr. PHILIP ODEEN,
Chairman, National Defense Panel,
Mall 3, Suite 532, Arlington, VA.

DEAR SIR: We have followed with interest
your recent comments about the need for a
“transformation strategy’® for the Depart-
ment of Defense and the nation’s armed
forces. We understand your focus on trend
lines and their impact on force structure,
personnel savings, readiness, and training. It
is with these points in mind that we write, to
clarify what we believe are some critical
misconceptions about the Army’s advanced
field artillery system and its contribution to
the future Army.

As you know, the Army is a leader in tak-
ing charge of its future through near-term
evolution to Army XXI and then possible
semi-revolution in Army After Next. The
Army sees Army XXI digitized, mechanized
forces as it ‘‘cord’ force, while a more revo-
lutionary light, super-mobile, elite ‘‘battle
force” might served a halting and fixing ca-
pability in Army After Next. None of us
knows how this concept will finally play out,
but we do see Crusader as an essential part
of any Army XXI and and AAN decisive
fighting force.

The Crusader system is a technological
leap-ahead, achieving the first U.S. Army ar-
tillery overmatch since the end of World War
II. Its mobility unleashes the combined arms
team . .. a role that its predecessor, Paladin,
cannot fill . . . just as the Bradley fighting
vehicle enabled the maneuver force to ex-
ploit the mobility of the Abrams tank. Cru-
sader is an essential component of Informa-
tion Dominance. Fielding it allows us to
fight with rapid, long-range fires and to take
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maximum advantage of the digitization of
the maneuver force. This ‘‘smart’” system
knows where it is at all times, computes its
own fire missions, point the gun, and fires
the mission, under soldier supervision. No
other system approaches its ability to deal
with the plethora of targets generated in an
information dominance environment.

Years of analysis, using varying threats
and scenarios, attest to the need for Cru-
sader. Crusader is more than three times as
effective as the Paladin. With its technology
investment, the advanced field artillery sys-
tem will provide three times as much lethal
fire support to the maneuver force and sur-
vive three times as long as the system it re-
places. Its accuracy enhancements make it
possible to achieve effectiveness on a target-
by-target basis by firing 32 to 50% fewer
rounds, depending on the nature of the tar-
get. In comparison to other unique fire sup-
port means, like rockets, Crusader is more
economical by weight and cost. For example,
to achieve equal effects against a mecha-
nized infantry company, Crusader fires 30
rounds while MLRS fires seven rockets. In
terms of weight and cost of ammunition,
Crusader projectiles and propellant weigh
37% and cost 71% less than the seven rock-
ets. Analyses have shown that Crusader en-
hances the contribution of both the cannon
and rocket components of the field artillery
system.

Because Crusader exploits the capabilities
of information dominance and situation
awareness, it enables the force to engage
more targets. In study after study, Crusader
increases overall force effectiveness by over
50%. This is an unprecedented impact for a
single weapon system. The awesome con-
tribution of Crusader, especially using preci-
sion munitions, provides revolutionary gains
in combat power that challenge current ma-
neuver-fire support assumptions.

You raised the potential for savings in
force structure and personnel through tech-
nology. The technology advances in Crusader
have enabled the Army, in anticipation of its
fielding, to already reduce the number of
cannons per battalion by 25% and the num-
ber of soldiers by 16%. When Crusader is
fielded, the Army will realize additional
manpower savings as every crew will be re-
duced in size to three men who sit at cock-
pit-style workstations, are supported by de-
cision aids, and drive by wire. Automation
has removed the requirement for the crew to
handle rounds and propellant in firing and
resupply.

These attributes have obvious strategic
deployability and logistical footprint impli-
cations. The force needs fewer Crusaders, and
those Crusaders kill many more targets
using a given amount of ammunition. Hence,
the Army can deploy a Crusader capability
equal to Paladin’s with 50% less strategic
and 38% less intratheater lift.

We see Crusader as vital to Army XXI and
the mechanized portion of Army After Next.
Fielding Crusader clearly addresses the
issues you have raised, significantly increas-
ing force effectiveness while providing man-
power, sustainment, readiness and training
cost savings over its life cycle because of re-
duced personnel requirements, automated
systems, embedded training, and improving
reliability.

John W. Foss, General, USA (Ret); Don-
ald R. Keith, General, USA (Ret); Jack
N. Merritt, General, USA (Ret); Carl E.
Vuono, General, USA (Ret); Frederick
M. Franks, Jr., General, USA (Ret);

Gary E. Luck, General, USA (Ret);
Glenn K. Otis, General, USA (Rebt);
Louis C. Wagner, Jr., General, USA

(Ret); Ronald H. Griffith, General, USA
(Ret); David M. Maddox, General, USA
(Ret); Gordon R. Sullivan, General,
USA (Ret).
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ALLIED RESEARCH CORPORATION,
Vienna, VA, May 10, 2002.
Senator JOHN WARNER,
Russell Building, Washington, DC.

DEAR SENATOR WARNER, A too long per-
sonal letter and my ‘‘up-front” apology for
same ... but an issue I feel passionately
about. I write to you as a warfighter with al-
most 40 years in uniform that includes bat-
tery level combat command in Vietnam,
command of the 101st Airborne Division in
the Gulf War, and 3 years at CENTCOM and
numerous operations to include Iraq, Soma-
lia, and Ethiopian wars; as a former Vice
Chief of Staff, U.S. Army with responsibil-
ities for managing the development of future
Army systems and operating under con-
strained budgets; as a Chairman of the Board
and CEO of a defense company headquartered
in northern Virginia with clear insights on
the posture of our nation’s industrial base
and finally, I write to you as native Vir-
ginian and you as my Senator . . . a leader
with a long career of public service as Sec-
retary of the Navy and leader in the SASC
and Senate.

Failure to go forward with the CRUSADER
howitzer program is a national strategic
mistake of proportions that principally only
Army and Marine leaders truly understand.
Regretfully, the issue in Washington today
has become embroiled in civilian control
emotions and service in-fighting as each pos-
tures for their future (roles and missions)
while recovering from years of budget
downsliding. At the end of the day, Congress
is responsible for raising Armies and thus
my letter to you. I believe the following
points are relevant to the final CRUSADER
decision:

1. BALANCE

(A) There must be balance in our air and
ground arm today and tomorrow. Today,
that means understanding the fog and fric-
tion of war in ensuring that fires are always
available regardless of communication and
intelligence failures, bad weather or simply
unavailability. Tomorrow, that means un-
derstanding that our enemies will develop
counteracting strategies. We have a grand
Air Force and my record shows I'm a great
supporter. But history is replete with exam-
ples of enemy responses, whether it be
enemy actions at Guadalcanal impacting
naval positioning and the continuous sup-
port of committed marines (thus the dedi-
cated Marine air arm today) or the future,
where the introduction of lasers on the bat-
tlefield will undoubtedly impact the air de-
livery of ordnance and other air platforms
performing intelligence, command and con-
trol, and air defense missions. Are we no
longer to have howitzers as a major contrib-
utor to the fight? Balance . . . a requirement
today and tomorrow.

(B) There must be balance between preci-
sion missiles and high explosive (HE) preci-
sion and non-precision munitions in support
of soldiers and marines requesting ‘‘close
support fires’. The battlefield today requires
precision and massed area fires delivered si-
multaneously over vast distances to suppress
enemy air defenses, prepare landing zones for
airborne and air assault forces, and defeat
massed forces. And at times our forces re-
quire diversified munitions and continuous
close fires to ‘‘disengage’ from the enemy
and often this is a mix of smoke, HE, white
phosphorus, illumination and other muni-
tions. And somewhere in all of this is the
need to understand costs. Bombs, missiles,
and howitzer delivered munitions each pro-
vide balance and are needed. But when it
comes to truly close continuous fires, it is
cannon field artillery delivered munitions
that a soldier or marine principally uses due
to safety, the angle of fall of the projectile,
and their organic control.
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(C) Currently allies and adversaries are
rapidly developing a mixture of missile and
gun solutions that ensure balance. European,
Chinese, and middle eastern and Gulf armies
are increasingly procuring advanced self-pro-
pelled artillery. Today the U.S. Army is
comparatively far down (9th) on the list of
cannon artillery and our most advanced sys-
tem (the Paladin) is 40 years old. It is inter-
esting to note, that our Navy (which has
been thru numerous examinations of guns
versus missiles) has the very essence of CRU-
SADER embedded in its approach to the ad-
vanced gun system for the DD(X), and our
Marine Corps is vigorously enhancing its
regiments with advanced howitzers and
HIMARS, and it has its own organic air sup-
port. Balance!

2. TRANSFORMATION, MODERNIZATION AND

READINESS, AND DETERRENCE

(A) CRUSADER is a transformation sys-
tem and its fits perfectly in the Army’s Ob-
jective Force. It is a ‘“‘far different” system
than that described only two years ago. Its
weight has been cut by a third; its crews save
manpower, its technology is unmatched. As
such, the Army has already changed its fu-
ture manning and equipment documents to
realized these breakthroughs and capabili-
ties by eliminating tanks, personnel careers,
howitzer sections and personnel from its re-
quirements. This CRUSADER howitzer is on
time and target in terms of its production
milestones and is performing magnificently
in tests. Its cost as a major weapon system
is a modest $9-11 billion well below the cost
of other service systems.

(B) Many call for skipping a decade of sys-
tems. We have already done that many times
over. We will never field systems if we con-
tinue to kill them just as they are ready to
go into full-scale production after years of
work by our industrial base. Some say,
“move the technologies to the tech base or
to a new FCS system” ..., yet nothing really
exists except draft concepts on paper and vu-
graphs. It will be years before the next pro-
totype system is available. Thus, once again
we delay modernizing the force introducing
cost readiness problems and, importantly,
weakening our industrial base. The wealth of
engineering excellence assembled around the
CRUSADER program will be lost, rapidly im-
pacting armored vehicle industrial base ca-
pabilities which today principally resides in
only two companies. Deterrence has many
components. The presence of modernized
heavy land forces and a solid industrial base
are not lost on our adversaries.

(C) Today, we all understand the advent of
asymmetric warfare. We predicted years ago
that it was coming. Nevertheless, we should
not lose perspective that the future will in-
volve combinations of asymmetric, conven-
tional, and WMD actions. We should note the
pictures of armored vehicles, tanks, and ar-
tillery in the latest city fighting in the Mid-
dle East. Skipping decades to meet threats of
the future briefs well. World events have
never allowed us to do that and there is not
nearly enough money in the world to trans-
form entire Armies in short duration. Thus,
we’ve always modernized systems and parts
of systems and then fought them in high-low
mixes of heavy and light forces and mixtures
of modernized and un-modernized systems
based on the spectrum of conflict. Today, it
is Iraq, Korea and Afghanistan. Tomorrow it
could be Colombia, Iran, Taiwan, China, a
different emerging Russia or the entire set of
Middle East nations. Whoever would have
even been close to predicting our deploy-
ments from Desert Storm to Enduring Free-
dom during the past 10 years? Deterrence is
a major price of our national strategy and
CRUSADER’S role in support of Army forces
is a key visible ingredient to that strategy.
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Finally, this decision has become a very
personal at the highest levels. Regretfully, it
started with a Presidential campaign debate
with uniformed aides beating the agenda for
change, long before discussions with sea-
soned warfighters would or could take place.
Courage to admit that the CRUSADER sys-
tem has radically changed since that time,
and that there is a clear need for the system
in an uncertain world (by our leadership)
would only raise one’s respect for their wis-
dom. The Army has always been trans-
forming. Transformation in form of revolu-
tionary or evolutionary approaches will only
survive when wisdom dominates national se-
curity decision-making. This is a dangerous,
complex business. Wisdom is ‘‘Balance”
learned from history. Wisdom is under-
standing the complexities of modernization
and its impact on readiness and deterrence.
Wisdom is listening to warfighters and pro-
fessionals who have spend their lifetime
fighting and studying the art of war. CRU-
SADER cuts across all of these issues today.

Thursday, you will speak at the graduation
of the Class of 2002, at the Virginia Military
Institute...many of these graduates will very
shortly be leading soldiers and marines in
ground combat. I hope they will be provided
the ‘‘balanced’ fire support to do their job. I
also hope they will never have to lead our
nation’s youth in combat because deterrence
worked. The wise decision resoundingly sup-
ports fielding CRUSADER as soon as pos-
sible.

Sincerely,
J. BINFORD PEAY.

MAY 16, 2002.

To the Members of the U.S. Senate and U.S.
House of Representatives:

The misinformation filling newspapers
concerning the Crusader program is trou-
bling. Decisions to support military trans-
formation are key and must be reached
through fact and analysis.

Crusader is a smart gun. Its development
began in 1995, after the Cold War ended and
Iraq was defeated. Crusader was a key part of
then Army Chief General Gordon Sullivan’s
vision to digitize land forces around the
power of the microprocessor. Furthermore,
Crusader has been specifically redesigned for
C17 deployability, refuting the popular myth
that it is too heavy for 21st Century oper-
ations. For example, Crusaders could have
been on the ground in Afghanistan in less
than 24 hours.

As we have heard repeatedly from the U.S.
Army’s leadership, land forces need cannon
artillery to provide dedicated responsive
fires in support of soldiers on the ground
around the clock, and in all weather. Preci-
sion strikes from bombers, missile systems,
and unmanned aerial vehicles will com-
plement, not substitute for Crusader’s capa-
bility. The decision to terminate Crusader
should be based on an analysis of alter-
natives using defined strategy and scenarios,
which includes a thorough assessment of
cost effectiveness and technology risk.

The Crusader program is on cost, on sched-
ule, and exceeding performance objectives.
This system has already fired over 6,000
rounds and demonstrates ranges exceeding 40
kilometers, rates of fire beyond 10 rounds per
minute, and three times the lethality of cur-
rently fielded systems. Crusader also brings
proven technologies in leading-edge robotics,
sensor-to-shooter architecture, crew cock-
pits, and advanced materials.

The taxpayers of this nation have invested
nearly $2 Billion in the development of Cru-
sader. At a minimum, this model program
deserves a thorough assessment before it is
canceled and America’s investment is
thrown away. More importantly, the soldiers
of today and tomorrow should be assured
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that the decision to terminate Crusader is
based on compelling evidence that proposed
alternatives will be there to provide the
same needed responsive precision fires on fu-
ture battlefields—we know not where, when,
or under what circumstances.
Sincerely,
FRANK C. CARLUCCI,
JOHN M. SHALIKASHVILI,
General, USA (Ret.).

Mr. INHOFE. Mr. President, let me
comment in response to some of the
statements made by my distinguished
and very close personal friend with
whom I came to the Senate from the
other body in 1994.

Mr. President, will the Senator from
Pennsylvania stay here? I was going to
respond to some of the comments he
made. First, I state in the strongest
possible terms that there is no person I
think more of than Secretary Rums-
feld. There has been a problem in this
whole debate, and that is that he is
busy managing a war right now. He has
other things on his mind other than
what our Future Combat System is
going to be.

Consequently, while they said, yes,
we want to cancel the program, what-
ever the immediate motivation was,
the Secretary made that decision, and,
quite frankly, I do not believe—in fact,
I am certain of it—at the time the deci-
sion was made he did not take into
consideration the termination costs.

As recently as last night in the office
of the distinguished Senator from
Pennsylvania, General Armbruster
made the statement it would cost
about $290 million without a bridge. So
we are talking about a very large
amount of money.

I am concerned about $1 million
today, $.5 million, $1.5 million, depend-
ing on how one wants to calculate the
delay. I do not want to delay it. Let’s
keep in mind, the Senator from Michi-
gan is correct when he said the Army
has been preparing to do this for a long
time. The Army has downsized in an-
ticipation of having the capability that
would come with the Crusader. In a
minute I will say it could be the Cru-
sader or something that would give us
a capability that would certainly sat-
isfy me as just one member of the
Armed Services Committee.

There are a couple other issues I
want to clarify for the record. The Sen-
ator from Pennsylvania made the
statement that with something that
has three times the firepower, why
don’t they lower the expectations as to
how many platforms they need.

I say to the Senator from Pennsyl-
vania, at one time they were talking
about 1,200 Crusaders. It is now down to
480 Crusaders. That is the most recent.
I also say at the same time that the
firepower, the rate of fire, is not just 3
times greater, it is 10 times greater in
terms of sustained fire. That is critical.
We have already downsized the request
to 480 from 1,200.

The cancellation of the Crusader
most likely is going to happen. That is
what the Senator has been saying, and
I agree with the Senator from Michi-
gan that the Secretary of Defense is
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not going to do that on his own. If he
had strong opposition in both the
House and the Senate, then there is a
process whereby he would have a dif-
ficult time doing that unilaterally, and
I believe that is very proper. In this
case, when you are talking about an al-
ternative system that might accom-
plish the same thing, this has been the
compromise we have been talking
about now. The House was not talking
about this. They want to go full bore
ahead with the Crusader.

We have said if what we want to ac-
complish is to have an artillery capa-
bility by 2008, the same year the Cru-
sader would have come on board, it can
be done in other ways. I have suggested
another way would be to say: Adminis-
tration, you are right, but we need to
get it down from 40 tons to 20 tons. We
need to have something that is going
to be faster and lighter, that will still
give us some superiority on the battle-
field and do it by the same year, 2008.
That is a reasonable expectation. I
think most of the Senators on the com-
mittee would say that would be a good
alternative if that were done.

In order to do it by 2008—this is
something nobody disagrees with—it is
going to have to be done by using the
same people who gave us the tech-
nology we have today, and we are going
to have to use the same technology. To
use that, it can be done, but we are
going to have to construct something
to allow that to be done. If we do not,
and if we say, all right, we are going to
open it up for bids at the end of mile-
stone B, for example, then that is going
to delay the process for a long time,
and most likely that team that gave us
the technology of the future would be
dispersed and working elsewhere. So it
would be very difficult.

The last thing I want to mention is
the disagreement I have with the state-
ment of the Senator concerning the
dumb bombs. Yes, we need the Excal-
ibur, we need to have the MLRS, we
need to have all the rocket technology
that goes with it so we can be pinpoint
accurate, but when it comes to cover,
every general and every person in uni-
form coming before our committee has
said, you have to have that, but you
also have to have dumb bombs.

If Excalibur were fired right now, the
cost of that would be $200,000 for a
round. It has to be fired out of some-
thing. We do not have anything to fire
it out of right now. We would with the
Crusader. We would if we had this al-
ternative we are suggesting so we
would be able to use it. If we use
MLRS, each round is $36,000. That has
to be considered on the battlefield. But
if you want to send a bunch of dumb
bombs to give cover to our troops who
are otherwise naked, that can be done
for $200 a round.

I contend—and I have heard such tes-
timony from those in uniform—that we
have to have that capability. If we
have to have that capability, we are
going to have to have all that capa-
bility in one unit. That is where FCS
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comes in. There are about five major
components of FCS. Sure, the way I
want to go would make sure we get the
first component, the artillery capa-
bility, by 2008. To do that, we would
have to give it some degree of priority;
$173 million additional would do that.
We have heard that testimony. At the
same time, I want the other compo-
nents, too.

I will stand here and say, whatever
influence I have on this committee, I
am going to use that influence to get
the rest of these components to reach
the Future Combat System that every-
body is in agreement we want. The
only disagreement we have is there are
some who say only the Crusader is
going to be able to do this. I do not be-
lieve that. I think we can do that if we
keep the technology and the team to-
gether and do it in another vehicle.

Those are the areas I wanted to ad-
dress. I have to say to my friend from
Pennsylvania, I really believe we want
the same thing. We want that capa-
bility by 2008, and we have ways of get-
ting there. We may have to do it in
conference. I think the Levin amend-
ment is going to be important at this
point to go ahead and get us in the
right posture in conference, and I com-
mit to everyone that I will work to
achieve that goal that both of us want.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Pennsylvania.

Mr. SANTORUM. Mr. President, I
commend the Senator from Oklahoma.
In committee, when this issue came up,
we were not on the same side of the
issue. I was clearly supporting the
President’s request and the Senator
from Oklahoma was not, and I have
found that in working with him, he has
provided a path out of this very dif-
ficult conflict. That is why I com-
pletely agree with the statements he
has made, that there is an opportunity
to try to accomplish everything that I
think most members of the Senate
Armed Services Committee believe
need to be accomplished, which is to
have a new system up by 2008, to save
money in the Army procurement
project, which is badly underfunded,
and at the same time transition these
technologies we have with the Crusader
on to the Future Combat System.

From my perspective, it comes down
to an issue of money. It comes down to
an issue of whether we can find money
in 2003, in this budget, in this author-
ization bill, to get together the concept
demonstrator we need. Hopefully, we
can start this year with 2002 funds and
move forward with the $173 million for
next year. That is not going to be easy
to do. I am not sure we are going to be
able to accomplish this on the Senate
floor or we are going to be able to get
this agreement. Maybe we even should
not. Maybe this should be an issue we
work out with the House and do it in
conference when we have more people
who will participate in it.

I will say, without the leadership of
the Senator from OKlahoma on this
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issue, I do not think the ability to ac-
complish all the things I laid out would
have been possible. The Senator from
Oklahoma and I understand Fort Sill is
in Oklahoma, and I understand a lot of
the Crusader work was going to be
done in Oklahoma. Also, I understand
this is an issue where the Senator
could have come out by saying, I am
going to go down with the ship on Cru-
sader and I am going to fight for the
folks back home in the sense that there
are these jobs. But the Senator from
Oklahoma, I have found, has always
been doing what is in the best interest
of the men and women in uniform.

What he has proposed is exactly that.
It is not a homer Kkind of proposal. It is
anything but that. It is a proposal of
what is in the best interest of the peo-
ple who are in uniform, and I commend
him for his leadership. I commend him
for his innovation. I am hopeful we can
get our folks from the other side of the
Capitol in the House to work with us
on this, and hopefully the administra-
tion will see the wisdom of taking an
issue which is very divisive right now
and being able to turn that very divi-
sive issue, that could be very much a
flashpoint, confrontation point that
can be very damaging to our men and
women in uniform, by delaying any
system for quite some time, and see
this as an opportunity to be able to ac-
complish all we want to accomplish,
which is to field the system, save the
money, and have the capability we
need to protect our men and women.

So I commend the Senator for his
leadership and look forward to working
on this issue over the next weeks as we
finish in the Senate and go to con-
ference.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Virginia.

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, in
order to try to facilitate the important
debate we are having and bring it to
some conclusion with regard to the de-
sires of the chairman to have votes, the
chairman and I have discussed the fol-
lowing, and we would like to entertain
thoughts from others: That the amend-
ment of the Senator from Virginia in
the second degree would be accepted by
the chairman. He would presumably so
state. We then proceed to a rollcall
vote on the chairman’s underlying
amendment.

However, the distinguished Repub-
lican leader, Mr. NICKLES, is engaged in
something that is important he com-
plete. I understand he can be present
by 2 p.m. because he, likewise, wishes
to address this issue. So on the as-
sumption he can be present between 2
p.m. and 2:10 and that his remarks
would take no more than 15 minutes,
could either the distinguished Senator
from OKklahoma or the distinguished
Senator from Pennsylvania indicate to
me, and therefore to the chairman, a
reason we should not then go to a vote
shortly after the conclusion of the re-
marks by the Senator from Oklahoma,
Mr. NICKLES?

Mr. REID. Will the Senator from Vir-
ginia yield?
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Mr. WARNER. Yes.

Mr. REID. What we want to do, as I
indicated, is to have the vote at 2 p.m.
Senator NICKLES, who is vitally inter-
ested in this matter, wishes to speak.
We now have a chance and are pre-
paring a unanimous consent request to
give Senator NICKLES whatever time he
needs and vote following his remarks.

Mr. WARNER. OK.

Mr. INHOFE. If the Senator will
yield, first, yes, that would be accept-
able to me. Quite frankly, I would like
the Levin amendment without the sec-
ond degree. It gives the administration
and our committees more authority
than without the amendment. How-
ever, I certainly would accept that and
would want to agree to the votes.

My senior Senator from Oklahoma is
here now and mentioned he wanted to
be heard.

Mr. REID. Through the Chair, I ask
the Senator from Virginia, and I direct
the question to the Senator from Okla-
homa, we were going to have you speak
at 2 o’clock for a half hour; Is the Sen-
ator ready to give his remarks now?

Mr. NICKLES. Sure.

Mr. REID. Could the Senator be fin-
ished by 2 p.m.?

Mr. NICKLES. Definitely.

Mr. REID. We will have the staff look
over the unanimous consent request
and have a vote at 2 p.m.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Oklahoma.

Mr. NICKLES. I thank my friend and
colleague from Nevada. I am pleased
we will vote soon on the Levin amend-
ment which I strongly support. I under-
stand it will be modified by the Warner
amendment, which is also acceptable
to this Senator. I am not positive we
needed it, but we want to make the ad-
ministration happy.

What is most important is we provide
our men and women in the military, in
any branch, in any division, with qual-
ity equipment, equal to or superior to
our competitors. I hate to say this, but
it happens to be factual. We are not su-
perior to our adversaries or potential
adversaries when it comes to artillery.

Fort Sill is the home of the artillery
training base for the Army. A couple of
weeks ago I visited the base, as I have
done several times. I sat in the Pal-
adin, our latest artillery weapon, and
fired it with our men and women who
were operating the cannon. I realized
and was embarrassed at how obsolete it
is. The chassis, the basic framework of
the wheeled vehicle that they were
using, was built in the early 1960s. The
cannon was also loaded exactly as it
was in the early 1960s. In fact, the can-
non is loaded the same way Napoleon
was loading cannons.

I was surprised, dismayed, and more
than convinced we need to upgrade the
system. The Crusader serves as an up-
date that modernizes the system. The
Crusader has a mechanized, automated
loading system. The Paladin came on-
line in 1994, as if it was a new system.
The chassis and the loading mechanism
is identical to what we had in the early

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

1960s. It is the same method and mech-
anism during the time of Napoleon and
the Civil War. The individual would
manually load the projectile, which in
this system 1556 millimeters looks like
a big bullet. It is very awkward, very
heavy, very cumbersome, and weighs
about 100 pounds. It is manually lifted
from the floor or off a rack, inserted on
a loading device, and shoved into the
barrel. Then they shove in some pack-
ing, basically an explosive device, simi-
lar to powder. They shove it in manu-
ally behind the projectile. They close
the breech. They put in a firing pin
with a cord and yank it. It explodes
and they open the breech. They take a
sponge and they swab the inside of the
barrel to make sure it is still not hot
and will not have another premature
detonation.

That is the same method used in the
Civil War. The first couple rounds they
might be able to do about three a
minute. After a couple of minutes, they
can only do about one a minute be-
cause the barrel gets pretty hot and
they have to wear gas masks if they do
very many because they are in a closed
environment and get exhaust fumes. If
these masks are not worn, the fumes
can be hazardous to the health of the
women and men operating the ma-
chines. In other words, this system is
very obsolete. It needs to be replaced.

I started looking at our competitors.
Not one country, not two countries,
several countries have a more efficient
and more effective system.

I am not chairman of the Armed
Services Committee and I have not
served on that committee. I have great
respect for Senators LEVIN, WARNER,
and INHOFE, but I cannot think of any
major weapons system where we are
behind several countries in quality of
equipment. I don’t want to find our
planes are inferior to any other coun-
try. I don’t want to find our ships are
inferior to any other country. I don’t
want to find our intelligence capability
is behind any country. I don’t want to
find our weapons, our guns, our can-
nons inferior to any country.

Unfortunately, in this case, our can-
nons are inferior. There are six coun-
tries that have greater capability in
what I call ground support and cannons
than we do. Britain, South Africa, Rus-
sia, China, Germany all have cannon
artillery systems superior to ours,
some in refiring capability, some in ac-
curacy, some in speed.

We need a new system. The Army
recognized this for a long time and
came up with the Crusader. The Cru-
sader is far superior to every system I
mentioned. The administration decided
to cancel the Crusader. I don’t agree
with that decision. They made the de-
cision that we needed something light-
er. I can go with that as long as we still
have a superior system to other coun-
tries, to our potential competitors and
even our allies. I don’t want our sys-
tems inferior to the Germans, South
Africans—although they are allies—the
Russians, and the Chinese. I want us
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No. 1 militarily. You don’t want to be
in military conflict and find you are a
close second. That is not good enough.

We need a superior system. The Cru-
sader would be that. I know some are
talking about maybe scaling down the
Crusader. The Crusader was originally
80 tons, and now 62, and now going to 40
tons. Some are saying, see if we cannot
take it down to 25, 27, or maybe 18 tons.
I don’t know if that is possible or not.
I hope it can be. I would love to see the
Crusader be more mobile, wider, able
to be deployed more rapidly in regions
far and away, maybe in Afghanistan or
other areas. I would like to see the ca-
pability of this machine enhanced.

However, I want to make sure our
men and women, if they use this sys-
tem and it is superior, that it is safe, it
is not a death vehicle or one where
their lives might be jeopardized. It re-
mains to be seen if we can preserve this
level of safety in a future combat sys-
tem. The Levin amendment modified
by the Warner amendment, allows us
to accomplish something very impor-
tant by taking this $475 million and
saying it will not be in the Crusader.
Or we could keep that option as the
Crusader. But we are going to use these
funds to closely support a fire system
capable of protecting our men and
women.

We are going to be consulting the
Army, individuals who have experience
and expertise in this—which, frankly,
was not done in the decisionmaking
process as far as canceling the Cru-
sader. It is unfortunate that they were
not consulted. I am offended by that
process.

I hope the administration in the fu-
ture will say if they are going to be
canceling the system they will contact
the Chief of Staff of the Army, former
Chief of Staff of the Army, the Sec-
retary of the Army, and listen to their
advice. That did not happen in this
case.

Senator LEVIN was talking about how
this would be reversed. You might re-
member a few months ago the adminis-
tration had money for the Crusader in
their budget. Now they have stated
they are opposed to it.

We need to come up with something
better. Regardless of what the replace-
ment may be, I want our military men
and women to have a superior system
that far exceeds what they have right
now. I do not want our men and women
being trained in vehicles, in cannons
that are inferior to anybody’s. Period.
That is the bottom line. It is not who
does the contracting. It is not who
makes it. It is not where they are
trained, not where it is fired, not where
it is deployed. Our men and women
have to have the best. Right now we do
not have the best.

Under the Levin-Warner amendment,
we are going to take that $475 million
and, yes, we are going to have re-
programming capability, or consulta-
tion, the Secretary can have his ability
to change it, and we have 30 days to re-
view it, and it is going to be used for
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fire support. Presumably, we are going
to come up with a better system than
we have right now. This is what I ex-
pect to be done.

I don’t want to find out our men and
women are still training in inferior
systems 20 years from now. If we do not
move fairly quickly, that is exactly
what they will be doing. Even if we
stayed with the Crusader, that was
going to be online in the year 2008, 5 or
6 years from now. The future combat
system Senator INHOFE and others have
talked about can be on line in 2008. We
need to be moving forward on this rap-
idly. There is not a lot of time to
waste, not when you think we could be
jeopardizing the lives of our men and
women.

Somebody said maybe we don’t need
cannons, we can rely on air support
power. That is not accurate. Talk to
anybody in the military. Do you need
an army with tanks and guns? Yes. Do
you need an army with weapons for po-
tential combat systems and close fire
support? The answer is always yes. Can
the air always do it? No. Can the mul-
tiple-launch rocket system do it? Not
always. Sometimes it can from greater
distances, but not close-in, not when
you are talking about a few hundred
yards, not when you are talking about
a mile, not when you are talking about
real close-in support.

We need a cannon. We need close-in
support. This $475 million reprogram-
ming capability is for a future combat
system. It could be called Crusader 2; it
could be called Crusader 3. We have re-
duced the weight of the Crusader from
80 tons to 40 tons and still call it the
Crusader. Now we are talking about
taking it from 40 tons to 20-some tons.
If that can do the job while having
automatic load capability, have supe-
rior user accuracy, have the speed to
stay up with our tanks and armored
personnel carriers—which right now we
cannot do—if we can come up with a
lighter and more mobile system that
can still protect our troops and provide
the fire support that is so necessary—
great. I will strongly support it.

I hope and expect the reprogramming
and the Army intelligence and Army
experts in this field will come up with
a system that will work. But they need
to do it quickly. I hope and expect the
leaders on both the Armed Services
Committee in the Senate and in the
House will work to make sure that
happens.

Presently, relying on the existing
system is just not satisfactory. It is
not satisfactory for this Senator. I do
not think it would be satisfactory for
the Department of Defense, either.

I thank my colleagues for their work
to keep this money in artillery and in
close fire support.

I also compliment my friend and col-
league, Senator INHOFE, for his leader-
ship. No one has invested more time on
defense issues that I am aware of, with
maybe the possible exception of Sen-
ator WARNER, than Senator INHOFE on
this committee. And no one has in-
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vested more time in support of the
Army than Senator INHOFE.

I also wish to compliment Congress-
man J.C. WATTS because, likewise, he
has invested an enormous amount of
time trying to make sure making sure
our men and women in the Army have
the best artillery around, not just pro-
tecting the jobs in Oklahoma. I think
both Congressman WATTS and Senator
INHOFE are to be congratulated for
their leadership, trying to make sure
the Army as well as the Navy and Air
Force and Marines have equipment su-
perior to any potential adversary we
might confront.

I am happy to support the Levin
amendment, modified by Senator WAR-
NER. I urge my colleagues to adopt it.
I yield the floor.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent the order for the
quorum call be dispensed with.

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

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, I would
like to make a unanimous consent re-
quest, just for the information of our
colleagues. I ask unanimous consent
the time until 2 p.m. today be for de-
bate with respect to the pending Levin
and Warner amendments, with the
time equally divided and controlled in
the usual form, and at 2 p.m. the sec-
ond-degree amendment be agreed to,
and without further intervening action
or debate the Senate proceed to vote in
relation to the Levin amendment, as
amended, with no other amendments in
order prior to the disposition of the
Levin amendment.

Mr. REID. Reserving the right to ob-
ject.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Nevada.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, that will be
fine. I would like to make sure that be-
fore 2 o’clock Senator DAYTON has 5
minutes. That should be no problem.

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

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent the order for the
quorum call be dispensed with.

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

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, the Sen-
ator from Minnesota was assured of at
least 5 minutes. I do not know if this
time is divided equally or not, but
whatever time I have remaining, I
yield 5 minutes of that time to the
Senator from Minnesota.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Minnesota.

Mr. DAYTON. Mr. President, I in-
quire as to the time?
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has 5 minutes.

Mr. DAYTON. I ask unanimous con-
sent that I might have 10 minutes to
speak.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Mr. SESSIONS. Yes, reserving the
right to object, we are going to vote at
2; is that correct? I did want 3 or 4 min-
utes to speak on this issue.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, we have
had a lot of people talking. We cer-
tainly want the Senator from Alabama
to have his time to speak.

I ask unanimous consent that the
vote be extended until 5 after 2; that
all the same orders will be in effect but
for the 5 minutes, and that the Senator
from Minnesota be given 10 minutes
and the Senator from Alabama, 5 min-
utes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered. The Senator
from Minnesota.

The Senator from Minnesota.

Mr. DAYTON. Thank you, Mr. Presi-
dent. I thank the Senator from Nevada
for the accommodation. I thank the
Senator from Alabama as well.

Mr. President, I want to start by ex-
pressing my appreciation and admira-
tion to the chairman of our Armed
Services Committee, on which I am
privileged to serve along with the Sen-
ator from Michigan, and ranking mem-
ber, the Senator from Virginia. Both of
them have been outstanding mentors
and role models for me in the Senate.

The legislation which has been
brought forward has my full support as
a member of the committee.

I note that the President proposed
$396 billion for national defense for the
2003 budget, a 20-percent increase in
spending over the last 2 years.

Is my understanding that the com-
mittee, which has been working very
much on a bipartisan basis, provides
after adjustments for the civilian and
military retirement dollars, essentially
the full amount that the President re-
quested for all activities. It reflects the
bipartisan support this committee has
for strengthening our national de-
fense—even before the tragic events of
September 11, and certainly thereafter.
As I said, it involves a very sizable in-
crease in spending. It is supported by
this Senator, and by Senators on both
sides of the aisle—in our committee
and on the floor.

There are other aspects of the bill
that I would like to address at a subse-
quent time. But given the spirit of co-
operation and support that has been
evidenced, in my view, consistently by
the committee, by the chairman of the
committee, and by its members to un-
dertake these increases and improve-
ments on a cooperative basis—frankly,
as others have noted—the procedures
by which the Crusader budget has been
proposed to be eliminated is an unfor-
tunate exception. As I say, it is one
that strikes me as really not warranted
by the actions of the committee in any
way whatsoever.
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The President submitted a budget
proposal to the Congress on February 4
and called for $475.6 million to continue
in the development of the Crusader. No
cutbacks were proposed. There were no
reservations expressed about the
project. The Crusader is on time, it is
on budget, and it is to specifications.
In the simulated tests so far, it has
been right on target.

In the committee hearings, which the
Armed Services Committee held quite
extensively about the President’s pro-
posal for the year 2003, no reservations
were expressed by anyone—not by the
Secretary of Defense, nor the Deputy
Secretary of Defense, nor the Joint
Chiefs of Staff, nor the military com-
manders. In fact, it was just the oppo-
site. There was strong and unqualified
support for the commander.

I have asked a number of military
leaders who have come to my office,
and the incoming and outgoing Chiefs
of Staff in Europe. I was at the Na-
tional Training Center in California
last year, and I asked tank com-
manders what they thought of the Cru-
sader. They were unanimously enthusi-
astic about the Crusader. They were
unanimously emphatic about the need
for the Crusader to strengthen our ar-
tillery.

The Secretary of the Army expressed
similar support for those same reasons
in testimony before the committee. We
received testimony in March of this
year before the committee by the
Army Vice Chief of Staff. As reported
in Defense Week the next day—on
March 18 of this year—he said ground
forces attacking in Afghanistan could
have used the Crusader to pound al-
Quaida redoubts in the mountains near
Gardez. General Keane told the panel
on Thursday that, unlike some air-de-
livered munitions, poor weather would
not have stopped the Crusader’s preci-
sion fire. General Keane said they
could have used the Crusader for sup-
port of troops attacking in the moun-
tains and have gotten the response of
artillery fire at considerable range and
distance they could not with any of
their other systems.

He went on to say if the Army had
the Crusader today—meaning in
March, in Afghanistan—perhaps three
or four of them could have been used
there. He said they could have kept the
Crusader within the range outside of
the immediate battle areas in secure
areas. He said the Paladin, by contrast,
would have to be positioned closer to
the mountains and would need more
forces to protect it.

To give Senator INHOFE and col-
leagues on that subcommittee a sense
of the Crusader’s range and precision,
General Keane said they could put it
within the beltway outside of Wash-
ington, fire it in the air, and hit home-
plate in Camden Yards in Baltimore.

After hearing all of this testimony
and this unqualified support, the com-
mittee began its markup of the mili-
tary budget and Department of Defense
request. After about a week of rumors
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and innuendos, contrary rumors and
denials of all of that, we received on
the morning of the final markup ses-
sion of the committee—on May 8 of
this year—a copy of a letter from Mr.
Daniels, Director of the Office of Man-
agement and Budget, to the majority
leader, Senator DASCHLE, informing
him of the administration’s decision to
terminate the Crusader. We received
nothing—this Senator received noth-
ing—from the Secretary of Defense,
and, as far as I know, no formal com-
munication to the committee from the
Department of Defense. It was treated
as though it was a budget adjustment.
Since then, there has been this pre-
sumption that, of course, the com-
mittee will approve the administra-
tion’s change of mind. Of course, we
will all just reverse our course upon
command. Of course, we will just dis-
regard all of the expert testimony we
received over the last months. Of
course, we will disregard whatever re-
search we have done individually. And
we will disregard our own views on the
importance of this program, and we
will just follow into a lockstep by pir-
ouette 4 months after the budget has
been submitted. Sixteen months after
taking office, the administration has
figured out what it wants to do about
this program—no consultation or dis-
cussion with members of the com-
mittee, at least not with this Senator
and most of the others with whom I
talked.

We were told in testimony that no
consultation nor forewarning was given
to the chairman and vice chairman of
the Joint Chiefs of Staff, nor with the
Chief of Staff of the Army, nor with
commanders in theaters such as Korea
and Europe.

I am very much concerned and
alarmed about the failure, if that is the
case—and it has not been refuted—to
communicate and to consult with the
military leadership of this country.

Today, I heard that we are to be held
responsible for delays—any delays to-
ward wasting taxpayers’ money, if we
haven’t already approved of this pro-
posed change. It costs $500,000 a day.
That is the number I heard. That cer-
tainly is one that we not spend lightly.

We are proposing to approve a budget
of over $1 billion a day on national de-
fense for fiscal year 2003—over $1 bil-
lion of taxpayers’ money every day. We
are going to use that money to defend
our borders and our country. We are
going to use that money to protect
America’s interests, our influence, our
values, and our way of life—and all
over the world. Ultimately and specifi-
cally, we are going to use that money
to send American men and women—
young men and women, in most cases—
to places such as Afghanistan, far
away, and put them right on the line
with their lives and families and chil-
dren left behind. We owe it to them to
have them know they are going into
those conditions with every possible
advantage, means of force, means of
domination, and with a means of com-
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ing home alive having accomplished
their mission successfully on behalf of
our country.

I was in Afghanistan, along with
some of my colleagues, in January. We
had lunch with members of the Armed
Forces who are, as I say, young, dedi-
cated, and enthusiastic. They gave up
jobs. Those who are in the Reserves
voluntarily came out and are standing
up for and fighting for our country.

When I get General Keane’s testi-
mony that the Crusader would make a
difference in protecting their lives,
then I say that is the consideration,
that is the sole consideration, the over-
riding consideration in whether or not
to continue with Crusader.

Before this Senate decides and before
this country decides to abandon that
system, I want to be assured—I want to
be guaranteed—that we are going to
have comparable firepower coming to
their protection and their defense when
needed.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. CAR-
PER). The time of the Senator from
Minnesota has expired.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, on the un-
derlying amendment offered by Sen-
ator LEVIN, I ask for the yeas and nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection for it being in order to ask
for the yeas and nays on the first-de-
gree amendment at this time?

Without objection, it is so ordered.

Is there a sufficient second?

There appears to be.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Alabama is recognized for up
to 5 minutes.

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. President, I con-
gratulate Senator LEVIN and Senator
WARNER, Senator INHOFE, Senator
NICKLES, and Senator DAYTON, who just
spoke, for the work they have done to
try to reach an agreement on the Cru-
sader system that we can all live with
and is the right thing to do. I believe
we have made steps in that direction. I
am proud to support this amendment.

Let me just say a couple things about
it.

I am a strong believer in doing what
we need to do to defend our soldiers
and to defend our interests around the
world. I did conclude that the adminis-
tration was correct that the $11 billion
projected on the Crusader was not the
wisest investment of that $11 billion. It
is not considered to be a part of our
Future Combat System that we look to
establish. It is an interim weapon sys-
tem. It would drain $11 billion that
could help us create the Future Com-
bat System that we are all striving to
achieve.

You have to make tough decisions.
That is what we pay the Secretary of
Defense to do. It is not an easy call. A
lot of people believed in this system
and supported it for years and years.
But we cannot expect them, just on a
dime, to come in—generals and so
forth, our Defense Department officials
and contractors—and to now say: Oh,
yes, we need to cancel it.
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That is why it is tough. But the Sec-
retary of Defense understands these
issues deeply and wrestled with them.
They said they wished it could have
been done smoother and maybe with
more notice. Perhaps not quite as
jerky in the process.

Well, everybody knew, and had
known for a long time, that the De-
partment of Defense was examining the
Crusader system very closely. Every-
body knew that many believed it was
not the wisest use of $11 billion. I am
glad they made the call. It is a tough
call, and I believe it is the right call.

I note, for example, many have cited
it as a good weapon that could be uti-
lized in Korea where we do face a large
number of tanks by the North Koreans,
and that it might be utilized in that
kind of combat. But I note that the
Army states their intent is not to even
deploy the Crusader to Korea. It would
not be on the ground in Korea. It would
be maintained in the United States as
part of a Counterattack Corps. So it is
not the kind of weapon we would be
normally deploying in situations where
you would expect we could have a pret-
ty violent conflict that could occur. I
think we are doing the right thing. I
believe the administration deserves
credit for that.

The administration also had to deal
with some tough choices about fund-
ing. We know we are not going to con-
tinue to see the kind of increases that
President Bush has fought for in the
last 2 years in the Defense budget as we
go along. We know these are not going
to be sustained.

We had a $48 billion increase this
year. A lot of that had to go for the
pay, retirement, and health care bene-
fits we promised our men and women in
uniform and our retirees. But we do
know that we have to spend some more
money on capital, moving us to the Fu-
ture Combat System, buying the new
equipment that will transform us, con-
tinually, to maintain the greatest mili-
tary force in the world.

One of the things we have to be hon-
est about is that by 2008, 2009 or 2010,
we are going to be facing a train wreck
in expenditures. We have the V-22 Os-
prey coming on line, the Joint Strike
Fighter, the F-22, other programs that
have been in the works for many years,
all of which are going to be hitting
about that time period.

If we are not going to be able to sus-
tain all of those weapons systems, do
we wait until 2006, 2005—after we have
spent billions of dollars on them—to
then decide we cannot complete them
and that something else on line is bet-
ter? I think not. The sooner we do it
the better.

Let me just mention that the budget
submitted by the Defense Department
to use the money that would not be
spent for Crusader are investments in
strengthening the Army’s capability
and, indeed, are the budget items that
the Army requested if they did not
have the Crusader.

They include $57 million for a
Netfires missile system that could be
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effective for our troops on the battle-
field; $195.5 million on indirect fire for
the objective force—our objective that
we seek to establish—$48.3 million for
the Excalibur advanced system; $11.4
million for the tactical unmanned aer-
ial vehicles—we need more unmanned
aerial vehicles—$10.8 million for preci-
sion-guided mortar munitions—they
would be precision guided instead of
the indirect fire mortar weapons we
have today. That can be done, and we
can achieve that. They also include the
guided multiple launch rockets that
are precision guided; high-mobility ar-
tillery rocket systems; the Abrams
tank engine, and other items that the
Army requested.

I thank the Chair, and I thank our
leaders, Senator LEVIN and Senator
WARNER. I believe we are on the right
track.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time
of the Senator from Alabama has ex-
pired.

All time has expired.

Under the previous order, amend-
ment No. 3900, offered by the Senator
from Virginia, Mr. WARNER, is agreed
to.

The amendment (No. 3900) was agreed
to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to amendment
No. 3899, as amended. The yeas and
nays have been ordered. The clerk will
call the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll.

Mr. NICKLES. I announce that the
Senator from North Carolina (Mr.
HELMS) is necessarily absent.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there
any other Senators in the Chamber de-
siring to vote?

The result was announced—yeas 96,
nays 3, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 158 Leg.]

YEAS—96
Akaka Dorgan Lott
Allard Durbin Lugar
Allen Edwards McCain
Baucus Ensign McConnell
Bayh Enzi Mikulski
Bennett Feingold Miller
Biden Feinstein Murkowski
Bingaman Fitzgerald Murray
Bond Frist Nelson (FL)
Boxer Graham Nelson (NE)
Breaux Gramm Nickles
Brownback Grassley Reed
Bunning Gregg Reid
Burns Hagel Roberts
Byrd Harkin Rockefeller
Campbell Hatch Santorum
Cantwell Hollings Sarbanes
Carnahan Hutchinson Sessions
Carper Hutchison Shelby
Chafee Inhofe Smith (NH)
Cleland Inouye Smith (OR)
Cochran Jeffords Snowe
Collins Johnson Specter
Conrad Kennedy Stabenow
Corzine Kerry Stevens
Craig Kohl Thomas
Crapo Kyl Thompson
Daschle Landrieu Thurmond
Dayton Leahy Torricelli
DeWine Levin Warner
Dodd Lieberman Wellstone
Domenici Lincoln Wyden

NAYS—3
Clinton Schumer Voinovich
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NOT VOTING—1
Helms

The amendment (No. 3899), as amend-
ed, was agreed to.

Mr. LEVIN. I move to reconsider the
vote.

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

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Michigan.

AMENDMENT NO. 3912

Mr. LEVIN. I thank the Presiding Of-
ficer.

Mr. President, Senator WARNER and I
will now offer an amendment that per-
mits retired members of the Armed
Forces who have a service-connected
disability to receive both military re-
tirement pay earned through years of
military service and disability com-
pensation from the Department of Vet-
erans Affairs based on their disability.

We offer this amendment on behalf of
Senator HARRY REID, who has been the
leader in the Senate on this issue, Sen-
ator BoB SMITH, who raised this issue
in our committee markup, and on be-
half of the Armed Services Committee.
This is a committee amendment.

In the bill itself, before this amend-
ment is even considered, there is a pro-
vision that we adopted in committee
that goes a long way toward addressing
an issue that many of us have been
concerned about for a long time—the
inability of military retirees to draw
their full retirement pay if they are re-
ceiving compensation from the Depart-
ment of Veterans Affairs for a service-
connected disability. We believe they
are entitled to both.

The language that is already in the
bill was limited by the funding alloca-
tion that was available to us. We got
about half the job done in the bill, but
we are now offering this amendment
which will finish this equitable assign-
ment that many of us have taken on.

We believe we should authorize full
concurrent receipt for these deserving
veteran retirees, and the amendment
that we offer will do that.

We did not do the whole job in the
bill because we did not want to make
our bill subject to a point of order. We
had a certain allocation of mandatory
spending for this. We used it. That is
the amount that is in the bill, and that
is why in the bill we provide the con-
current receipt of military retirement
pay and veterans disability compensa-
tion by military retirees with service-
connected disabilities that are rated at
60 percent disability or higher. That
used up the allocation we had. But
many of us believe, and the committee
believes, that we should do this for all
disabled military retirees. This amend-
ment will do that.

If there is a point of order raised, we
hope it will be waived. We did not want
to make our entire bill subject to a
point of order, so we divided it into two
pieces.

Under the provision in the bill, the
amount of retirement pay would be
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phased in over a 5-year period begin-
ning with 30 percent of the otherwise
authorized retirement pay in 2003 and
increasing to 45 percent in 2004, 60 per-
cent in 2005, 80 percent in 2006 and 100
percent in 2007.

Again, the provision already in the
bill was drafted very specifically to
limit the cost to comply with the man-
datory funding allocation that is con-
tained in the budget resolution re-
ported by the Senate Budget Com-
mittee. The language in the bill itself
is not enough, in the judgment of the
committee.

It is unfair to limit concurrent re-
ceipt of retired pay and disability com-
pensation to military retirees with a
disability rated at 60 percent or more.
We cannot differentiate equitably and
fairly from those retirees who are 50
percent disabled, 40 percent disabled, or
30 percent disabled. They have all been
disabled through their military service
to our Nation. It is also unfair to delay
the receipt of full compensation for 5
years. They are overdue for full com-
pensation now. We are losing 1,500 vet-
erans per day in this country, and we
should act now.

I first commend Senator HARRY REID
for his absolute commitment to this
issue, to resolving this inequity, to ad-
dressing this unfairness. Year after
year he has eloquently and passion-
ately persuaded this body to act in this
way. He has succeeded in doing so. We
have not been able to get this through
conference. We are determined to make
this effort again.

I also note that during the com-
mittee markup of this bill, Senator
SMITH of New Hampshire proposed an
amendment which would have per-
mitted full concurrent receipt of mili-
tary retired pay and veterans’ dis-
ability compensation by all retirees el-
igible for nondisability retirement who
have a service-connected disability, no
matter what the disability rating was.

Again, because this amendment of
Senator SMITH would have put our en-
tire bill in violation of the budget reso-
lution that was reported by the Budget
Committee, we asked Senator SMITH to
allow this amendment to be offered on
behalf of the committee when the bill
reached the floor. This would allow the
full Senate to decide this issue. By ma-
jority vote, the committee agreed to
this course of action, and this is the
amendment we are offering at this
time.

The amendment we offer is essen-
tially the same as S. 170, which is a bill
initially introduced by Senator REID of
Nevada, who has been, again, the true
leader in this effort in the Senate. The
Senate passed this provision last year.
Again, we were not able to bring it out
of conference. We fought for this provi-
sion to the very end of the conference
last year. It was one of the last two
issues that were resolved in the con-
ference between the Senate and the
House. The House simply refused to ac-
cept our provision, and we finally had
to reach an agreement if we were going
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to have a Defense Authorization bill
last year.

We were able to enhance the special
compensation last year in conference
for the most severely disabled retirees,
and pass a provision on the condition
that the President propose, and the
Congress enact, legislation that would
offset the costs of the initiative. The
President did not propose that offset-
ting legislation, so the Senate once
again is taking the initiative to right
this wrong.

Senator REID’s bill, S. 170, now has 81
cosponsors in the Senate. The House
companion bill, H.R. 303, has 395 co-
sponsors. Senator CLELAND, and Sen-
ator HUTCHINSON of Arkansas, the chair
and ranking member of the Personnel
Subcommittee, have been strong advo-
cates for this bill. The overwhelming
support in both the House and the Sen-
ate for these two bills is a clear indica-
tion we simply should not settle for the
limited provision in the bill as reported
by the committee.

Enactment of this amendment would
remove an injustice to disabled mili-
tary retirees. Military retirement pay
and disability compensation were
earned and awarded for different pur-
poses. Military retirement pay is
awarded for a career of service to our
Nation in the Armed Forces. Disability
compensation is awarded to com-
pensate a veteran for an injury in-
curred in the line of duty. It is unfair
for military retirees, who have earned
both payments, not to receive them
concurrently. Veterans injured in the
line of duty, who leave military service
and then serve a career as a Federal ci-
vilian employee, do not have to forfeit
any of their Federal civilian retired
pay to receive their VA disability com-
pensation.

I hope the Senate will adopt this
committee amendment.

I yield the floor.

Mr. LEVIN. I send our amendment to
the desk and ask for its immediate con-
sideration on behalf of the committee.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

The Senator from Michigan [Mr. LEVIN]
proposes an amendment numbered 3912.

The amendment is as follows:
(Purpose: To provide alternative authority

on concurrent receipt of military retired

pay and veterans’ disability compensation
for service-connected disabled veterans)

Strike section 641, relating to phased-in
authority for concurrent receipt of military
retired pay and veterans’ disability com-
pensation for certain service-connected dis-
abled veterans, and insert the following:

SEC. 641. PAYMENT OF RETIRED PAY AND COM-

PENSATION TO DISABLED MILITARY
RETIREES.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 1414 of title 10,
United States Code, is amended to read as
follows:

“§1414. Members eligible for retired pay who
have service-connected disabilities: pay-
ment of retired pay and veterans’ disability
compensation
‘“‘(a) PAYMENT OF BOTH RETIRED PAY AND

COMPENSATION.—Except as provided in sub-
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section (b), a member or former member of
the uniformed services who is entitled to re-
tired pay (other than as specified in sub-
section (c)) and who is also entitled to vet-
erans’ disability compensation is entitled to
be paid both without regard to sections 5304
and 5305 of title 38.

““(b) SPECIAL RULE FOR CHAPTER 61 CAREER
RETIREES.—The retired pay of a member re-
tired under chapter 61 of this title with 20
years or more of service otherwise creditable
under section 1405 of this title at the time of
the member’s retirement is subject to reduc-
tion under sections 5304 and 5305 of title 38,
but only to the extent that the amount of
the member’s retired pay under chapter 61 of
this title exceeds the amount of retired pay
to which the member would have been enti-
tled under any other provision of law based
upon the member’s service in the uniformed
services if the member had not been retired
under chapter 61 of this title.

‘‘(c) EXCEPTION.—Subsection (a) does not
apply to a member retired under chapter 61
of this title with less than 20 years of service
otherwise creditable under section 1405 of
this title at the time of the member’s retire-
ment.

‘‘(d) DEFINITIONS.—In this section:

‘(1) The term ‘retired pay’ includes re-
tainer pay, emergency officers’ retirement
pay, and naval pension.

‘“(2) The term ‘veterans’ disability com-
pensation’ has the meaning given the term
‘compensation’ in section 101(13) of title 38.”".

(b) REPEAL OF SPECIAL COMPENSATION PRO-
GRAM.—Section 1413 of such title is repealed.

(c) CONFORMING  AMENDMENT.—Section
641(d) of the National Defense Authorization
Act for Fiscal Year 2002 (Public Law 107-107;
115 Stat. 1150; 10 U.S.C. 1414 note) is repealed.

(d) CLERICAL AMENDMENTS.—The table of
sections at the beginning of chapter 71 of
title 10, United States Code, is amended by
striking the items relating to sections 1413
and 1414 and inserting the following new
item:
¢“1414. Members eligible for retired pay who

have service-connected disabil-

ities: payment of retired pay
and veterans’ disability com-
pensation.”.

(e) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by this section shall take effect on—

(1) the first day of the first month that be-
gins after the date of the enactment of this
Act; or

(2) the first day of the fiscal year that be-
gins in the calendar year in which this Act is
enacted, if later than the date specified in
paragraph (1).

(f) PROHIBITION ON RETROACTIVE BENE-
FITS.—No benefits may be paid to any person
by reason of section 1414 of title 10, United
States Code, as amended by subsection (a),
for any period before the effective date speci-
fied in subsection (e).

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I join
with Senator LEVIN, Senator SMITH,
Senator HUTCHINSON, and Senator REID
in offering this amendment to S. 2514.

The committee included in the bill a
provision—section 641—that, over the
next 5 years, would phase in elimi-
nation of the current dollar-for-dollar
offset of military retired pay and vet-
erans’ disability pay for those military
retirees most severely in need—that is,
those who have been determined by the
Veterans’ Administration to be 60 per-
cent or more disabled. I compliment
Senator CLELAND, Senator HUTCHINSON,
Senator SMITH and the members of the
Personnel Subcommittee on bringing
forward this timely, focused relief. The
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provision in the underlying bill was
drafted to be consistent with the direct
spending funding allocation contained
in the budget resolution reported by
the Budget Committee.

But as the leaders of the sub-
committee would readily acknowledge,
more needs to be done. During the full
committee markup, Senator SMITH of
New Hampshire proposed an amend-
ment that would implement full con-
current receipt immediately. This ini-
tiative, I note, is consistent with S.
170, the legislation spearheaded by Sen-
ators REID and HUTCHINSON, which, at
this point, has over 80 consponsors in
the Senate. It also is similar to the leg-
islation that Senator REID, Senator
HuTcHINSON and I introduced in March
of this year, S. 2051, the Retired Pay
Restoration Act of 2002, which sought
to eliminate the conditions for imple-
mentation of full concurrent receipt
previously included in last year’s con-
ference report.

However, many, many of my col-
leagues, on both sides of the aisle, have
joined in seeking to end this injustice
impacting disabled military retirees.
Our shared goal? To ensure that an im-
portant class of disabled veterans—
military retirees who have incurred
service connected physical or mental
disability—are fairly and appropriately
compensated by the nation they served
so well.

The administration has taken a very
different view on this issue. In fairness,
I think the Senate should be aware of
the Statement of Administration Pol-
icy on the underlying bill, which we re-
ceived this morning and which address-
es the issue before the Senate.

This document states that the Presi-
dent’s senior advisors will recommend
a veto if either section 641 or the pro-
posed amendment before us now that
would fully implement concurrent re-
ceipt is included.

I do not believe there is any member
of this Senate who would assert that
military retired pay adequately com-
pensates a severely disabled, retire-
ment-eligible service member who is
appropriately rated by the Veterans’
Administration for service connected
injuries and disability. Perhaps, over a
century ago, when the military retire-
ment system was in its infancy, the
legislation requiring the offset accu-
rately reflected the legislative intent
of the members. That is not the case
today. The number of cosponsors for
legislation that would repeal this law
illustrates that it no longer expresses
the will of the Congress. It is our re-
sponsibility to take appropriation ac-
tion. We can not and should not wait
any longer for this to happen.

Before concluding, I want to recog-
nize and thank the many veterans
groups in The Military Coalition who
have been unwavering in their support
for this legislation. I have met with
and listened closely to representatives
from several of these organizations
about their concerns about concurrent
receipt, and I particularly want to rec-
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ognize the American Legion, the Vet-
erans of Foreign Wars, the Fleet Re-
serve Association, the Retired Officers
Association, the Retired Enlisted Asso-
ciation, the Non Commissioned Officers
Association, the National Guard Asso-
ciation of the United States, the En-
listed National Guard Association of
the United States, the Disabled Amer-
ican Veterans, American Veterans of
World War II, Korean and Vietnam
AMVETS, the Association of the
United States Army, the National Mili-
tary Family Association, the Air Force
Sergeants Association, and the Viet-
nam Veterans of America for their sup-
port.

I urge my colleagues to join us in
this effort.

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

Mr. SMITH of New Hampshire. Mr.
President, I begin by thanking my
ranking member, Senator WARNER, and
Chairman LEVIN for their outstanding
work on this bill and achieving a com-
promise which would allow us to bring
to the floor this legislation that would
provide compensation for all veterans,
not just a small number of them. It
was a difficult situation to deal with,
and they handled it beautifully.

I also thank my friend and colleague
from Nevada, Senator REID, for being
the lead sponsor, the originator, of S.
170, which provides full compensation
for all veterans, no matter what the
percentage of disability. I am pleased
and proud to have been a cosponsor of
that legislation. I also thank Senator
HUTCHINSON of Arkansas for his leader-
ship as well on this issue.

There are many Senators who have
been involved in this legislation and
who have worked tirelessly on behalf of
veterans over the years, but it has been
a long and difficult road. Every time I
talk to veterans, veterans will tell me
they have been waiting and waiting for
this and they do not understand why
the high numbers of cosponsorships on
the bills to provide this full compensa-
tion do not yield in the end, after all
the conference committees are fin-
ished, the passing of the legislation. I
think now we are going to see that
happen finally.

My support for this legislation goes
back to being a freshman Congressman
in 1985, when a Congressman by the
name of MIKE BILIRAKIS of Florida had
this legislation in the hopper. Concur-
rent receipt has the support of just
about every veterans organization in
the country. I have several letters from
the American Legion, the VFW, the
Disabled American Veterans, the Mili-
tary Coalition, the Retired Enlisted
Association, the Retired Officers Asso-
ciation, and even a letter from the New
Hampshire House of Representatives. I
ask unanimous consent that these let-
ters be printed in the RECORD.

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

THE AMERICAN LEGION,
Washington, DC, March 29, 2001.

DEAR SENATOR: The American Legion ada-

mantly opposes Section 19 of House Concur-
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rent Resolution 83 entitled: Concurrent Re-
tirement and Disability Benefits to Retired
members of the Armed Forces. This impru-
dent section requires the Secretary of De-
fense to evaluate ‘‘the existing standards for
the provision of concurrent retirement and
disability benefits to retired members of the
Armed Forces and the need to change these
standards.”

This ill-advised section does not properly
state the intent of H.R. 303 and S. 170: To
amend title 10, United States Code, to permit
retired members of the Armed Forces, who
have a service-connected disability, to re-
ceive both military retired pay by reason of
their years of military service and disability
compensation from the Department of Vet-
erans Affairs for their disability.

The Congressional Research Service, The
Library of Congress, completed an extensive
report in April 7, 1995 entitled: Military Re-
tirement and Veterans’ Compensation: Cur-
rent Receipt issues. This report is straight-
forward and clearly addresses both sides of
this debate. That probably explains why both
H.R. 303 and S. 170 continue to enjoy such
overwhelming bipartisan support. Today, 35
Senators and 287 Representatives are stead-
fast cosponsors.

The American Legion adamantly supports
legislation and funding to permit retired
members of the Armed Forces, who also have
a service-connected disability recognized by
VA, to receive both military retired pay and
disability compensation. Military retirees
are the only retired Federal employees who
must offset their retired pay (dollar-for-dol-
lar) with VA disability compensation award-
ed them. Penalizing military retirees for
choosing to serve their country for 20 or
more years is not only an injustice to those
who have served, but also a tremendous de-
terrent to those who may be considering a
military career.

The American Legion strongly rec-
ommends the final Budget Resolution in-
clude funding to pay for concurrent receipt
because it is the right thing to do. Thank
you for your continued leadership and sup-
port of veterans, especially the service-con-
nected, and their families.

Sincerely,
STEVE A. ROBERTSON,
Director, National Legislative Commission.
THE RETIRED ENLISTED ASSOCIATION—THE
CONCURRENT RECEIPT DEBATE
WHAT IS THE ‘‘CONCURRENT RECEIPT”’
PROBLEM?

“‘Concurrent Receipt’ refers to the dual re-
ceipt of military retired pay and VA dis-
ability. Presently, a military retiree must
offset, dollar for dollar, from their retired
pay the amount they are receiving in VA
Disability Compensation.

WHAT LEGISLATION IS PENDING TO CORRECT

THIS PROBLEM?

There are currently several bills pending
before Congress, which would work to cor-
rect this inequity by eliminating the offset.
That legislation is the following:

HR 44 (106th Congress), by Rep. Bilirakis
(R-FL) provides limited authority for con-
current payment of retired pay and veterans’
disability compensation for certain disabled
veterans. Was referred to Committee on Na-
tional Security and Committee on Veterans’
Affairs. This bill is similar to HR 303 and HR
65 with a smaller benefit for certain disabled
retirees. For disability rated as total—$300
per month; 90 percent disability—$200 per
month; 70 or 80 percent disabled—$100 per
month. Disability must have been granted
within 4 years of retirement date. This bill is
a partial measure to correct the concurrent
receipt inequity. TREA continues to support
full receipt of retired pay
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and veterans’® disability compensation.
Passed in F'Y 2000 National Defense Author-
ization Act (NDAA).

HR 303 (106th Congress), by Rep. Bilirakis
(R-FL) to permit retired members who have
service-connected disabilities to receive
compensation from the Department of Vet-
erans Affairs concurrently with retired pay,
without deduction from either.

S 2357 (106th Congress), by Sen. Reid (D-
NV) to permit retired members of the Armed
Forces who have a service-connected dis-
ability to receive military pay concurrently
with veterans’ disability compensation.

The Senate version of the FY 2001 NDAA
included Sen. Reid’s amendment, however,
the final conference report did not include
full concurrent receipt. The FY 2001 NDAA
did include a provision for Chapter 61 (Mili-
tary Disabled Retired) with 20 or more year’s
service to receive the same special com-
pensation benefit as non-disabled retirees
within 4 years of retirement date. The effec-
tive date of payment is October 1, 2001.

Rep. Bilirakis has introduced HR 303 and
Sen. Reid has introduced S. 170 in the 107th
Congress to completely eliminate the offset.
The House Bill currently has 192 co-sponsors
and the Senate Bill has 20 co-sponsors.

THE MILITARY COALITION,
Alexandria, VA, February 2, 2001.
Hon. HARRY M. REID,
U.S. Senate, Washington, DC.

DEAR SENATOR REID: The Military Coali-
tion, a consortium of nationally prominent
uniformed services and veterans organiza-
tions, representing more than 5.5 million
members, plus their families and survivors,
is grateful to you for introducing S. 170—a
bill to ease the inequity of the current law
that reduces uniformed servicemembers’
earned retired pay by any amount of dis-
ability compensation they receive from the
Department of Veterans Affairs. The current
100 percent offset imposes a very discrimina-
tory penalty, especially for those whose dis-
ability severely limits their post-service
earnings potential.

S. 170 would correct the current inequity
whereby disabled uniformed services retirees
are forced to fund their own disability com-
pensation from their own retired pay. The
Military Coalition strongly agrees with you
that each of these compensation elements is
earned in its own right—retired pay for a ca-
reer of arduous service in uniform and dis-
ability compensation for pain and suffering
and lost future earnings resulting from serv-
ice-connected disabilities.

In many cases, members with decades of
uniformed service are forced to forfeit most
or all of their military retired pay to receive
the same disability compensation paid to a
similarly disabled member with relatively
few years of service. This unfairly denies any
compensation value for their decades of serv-
ice and sacrifice in the uniform of their
country.

In the last two years, Congress has enacted
legislation authorizing special compensation
for certain severely disabled retirees. This
was a small but important first step in rec-
ognizing the difference between a retirement
for an extended career of service and com-
pensation for a disability incurred as a result
of such service. Your sponsorship of S. 170
this year takes this important issue the
next, and final, step.

We understand the cost of S. 170 is signifi-
cant. But we believe strongly that fair com-
pensation for America’s disabled retirees is
also a significant issue—one that has been
long overdue. The Military Coalition will be
most pleased to work with you in urging all
members of Congress to support the imme-
diate enactment of S. 170.

Sincerely,
THE MILITARY COALITION.
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STATE OF NEW HAMPSHIRE,
OFFICE OF THE HOUSE CLERK,
Concord, NH, July 9, 2001.
Hon. BOB SMITH:
Dirksen Senate Office Building,
Washington, DC.

DEAR SENATOR SMITH: On January 25, 2001,
the New Hampshire House of Representatives
passed House Concurrent Resolution 1, urg-
ing the federal government to allow military
retirees to receive service-connected dis-
ability compensation benefits without re-
quiring them to waive an equal amount of
retirement pay.

On March 29, 2001, the New Hampshire Sen-
ate passed the same resolution.

Enclosed is a copy of that House Concur-
rent Resolution.

Sincerely,
KAREN O. WADSWORTH,
Clerk of the House.
THE RETIRED
OFFICERS ASSOCIATION,
Alexandria, VA, August 1, 2001.
Hon. ROBERT C. SMITH,
U.S. Senate,
Washington, DC.

DEAR SENATOR SMITH: I am writing to ex-
press my deepest apology for a printer’s
error on page 25 of the August issue of The
Retired Officer Magazine, which indicated
legislators’ cosponsorship status on selected
key bills.

Although TROA provided correct data,
printing plant employees transposed data in-
dicating your cosponsorship status on legis-
lation to increase Survivor Benefit Plan age-
62 annuities (S. 145 or S. 305) and to authorize
concurrent receipt of military retired pay
and veterans disability compensation (S.
170), respectively. In your case, this trans-
position failed to give you proper credit for
your cosponsorship of S. 170.

The printer has accepted responsibility for
this serious error, and will mail every TROA
member in your state a prompt and cor-
rected cosponsorship summary.

Should you receive any correspondence
from TROA members based on the misprint
in our magazine, please feel free to provide
them a copy of this letter to indicate
TROA’s recognition and gratitude for your
cosponsorship of S. 170.

Again, we regret this unfortunate error,
and very much appreciate your support for
the concurrent receipt initiative.

Sincerely,
MICHAEL A. NELSON.
DISABLED AMERICAN VETERANS,
Washington, DC, August 31, 2001.
Hon. ROBERT C. SMITH,
U.S. Senate, Dirksen Senate Office Building,
Washington, DC.

DEAR SENATOR SMITH: Disabled veterans
are deeply disappointed by yet another move
in Congress which will jeopardize legislation
to remove the unfair requirement that vet-
erans must surrender the military retired
pay they earned by reason of past service
performed to receive compensation for ongo-
ing effects of service-connected disabilities.
As National Commander of the Disabled
American Veterans, I write to urge that you
take all necessary action to ensure the pas-
sage of one of the two companion bills H.R.
303 or S. 170, or their equivalent in other leg-
islation, rather than substitute provisions
included in H.R. 2586, the National Defense
Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2002.

Provisions in H.R. 2586 to authorize ‘‘con-
current receipt” of military retired pay and
veterans’ disability compensation are ac-
companied by the equivalent of a ‘‘joker
clause’” that renders the provisions inoper-
ative unless the President includes money in
next year’s budget to pay the cost of the leg-
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islation and Congress then enacts legislation
to take the money from elsewhere in the
Federal budget. In reality, this provision in
H.R. 2586 is of no effect. However, it will end
congressional action on real concurrent re-
ceipt legislation in the form on H.R. 303 and
S. 170.

The serious injustice in current law de-
serves a real remedy, not another symbolic
gesture. Currently, 360 members of the
United States House of Representatives have
signed on as cosponsors of H.R. 303, and 72
Senators have cosponsored S. 170. To aban-
don this meaningful legislation in favor of
the hollow provision in H.R. 2586 is indefen-
sible.

On behalf of those disabled veterans who
have dedicated their lives and sacrificed
their health to make ours the most secure
and most prosperous nation on earth, I ask
that you individually act to ensure that our
government honors its obligation to provide
them the retired pay they were promised and
earned and the disability compensation they
are rightfully due. Please let me know if
these disabled veterans can count on you to
ensure real concurrent receipt legislation—
rather than in H.R. 2586—is enacted.

Sincerely,
GEORGE H. STEESE, JR.,
National Commander.

Mr. SMITH of New Hampshire. This
concurrent receipt issue centers around
the ability of a military retiree to re-
ceive both military retired pay and
their VA disability. The American Le-
gion and VFW point out that the con-
cept of concurrent receipts goes all the
way back to when Congress passed a
law prohibiting active-duty or retired
personnel from also receiving these dis-
ability pensions. So military retirees
are the only Federal employees prohib-
ited from receiving both retirement
pay and VA disability. This is an in-
equity.

I give a brief quote from a con-
stituent by the name of Thomas Taylor
who wrote to me, and he said:

DEAR SENATOR SMITH: As a cosponsor of
H.R. 303, or S. 170, your help is now needed to
stop making disabled military retirees fund
their own Department of Veterans Affairs
disability compensation from their military
retired pay. Retired pay is hard-earned com-
pensation for the extraordinary demands and
sacrifices of a career in uniform. VA dis-
ability compensation is for pain, suffering
and lost future earnings due to service-con-
nected disability. The current retired pay
offset is so unfair it has been highlighted on
national network news.

That is so true. I am glad to support
my constituent and millions of con-
stituents in this regard. I ask unani-
mous consent that Mr. TAYLOR’s letter
be printed in the RECORD.

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

DEAR SENATOR SMITH: As a cosponsor of
H.R. 303 or S. 170, your help is needed now to
stop making disabled military retirees fund
their own Department of Veterans Affairs
(VA) disability compensation from their
military retired pay. Retired pay is hard-
earned compensation for the extraordinary
demands and sacrifices of a career in uni-
form. VA disability compensation is for pain,
suffering, and lost future earnings due to
service-connected disability. The current re-
tired pay offset is so unfair it has been high-
lighted on national network news.



June 19, 2002

You are among the 86 percent of represent-
atives and 76 percent of senators who express
support for ending the current offset. But ac-
tions speak louder than words. I depend on
you to ensure Congress backs up its cospon-
sorship support with money in the FY 2003
Budget Resolution.

Sincerely,
THOMAS TAYLOR

Mr. SMITH of New Hampshire. Re-
tired pay and disability are separate.
That is a fact. Our veterans should not
be penalized further merely for choos-
ing a career in the military, which is
exactly what has happened. Non-
disabled military retirees pursue sec-
ond careers after service to supplement
their own income, thereby justly en-
joying the full reward for the comple-
tion of the military career retirement,
and then going to work and earning
extra money if they are able to do so.

In contrast, military retirees with a
service-connected disability do not
enjoy the same full earning potential.
Their earnings are reduced based on
the degree of service-connected dis-
ability. Some of the injuries may be
modest by some standards, and others
have lost limbs or been paralyzed or
suffered other injuries which severely
limit their ability to make a living.

This debate has gone on for a number
of years. I will not go into all the de-
tails as to the reasons these military
retirees deserve this. They have earned
this. No veteran should ever be left be-
hind. This compromise assumes suffi-
cient funding to accommodate an in-
crease in the military retiree pay that
a veteran can collect.

The compromise reached before we
came back with this legislation was
that only 60 percent would be com-
pensated, not everyone. That is not
fair. We had all of the Senators and
Congressmen in both the House and
Senate supporting the full compensa-
tion for everyone: Whether you had a
10-percent disability or 100-percent dis-
ability, you got the dollars. That was
the underlying bill by Senator REID.

Why does it appear suddenly we have
come forth with an amendment or pro-
posal that gives it to only a portion of
the veterans? That is wrong.

If we go with the compromise which
was proposed, 80,000 veterans will get
the award, the disability compensa-
tion, but 450,000 to 600,000 will be cut
out.

Veterans were writing to me, and I
am sure to many other Members, with
great justification, saying if all of the
Senators—almost 80, maybe 83 per-
cent—support providing this for every-
one and an overwhelming majority of
the House Members support it, why in
the House bill did we have a com-
promise that cut out 450,000 veterans?
Why is it on the same track in the Sen-
ate, cutting out 450,000 veterans? The
truth is, that is wrong; we should not
do that.

I was exasperated, as was a con-
stituent, Raymond Snow, who wrote
this letter to me:

This mirrors provisions in the house FY03
Budget Resolutions to authorize higher pay-
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ments for disabled retirees who are more
than 60 percent disabled. This is just nickel
and diming the military retiree and not all
Federal employees. This is not a benefit. It is
an entitlement and should be treated as it is
with all Federal employees.

That is the issue—to offer up a com-
promise, although it saves money. But
this is about being fair to veterans and
being fair to those who serve. That
compromise was unfair because it cut
out 450,000 veterans. I ask, if you have
a b0-percent disability or a 60-percent
disability, why should the person with
the 50-percent disability be cut out and
get no compensation for his or her dis-
ability, and a person with 60 percent
get it? The truth is, it should not be
that. It is unfair to offer a compromise
that is different from what most Mem-
bers of the Senate and the House agree
to. That is wrong, and that is why we
are correcting it.

I ask unanimous consent to have
printed in the RECORD a list of all the
cosponsors in the Senate of the Reid
bill, S. 170.

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

COSPONSORS OF S. 170

Daniel K. Akaka, Wayne Allard, George
Allen, Max Baucus, Robert F. Bennett, Jo-
seph R. Biden, Jr., Jeff Bingaman, Chris-
topher S. Bond, Barbara Boxer, John B.
Breaux.

Sam Brownback, Jim Bunning, Conrad R.
Burns, Robert C. Byrd, Ben Nighthorse
Campbell, Maria Cantwell, Jean Carnahan,
Lincoln D. Chafee, Max Cleland, Hillary
Rodham Clinton.

Thad Cochran, Susan M. Collins, Kent
Conrad, Jon Corzine, Michael D. Crapo,
Thomas A. Daschle, Mark Dayton, Michael
DeWine, Christopher J. Dodd, Pete V.
Domenici.

Byron L. Dorgan, Richard J. Durbin, John
Edwards, John E. Ensign, Michael B. Enzi,
Dianne Feinstein, Bob Graham, Charles E.
Grassley, Chuck Hagel, Orrin G. Hatch.

Jesse Helms, Ernest F. Hollings, Tim
Hutchinson, Kay Bailey Hutchison, James
M. Inhofe, Daniel K. Inouye, James M. Jef-
fords, Tim Johnson, Edward M. Kennedy,
John F. Kerry.

Patrick J. Leahy, Carl Levin, Joseph 1.
Lieberman, Blanche Lincoln, Trent Lott,
John McCain, Mitch McConnell, Barbara A.
Mikulski, Zell Miller, Frank H. Murkowski.

Patty Murray, Bill Nelson, E. Benjamin
Nelson, Jack Reed, Pat Roberts, John D.
Rockefeller IV, Rick Santorum, Paul S. Sar-
banes, Charles E. Schumer, Richard C. Shel-
by.

Bob Smith, Gordon Smith, Olympia J.
Snowe, Arlen Specter, Debbie Stabenow,
Craig Thomas, Strom Thurmond, Robert G.
Torricelli, John W. Warner, Paul D.
Wellstone.

Mr. SMITH of New Hampshire. An-
other letter from a man from my home
State, a Mr. Liutz, who said:

Eight out of ten members of the Senate
have cosponsored S. 170 . .. which would
permit retired members of the Armed Forces
who have service-connected disability to re-
ceive both military longevity retired pay and
disability compensation. Last year, provi-
sions from S. 170 were included in the Na-
tional Defense Authorization Act to author-
ize concurrent receipt, but with the condi-
tions that keep concurrent receipt provisions
from taking effect unless the President in-

S5749

cluded funding in his budget and Congress
enacted other legislation to offset the costs.
Our members are deeply frustrated that such
a large majority of the Senate has cospon-
sored S. 170, but still the injustice continues.

That is the point. What the Senate is
doing now—and I congratulate Senator
WARNER and Senator REID, Senator
HUTCHISON, and Senator LEVIN for their
cooperation—we now have said this
legislation, which provides full com-
pensation to 450,000 to 500,000 veterans
who have a disability and are retired,
they get it both; whether the disability
is 10 percent, 20 percent, 30 percent or
60 percent, they get the compensation.
We are not drawing lines, saying one
injury was more or less important than
another. We have taken the underlying
legislation we have supported over-
whelmingly and said, we will put it in
the Armed Services Committee bill and
support this legislation. If there is a
point of order raised, we intend to be
supportive.

I congratulate all Members in the
committee who supported me. The vote
was 24 to 1 in committee in support of
Senator REID’s legislation to provide
the full compensation. It is a com-
mittee amendment. I am aware of that.
However, there are other Senators who
have asked to be associated with the
legislation. Today Senators BINGAMAN
and SNOWE asked to be associated with
the amendment. I know many other
Senators who are not on the committee
also feel the same.

In conclusion, we cannot allow Gov-
ernment to make mathematical assess-
ments of battle wounds. Frankly, when
the House Budget Committee did what
they did, that was exactly what they
did.

I also venture a guess that not too
many on that committee fully under-
stand what it means to be in the mili-
tary, as I have been in the military,
and many other Members in the Sen-
ate, to understand being counted does
not cut it when it comes to battle
wounds received by veterans. You can-
not draw a distinction, saying one per-
son gets so many dollars because they
have 60 percent disability and this per-
son gets no compensation because they
have 50 percent disability.

That is outrageous and not well
thought out by those who prepared it
and then insisted on the language, al-
though a majority of the House Mem-
bers supported the underlying bill that
supported all. This is what causes peo-
ple to get turned off on the political
process. To Senator LEVIN and Senator
WARNER and Senator REID’s credit,
they have seen through that and of-
fered this up as a committee amend-
ment on behalf of all members of the
Armed Services Committee, except
one, and all of those in the Senate who
have supported this legislation.

I am pleased and proud, as one who
lost his father in World War II, as one
who served his country in Vietnam,
along with my brother who also served
in Vietnam. We are a military family.
I am pleased, honored, and proud to
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support this legislation and to support
this committee amendment and, hope-
fully, see this move through the con-
ference where we will stand up to the
House of Representatives and pass this
legislation so all military retirees who
receive disability will get both dis-
ability and retirement. Whatever the
cost, we need to bear that cost. They
bore the cost for us when they served.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Nevada.

Mr. REID. Let me say, this is not my
amendment, it is our amendment. The
committee has extended it forward, for
which I am very grateful, on behalf of
the Senate, that this amendment was
offered. This is the way I look at it. It
is not my amendment. We started off a
number of years ago, working our way
through this, to be at the point we are
now. I am very happy.

One of the things I was struck with
on Memorial Day this year—it never
hit me like it did this year—over many
years, three decades, at least, I have
been going to Memorial Day services.
They have one big event in Las Vegas
and a number of others. The event is
not as big as it used to be. Veterans are
dying. World War II veterans are dying.
This Memorial Day, I looked out in the
audience, and people I expected to be
there were gone. That is what this
amendment is all about. It is bringing
the respect to these people who are
gone, and those who are here still liv-
ing what they deserve. World War II
veterans are dying at the rate of more
than 1,000 a day.

I cannot say enough on this RECORD
to express my personal appreciation to
Senators LEVIN and WARNER because
we have not been real successful in
years past. We have done OK but have
not been completely successful. You
have fought, in conference with the
House, to get us what we want. I will
never forget how you fought.

I remember last year after we failed,
we held a press conference, talking
about we are going to do better next
year. And we have done better. This is
next year and we have done better.

I appreciate Senator SMITH talking
about how fervently he feels about
this. I know that. I have served with
him on the MIA/POW Committee. I
know how he feels about our military
personnel.

Of course, regarding the two men
who are the chairman and ranking
member of this committee, I wish,
again, words were adequate for me to
tell the American people how fortunate
we are to have the two of them, the
Senator from Michigan and the Sen-
ator from Virginia, in effect, for the
Senate, representing the Senate, tak-
ing care of the service men and women
of this country. That is what your obli-
gation is—to make sure those men and
women of our Armed Forces who carry
rifles and drive trucks and serve food,
who wear the uniform of this country
are well taken care of.

We can always do better, there is no
question about that. But the two of
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you, I think, will go down in history as
really directing this country in the
way it should be.

In the last session, I introduced S. 170
entitled ‘“The Retired Pay Restoration
Act of 2001 to address, as has already
been said here today several times, the
100-year-old injustice against over
550,000 of our Nation’s veterans. This
legislation, which would permit the re-
tired members of the armed services
with a service-connected disability to
receive military retirement pay while
also receiving veterans’ disability com-
pensation, now has 82 cosponsors.

I am proud of the veterans across
this country, not only in Nevada but
all across the country, because vet-
erans who do not have service-con-
nected disabilities have joined us in
this fight for equity and fairness.

I have not asked Senator LEVIN, I
have not asked Senator WARNER or
Senators SMITH or LANDRIEU or CAR-
PER—but I could ask the question and I
know I would get the answer that you
have been overwhelmed with mail from
veterans all over this country and vet-
erans organizations, saying: Isn’t it
about time we took care of these vet-
erans?

The House chose not to appropriate
funds for this measure. On March 21,
2002, I along with 26 cosponsors, intro-
duced S. 2051, ‘“The Retired Pay Res-
toration Act.”. It would repeal the con-
tingency language the House inserted
in the National Defense Authorization
Act, and thus remove the condition
preventing authority for concurrent re-
ceipt of military retirement pay and
veterans disability compensation from
taking effect.

My legislation allows those who have
made sacrifices while serving our coun-
try to receive the benefits they de-
serve. This year the Budget Com-
mittee—and I am so grateful to Sen-
ators CONRAD and DOMENICI, chairman
and ranking member of that com-
mittee, who included funding in this
budget that we are going to approve,
hopefully—and will provide funding for
full concurrent receipt of Department
of Defense retirement benefits and vet-
erans disability benefits to veterans
who are between 60- and 100-percent
disabled as a result of their military
service.

Also, this year the Armed Services
Committee, chaired by Senator LEVIN
and, as I have mentioned, the ranking
member, Senator WARNER, authorized
concurrent receipt of military retire-
ment pay and veterans disability rated
60 percent or higher. This goes a long
way to correct the injustice to those
veterans who have served their country
honorably.

The inequitable legislation prohib-
iting the concurrent receipt of military
retirement pay and veterans disability
compensation was approved by Con-
gress shortly after the Civil War, when
the standing Army of the United
States was very small. At that time,
only a small portion of our Armed
Forces consisted of career soldiers.
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I have been working on this for a
long time. Each year we get a little
closer to achieving this goal of 100-per-
cent compensation for our Nation’s
veterans. We are going to continue
working on this. But we have made it
to this point for a lot of reasons. But I
repeat, for no two reasons more impor-
tant than Senators LEVIN and WARNER.

I stand before the Senate today, indi-
cating this amendment that the com-
mittee has introduced should be ap-
proved by all Senators—we have 82 co-
sponsors—once and for all taking care
of the inequity that our Nation’s vet-
erans have had to experience. Military
retirement pay and disability com-
pensation are awarded for entirely dif-
ferent purposes. The current law ig-
nores the distinction between the two.
Military retired pay is compensation
veterans earn through the extraor-
dinary sacrifices inherent in a military
career. It is a reward promised for serv-
ing two decades or more under demand-
ing conditions.

Veterans disability compensation, on
the other hand, is to recompense for
pain, suffering, and loss of future earn-
ing power caused by service-connected
illness or injury. Few retirees can af-
ford to live on their retired pay alone,
and a severe disability only makes the
problem worse by limiting or denying
any postservice working life.

The U.S. military force is unmatched
in terms of power, training, and abil-
ity. Our Nation’s status as the world’s
only superpower is due to the sacrifices
our veterans made during the last 100
years or more. Rather than honoring
their commitment, though, and their
bravery, by fulfilling what I believe are
our obligation, the Federal Govern-
ment, their employer in the past, has
chosen instead to perpetuate a long-
standing injustice. Simply, this is dis-
graceful and we must correct it.

Once again, our Nation is calling
upon members of the Armed Forces to
defend democracy and freedom—in a
different way, perhaps, but still to de-
fend democracy and freedom.

Today, about 1.5 million Americans
dedicate their lives, every waking
minute—some when they are not
awake—to the defense of our Nation. I
am sure they have many restless
nights.

We must send a signal to these men
and women currently in uniform that
our Government takes care of those
who make sacrifices for our Nation. We
must demonstrate to veterans that we
are thankful for their dedicated serv-
ice. This is one way to do that. Career
military retired veterans are the only
group of Federal retirees who are re-
quired to waive their retirement pay in
order to receive their disability pay.
All other Federal employees receive
both their civil service retirement and
their VA disability with no offset. Sim-
ply put, the law discriminates against
career military. It assumes wrongly,
they either do not need or do not de-
serve the full compensation they earn
for their years in uniform.
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This inequity is absurd. How do we
explain it to these service personnel
who have sacrificed their own safety to
protect this great Nation? How do we
explain to other members currently
risking their lives to defeat terror?

I have already mentioned the number
of veterans we lose on a daily basis.
Every day we delay acting on this leg-
islation means continuing to deny fun-
damental fairness to tens of thousands
of men and women. They will never
have the ability to enjoy their well-de-
served benefits unless we do something.

I received a copy today of a veto
threat from the President saying that
if this is in the bill, the President will
veto it.

I don’t know the President of the
United States as well as JOHN WARNER,
the senior Senator from Virginia, but I
know him as well as anybody else in
this Chamber. I think this was not
done by President George W. Bush.
This is staff directed. President Bush
would not veto this bill because of
what veterans are going to get. This is
coming from some bureaucratic appa-
ratus. President George W. Bush would
not veto this. If he did, he would be a
much different person than I have
come to know.

I hope we will give this the proper ac-
tion and just disregard it. The Presi-
dent will not veto this based upon this.
If he did, I would be extremely dis-
appointed and every veteran in Amer-
ica would be disappointed.

This amendment represents an hon-
est attempt to correct an injustice that
has existed for far too long. Allowing
all disabled veterans to receive mili-
tary retired pay and veterans’ com-
pensation concurrently will restore
fairness to Federal retirement policy.

I have heard all kinds of excuses.
Added to it now is this veto threat,
which I don’t take seriously. Now it is
time for veterans to hear our gratitude
and to see results.

I again express my appreciation to
the committee and Senators LEVIN and
WARNER for offering this as the com-
mittee amendment. That says it all. I
hope we will respond overwhelmingly
to support the committee action.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
JOHNSON). The Senator from Virginia.

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I thank
the distinguished majority whip for his
comments.

Mr. President, part of my remarks is
an exact lifting from the CONGRES-
SIONAL RECORD of last year when Sen-
ator REID took the floor following the
adoption by the Senate of the con-
ference report on the authorization.
Just three of us were here—Senators
REID, LEVIN, and I. We talked about
our commitment to bring this matter
up again this year. It was a remarkable
colloquy. I read it again not long ago.
It shows the long period of time in
which our distinguished colleague from
Nevada has fought so hard for the vet-
erans, and particularly those who were
deprived of what I believe, of what Sen-
ator REID believes, and I believe what a
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majority of the Senate believes they
are entitled to.

I thank my distinguished colleague
from Nevada for his very thoughtful
and kind remarks, but most impor-
tantly for his undying Ileadership
through the years, coupled with oth-
ers—our colleague from New Hamp-
shire, Mr. SMITH, and Mr. HUTCHINSON,
whom I urged come to the floor, and I
believe he will be here shortly, and oth-
ers.

I ask unanimous consent that a col-
loquy from 2001 be printed in the
RECORD.

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

[From the Congressional Record, Dec. 13,

2001]

Mr. LEVIN. I wish to very briefly take up
other parts of this bill, including one in
which Senator REID has been so involved. I
want to get to that point immediately be-
cause he is in the Chamber now. I want to
pay tribute to the effort he has made to try
to end what is a real unfairness in our law.
The unfairness is that our disabled veterans
are not permitted to receive both retired pay
and VA disability compensation. This is
something that is unique to our veterans—
that they are not able to receive both the re-
tired pay plus the disability compensation,
which they have been awarded. It sounds un-
usual to say one is ‘“‘awarded’ compensation
for disability.

We had a provision in the Senate bill to ad-
dress this inequity. We would have allowed
our disabled veterans, as others in the Fed-
eral Government employ and others in soci-
ety, to receive both retirement and dis-
ability pay. The House leadership was not
willing to have a vote on the budget point of
order, which would have been made, which
would have authorized this benefit to be
paid. So we were left with no alternative.

Senator WARNER and I were both there in
conference, day after day. We pointed out
that Senator Harry Reid has been a cham-
pion on this, and there are others in this
body who have pointed out the inequity in
the provision that prohibits the receipt of
both retired pay and disability compensa-
tion.

At the end, we could not persuade the
House to include this provision and have a
point of order contested in the House. So
what we ended up with was something a lot
less than what we hoped we would get, and
that is the authorization for these payments
to be made, the authorization to end the un-
fairness, but it would still require an appro-
priation in order to fund them.

Mr. REID. Will the Senator yield for a ques-
tion?

Mr. LEVIN. Yes.

Mr. REID. Madam President, I basically
want to spread across the RECORD of this
Senate my appreciation to the chairman and
ranking member for the advocacy on behalf
of the American veterans regarding this
issue. This is basic fairness. Why should
somebody retired from the military, who has
a disability pension from the U.S. military,
not be able to draw both? If that person re-
tired from the Department of Energy, he
could do both.

We have debated this, and there is over-
whelming support from the Senate. It is late
at night, but I want the RECORD to be spread
with the fact that I deeply appreciate, as do
the veterans, your advocacy. I want the
RECORD to also be very clear that the Senate
of the United States has stood up for this.
The House refused to go along with us.
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Also, I feel some sadness in my heart be-
cause we are going to come back and do this
next year. Sadly, next year there are going
to be about 500,000 less World War II vet-
erans. They are dying at the rate of about
1,000 a day. So people who deserve this and
would be getting this during this next year
will not because the average age of World
War II veterans is about 79 years now. So
there is some heaviness in my heart.

We are going to continue with this. I don’t
want anybody in the House of Representa-
tives to run and hide because there is no
place to hide. This was killed by the House.
For the third time, I appreciate Senator
LEVIN and Senator WARNER.

So although I support the conference re-
port for H.R. 3338, the National Defense Au-
thorization Act for Fiscal Year 2002, I feel a
sense of disappointment.

Once again this year, the conference report
failed to include a provision on an issue that
I have been passionately working on for the
last couple of years. Namely, the concurrent
receipt of military retired pay and VA dis-
ability compensation.

Unbelievably, military retirees are the
only group of federal retirees who must
waive retirement pay in order to receive VA
disability compensation.

Put simply, if a veteran refuses to give up
their retirement pay, the veteran must for-
feit their disability benefits.

My provision addresses this 110-year-old in-
justice against over 560 thousand of our na-
tion’s veterans.

It is sad that 300-400 thousand veterans die
every year. I repeat: 300,000-400,000 veterans
die every year. They will never be paid the
debt owed by America to its disabled vet-
erans.

To correct this injustice, on January 24th
of this year, I introduced S. 170, the Retired
Pay Restoration Act of 2001.

My bill embodies a provision that permits
retired members of the Armed Forces who
have a service connected disability to re-
ceive military retirement pay while also re-
ceiving veterans’ disability compensation.

The list of 75 cosponsors clearly illustrates
bipartisan support for this provision in the
Senate.

My legislation is very similar to H.R. 303,
which has 378 cosponsors in the House. I'm
thankful to Congressman BILIRAKIS, who has
been a vocal advocate for concurrent receipt
in the House for over fifteen years.

My legislation is supported by numerous
veterans’ service organizations, including
the Military Coalition, the National Mili-
tary/Veterans Alliance, the American Le-
gion, the Disabled American Veterans, the
Veterans of Foreign Wars, the Paralyzed
Veterans of America and the Uniformed
Services Disabled Retirees.

In October, I introduced an amendment
identical to S. 170 for the Senate Defense Au-
thorization bill. The Senate adopted my
amendment by unanimous consent.

Unfortunately, the House chose not to ap-
propriate funds for this important measure.

This meant that the fate of my amendment
would be decided in a ‘‘faceless’ conference
committee.

It pains me deeply to see that my amend-
ment was removed in conference.

This is an old game played in Congress in
which members vote for an amendment to
help veterans, knowing full well the amend-
ment will be removed at a later time.

When will decency replace diplomacy and
politics when it comes to the treatment of
America’s veterans.

Why won’t members of the House of Rep-
resentatives join their Senate colleagues and
right this wrong?

Why can’t we do our duty and let disabled
veterans receive compensation for their
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years of service and disability compensation
for their injuries?

We gather at a solemn moment in the his-
tory of our great Nation.

On September 11th, terrorists landed a
murderous blow against the World Trade
Center and the Pentagon.

Right away, we saw the men and women of
our Armed Forces placed on the highest level
of alert. American troops then deployed to
the center of the storm, set to strike against
the enemies of all civilized people.

Our Nation is once again calling upon the
members of the U.S. Armed Forces to defend
democracy and freedom. They will be called
upon to confront the specter of worldwide
terrorism.

They will be called upon to make sac-
rifices.

In some tragic cases, they will be seriously
injured or even die.

Most believe that a grateful government
meets all the needs of its veterans, no ques-
tions asked.

I am sad to say this is not the case today.

I will continue this fight until we correct
this injustice once and for all.

Mr. LEVIN. I thank Senator REID. He has
been a champion of this cause. He has fought
harder than anybody I know to end this in-
equity. The House leadership simply would
not go along with this. We had a choice: We
would either have a bill or no bill. That is
what this finally came down to.

I believe Senator REID got something like
75 cosponsors for his provision. The Senate
overwhelmingly supported this provision. I
hope we have better luck next year in the
House.

In the meantime, what we have done is we
have authorized this, and perhaps our Appro-
priations Committee will be able to find the
means to fund this. But until next year, I am
afraid the number of veterans you have
pointed out—perhaps 1,000 a day—will not
get the benefits they deserve.

Mr. REID. I am on the Appropriations Com-
mittee. I will work toward that. I do want
the RECORD to reflect my overwhelming sup-
port for this legislation. I feel badly this pro-
vision is not in it, but this is a fine piece of
legislation on which the two of you have
worked so hard.

Mr. WARNER. I also thank my distinguished
colleague, Senator REID, for his leadership
on this issue. We speak of a disabled veteran.
I have had a lifetime of association with the
men and women in the U.S. military. In my
military career, I was not a combat veteran.
But I served with many who have lost arms,
legs, and lives. Those individuals, when they
go into combat and lose their limbs, or suffer
injuries, are somewhat reduced in their ca-
pacity to compete in the marketplace for
jobs and do all of the things they would like
to do as a father with their children and
their families.

I take this very personally. I feel that
some day the three of us—and indeed I think
this Chamber strongly supports it—will over-
come and get this legislation through. I
thank the Senator for his leadership. He is
right that the World War II veterans have
died at a 1,000, 1,200, sometimes 1,400 a day,
and many of those are being penalized by
this particular law. So I thank the Senator
and I thank my chairman. We shall renew
our effort early next year.

Mr. LEVIN. I want to say one thing pub-
licly. I want to again thank Senator WAR-
NER. As he often points out, we came at the
same time to this body. I have been blessed
by having him as a partner and a ranking
member for the short few months I have been
chairman of the Armed Services Committee.
Nobody could have asked for a better partner
than I have had in Senator WARNER. There
are times, of course, that we don’t agree
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with each other, but there has never been a
time I can remember in 23 years where we
don’t trust each other.

There is nothing more important in this
body than to be able to look somebody in the
eye and say that. That is something I feel
very keenly. Our staffs have been extraor-
dinary in their work. This has been a very
difficult bill.

In addition to thanking Senator WARNER
personally, I thank our staffs for the work
they have done. Every night when I call
David Lyles—every night—he is there with
the staff until 10 or 11 o’clock. I do not even
call him after 11 o’clock because that is
when I go to bed, or at least I try to. I am
pretty sure he stays on after that. I know it
is true with Senator WARNER’s great staff,
too.

Mr. WARNER. Madam President, I thank
my great chairman. He succeeded me as
chairman. We just moved one seat at the
table in our committee hearing room. I guess
that was the only change. Of course, other
things took place.

As he says, the trust is there, the respect
is there. We travel. We just finished an ex-
traordinary trip. We were the first two Mem-
bers of Congress to go into the area of oper-
ations in Afghanistan, having visited our
troops in Uzbekistan, our troops in Pakistan
and Oman, and then on up into the Bosnia
region where we visited our respective Na-
tional Guards who are serving there now.

I value our friendship. I look forward to
hopefully many more years working to-
gether. I thank my friend. We shall carry
forward. We do this in the spirit of biparti-
sanship on behalf of our men and women in
uniform of the United States. We are here to
do the people’s business, and I say to the
Senator, we have done the people’s business.
We have been aided in that effort by Judy
Ansley, my chief of staff, having succeeded
Les Brownlee; and Senator LEVIN’s wonderful
David Lyles, and Peter Levine. I use Senator
LEVIN’s lawyer’s legal brains as much as I
use my lawyer’s legal brains.

I thank our distinguished Presiding Offi-
cer, again, for helping us here tonight. I
again salute and commend my staff. I am a
very fortunate individual to be served so well
in the Senate. We share our staffs in many
ways. They get along quite well together.

Mr. LEVIN. Indeed, they do.

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I wonder
if the Senator from Nevada will yield
for a comment.

Mr. REID. I am happy to yield.

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I thank
the Senator from Nevada for his very
gracious compliments. As always, he
seeks to give others more credit than
they are due. He is modest in terms of
what he himself has done. He has just
simply been an invaluable leader on
this issue. Senator SMITH and others
clearly played an important role. But I
really want to single out Senator REID.

If we get this done this year—and I
expect we will—despite that veto
threat, it will be in large measure be-
cause the Senator from Nevada, in his
absolutely inimitable way, takes lead-
ership of an issue that makes a dif-
ference in the lives of tens of thousands
and perhaps hundreds of thousands of
veterans who have earned both of these
benefits.

I thank him for his gracious ap-
proach. I will tell him that we will
carry on this fight in conference, as-
suming this is adopted. We will carry
on the fight for part of it which was
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adopted in our bill—which is already
there. I assure him that if we succeed,
the veterans of this country will know
who the principal leader was. Again, he
is not alone. He would be the first one
to say that. Senator SMITH, Senator
HUTCHINSON, and others are critically
important in this effort. But he clearly
is the leader. I thank him.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, while I
have the floor, I ask unanimous con-
sent that Senator BIDEN be listed as a
cosponsor.

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

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that Senators
CANTWELL and MIKULSKI be added as
COSpPONsors.

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

Ms. LANDRIEU. Mr. President, I
would like to be added as a cosponsor
as well.

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

The Senator from Delaware.

Mr. CARPER. Mr. President, I extend
my thanks to the majority whip and to
the floor managers of the bill. Senator
REID cares very deeply about this issue.
I have known him for some time. We
came to Congress together in 1982. We
were classmates in the House of Rep-
resentatives that year. MIKE BILIRAKIS
of Florida has been a champion of this
issue for close to 20 years.

I served as Governor for 6 years with
George W. Bush when he was Governor
of Texas. I do not know that I know
him better than anybody else on the
floor. I know him reasonably well. I am
not altogether surprised that he would
issue a veto threat on this issue. Before
we go forward and approve it, I think
that is clearly what is going to happen.
I don’t believe he is doing this out of
some sense of lack of respect for the
military. I clearly don’t believe he
would be doing this out of a lack of re-
spect for those who served and became
disabled during their service to their
country.

I have not seen the veto message that
Senator REID placed in the trash recep-
tacle there. But it would be interesting
to hear what the President’s words ac-
tually were on the message. Does the
Senator mind? It is not very lengthy.

Mr. REID. I have pulled it out of the
file.

Mr. CARPER. I am happy to yield to
the Senator.

Mr. REID. I preface this by saying 1
really do not think the President
would do this. It is something that has
overwhelmingly bipartisan support.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that Senator ROCKEFELLER be
added as a cosponsor of this amend-
ment.

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

Mr. REID. Mr. President, this has 82
cosponsors. It is in the budget, as I in-
dicated in my opening statement.
There is money for it in the proposed
budget. There is money for it in this
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committee report. If somebody wants
to vote against this, at least on the
President’s veto threat, that is their
right. Here is the answer to the ques-
tion.

The administration also believes that our
current deficit projections necessitate strict
adherence to fiscal discipline to ensure the
quickest return to a balanced budget. The
Administration is concerned that an amend-
ment may be offered on the Senate floor that
would expand this objectionable provision
even further. Should the final version of the
bill include either provision affecting con-
current receipt of retirement and disability
benefits, the President’s senior advisors
would recommend that he veto the bill.

Remember, they would recommend
it. That is why it deserves to be in the
file.

Section 641 as currently drafted is contrary
to the long-standing principle that no one
should be able to receive concurrent retire-
ment benefits and disability benefits based
upon the same service. All Federal com-
pensation systems aim for an equitable per-
centage of income replacement in the case of
either work-related injury or retirement.

Work related? Legs blown off? Shot
in the stomach?

The administration’s preliminary estimate
is that Section 641 would increase mandatory
outlays by $18 billion from 2003 to 2012 and
would also increase DoD discretionary costs
for retirement . . .

That is basically what it is.

I say to the Senator from Delaware,
I had forgotten you had served as a
Governor with George Bush. I am sure
you know him better than I. As I said,
I think senior advisers would give him
this and he would say: Find something
else.

Mr. CARPER. I thank the majority
whip for sharing that message.

I also had the privilege of serving on
active duty in the military, in the U.S.
Navy, when Senator WARNER was Sec-
retary WARNER, Secretary of the Navy.
And many of my colleagues, then and
before and since, have become disabled
and have retired in some instances, and
a number of them, frankly, would like
to draw a disability pension, and they
would like to receive their retirement
check as well.

The point in the President’s veto
message is this: We do not provide,
anywhere in the Federal Government
that I am aware of, for a person to re-
ceive the disability payment and re-
tirement check for the same years of
service.

For a person who served on active
duty and was disabled, and subse-
quently took another job in the Fed-
eral Government, and earns a pension,
they may receive their disability check
for the years they served on active
duty and were injured and then sepa-
rately for their years they served in
another capacity in the Federal Gov-
ernment. But the service is not for the
same number of years.

What the President is saying in his
veto message, just as his predecessors
said, is: Should we make this excep-
tion? We, as Members of the Senate, for
those of us who served in the military,
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can actually earn service credit for the
time we served on active duty. There is
a difference, though. We have to pay
for it. It is not a gift. It is something
we have to pay for in order to have our
military service count toward our pen-
sion as a Senator or a Member of the
House of Representatives.

I think the question the President is
raising in his veto message is, Is it ap-
propriate for us to say that a person
who served in the military on active
duty, who was injured, should subse-
quently receive a pension check, a re-
tirement check, as well as a disability
check for the same number of years?
That is the issue.

The other issue is this: How do we
pay for this? For me, that is really as
important as the first question, maybe
even more important. I have been here
a year and a half, and I am becoming
increasingly concerned that whatever
sense of fiscal responsibility held sway
here in the past is ebbing. I criticized
President Bush for not providing lead-
ership on the executive side for a bal-
anced budget, for helping to lead us
back into this situation where we now
have looming deficits for as far as the
eye can see. I have been critical of him
on this point.

For him now to come before us and
say, in the name of fiscal responsi-
bility, this is something we maybe
ought not to do—I think it would be
hypocritical of me to ignore him for
actually taking a stand I urged him to
take in other areas.

I do not know about the rest of my
colleagues, but when I see us cutting
taxes and continuing to spend, and
knowing that the money we are spend-
ing is money simply coming out of the
Social Security trust fund, I do not feel
good about that. And I do not see how
any of us could either.

The question of whether or not some-
one should be paid a military pension
and a disability check for the same
time, same service, is one issue. But for
me, a greater issue—I hope the chair-
man of the committee, the ranking
member, or the Senator from Nevada
can assure me that we are going to pay
for this, not taking money out of the
Social Security trust fund. That is my
question.

I am happy to yield.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Nevada.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, if I may re-
spond to my dear friend, as the Senator
indicated earlier, his service and my
service in the Congress started at the
same time. During that period of time,
the Senator from Delaware has devel-
oped, deservedly, a reputation for being
very fiscally frugal. I say that in the
most positive sense. He is a person who
understands numbers and budgets. He
is very concerned about that. And I ap-
preciate his remarks about this.

I would say I am also concerned
about the fiscal impact of anything we
do here. We have done a lot of things
that cost a lot of money. We should al-
ways be concerned about that. One of
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those who always does his best to keep
us on the straight and narrow is the
Senator from Delaware.

I say that someone who served in the
military enough years to retire and is
disabled deserves both pensions. We
can talk about time of service and all
that. I do not think that is any dif-
ferent from someone who was disabled
in the military and also retires from
the Department of Energy or the De-
partment of Interior. It is all Govern-
ment service. I think the military re-
tirees should have more attention rath-
er than less. Our legislation, in my
opinion, will take away the less atten-
tion that these men—mostly men; now
men and women—for the last 100 years
have received.

But I share with the Senator from
Delaware problems we have
budgetarily. I say to my friend from
Delaware, I was the first to offer an
amendment on the balanced budget
constitutional amendment that you
could not do that using Social Security
surpluses. It got 44 votes. It almost
passed. But I do think my efforts in
drawing attention to the fact that the
constitutional amendment would have
taken Social Security surpluses was—I
hope—enough or one of the reasons the
constitutional amendment was de-
feated.

So I look forward to working with
the Senator from Delaware to try to
save money, to try to do things to bal-
ance the budget, as we had a balanced
budget not long ago. As you know, I
say to my friend through the Chair,
last year we had a surplus of $4.7 tril-
lion over 10 years at this time. That is
gone.

But having said that, I have not lost
any of my fervor or passion for this
amendment. This is something we have
to do. The Senator from Delaware cer-
tainly has been a leader in other areas
in this, trying to focus on how else we
can save money. I know that the Sen-
ator from Delaware—with his wide-
ranging experience in State and Fed-
eral Government, including being Gov-
ernor of his State for two terms, and
having served for a long time in the
House of Representatives, and now
serving in the Senate—can help us find
ways to save money and not have to
hurt those who I think are very deserv-
ing veterans.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Virginia.

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, before
our distinguished colleague from Dela-
ware departs the floor, I would like to
ask a question of him. He is a modest
man, but I hope he will provide some
insight.

When I was privileged to come to the
Senate 24 years ago, nearly three-quar-
ters of the Members of the Senate had,
at one time or another, worn the uni-
form of their country. Because the
world has changed so much since that
period of time, and so forth, very few
Members today have had the oppor-
tunity, really, to serve, and therefore
it is now—where it was 70 to 75 per-
cent—down to 30 percent.
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But I would like to just ask a ques-
tion because many are studying this
RECORD and following this colloquy.

I have always believed, Mr. Presi-
dent, fellow Senators, that the mili-
tary service is an inherently dangerous
profession and that any individual—
man or woman—who accepts those
risks—in the course of my remarks,
which I will eventually make, I will
cover this in greater detail. But my
recollection of our distinguished col-
league from Delaware, when I was priv-
ileged to be the Navy Secretary, was in
naval aviation. It was during the pe-
riod of the cold war.

But, I say to the Senator, perhaps
you would share with us, frankly, what
went on in your mind every time you
took off, every time you landed. Your
missions, at that time, as I recall, were
basically in the antisubmarine oper-
ation. You may not have been fired
upon, but the simple act of flying that
plane every day, together with your
crew, was one of danger, one of risk.

We saw an extraordinary rendition
on television last night of that plane
that was involved in firefighting. The
wings collapsed. In the course of my
period—I do not claim to be any hero
or anything else, but I certainly have
witnessed a lot of harm that has been
inflicted, one way or the other, to the
men and women who have worn the
uniform.

I ask the Senator from Delaware,
does he share my basic thesis that it is
an inherently dangerous business, not
only to the individual but, indeed, for
the families who will await their re-
turn every day?

Mr. CARPER. When I was on active
duty in the Navy, I was 21 years old
and served until I was 25. We served
three tours in Southeast Asia. Our air-
craft was the P-3 which we used to
track Soviet nuclear submarines in the
oceans of the world. When we were in
Southeast Asia, our job was to track
shipping traffic in and out of Vietnam.
I flew a lot of low-level missions. I
loved the Navy. The Senator loved the
Navy as well. I served for 23 years ac-
tive and reserve duty. Four years be-
fore that, I was a Navy ROTC mid-
shipman. I loved the mission. I was
young. I had no family. I could not
wait to get in that plane. I could not
wait to take off, and I loved being part
of my squadron.

This was a time in my young life
when we felt we were invincible. We
knew we weren’t, but we sure felt that
we were. I served the country, as I
know you did, because I loved my coun-
try. I would do it all over again if given
the opportunity.

Mr. WARNER. I am sure you wit-
nessed operational accidents in those
instances that you saw on active duty
probably as I did when I was a ground
officer in the aviation unit in Korea.
But some of those who shared the tents
with me never came back. Some were
operational. I remember our com-
manding officer, a tried and trusted
combat veteran from World War II. His
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name was Al Gordon. His plane took off
on a mission and burst into flames. He
crashed not a few miles distant from
our field. Again, accidents happen with
great frequency. It is a dangerous busi-
ness for all those involved. They accept
those risks, expecting those of us in
Congress to support them and their
families such as the purport of this leg-
islation.

I thank my colleague.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Delaware.

Mr. CARPER. Mr. President, if I
could ask one question to the chairman
and manager of the bill, then I will
stop. I listened, when I was presiding,
to the chairman explaining the amend-
ment and explaining how this benefit
would be paid for. I have to tell you, I
did not understand the rationale for of-
fering this amendment outside of the
bill, why it was not included as part of
the bill. I did not understand why it is
subject to a budget point of order.

Would the chairman explain how we
propose to pay for this benefit? That is
my question: How do we propose to pay
for it?

Mr. LEVIN. There is an allocation in
the budget resolution for mandatory
spending. That allocation was utilized
inside of our authorization bill because
we believe that 60 percent disability
should not be a dividing line, that
there is not a logic to that, and that
everybody who has a disability should
be able to receive concurrently both re-
tirement and disability pay. We have a
committee amendment which will
achieve that.

If we had done this inside of the bill
itself, if we had put this language we
now offer in the committee amendment
inside of the bill itself and brought it
to the floor, the whole bill would have
been subject to a point of order. We de-
cided to reduce the risk of that occur-
ring by offering a committee amend-
ment for that part of the funding which
is above the allocation in the budget
resolution.

Mr. CARPER. My basic question for
the committee chairman is, How do we
pay for this benefit?

Mr. LEVIN. The same way we pay for
the bill, for anything else we do in this,
anything else that Congress authorizes
and appropriates money for.

Mr. CARPER. I thank the chairman.

Mr. LEVIN. With the permission of
my ranking member, since we will both
be here anyway, I wonder if I could ask
unanimous consent, since two of our
colleagues on the committee have been
here waiting, whether the Senator
from Louisiana could be recognized
after this matter is discussed, with
Senator REID perhaps responding, and
then the Senator from Arkansas being
recognized immediately after the Sen-
ator from Louisiana.

Mr. REID. If I could reserve the right
to object, I have spoken to the Senator
from Louisiana. I believe Senator
HUTCHINSON from Arkansas is the final
speaker on this underlying amend-
ment.
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We could dispose of this amendment
within the next little bit. And if we
could do that quickly, I don’t know, if
I could ask through the Chair the Sen-
ator from Arkansas how long he wishes
to speak on this matter.

The Senator from Arkansas indicates
he would take about 5 minutes. Sen-
ator LANDRIEU has indicated she has a
longer statement. Senator HUTCHINSON
could speak. Senator WARNER could say
whatever he needed to say.

Mr. LEVIN. After Senator LANDRIEU
is recognized.

Mr. REID. We would pass it before
she is recognized.

Mr. LEVIN. If that is agreeable to
the Senator from Louisiana, I would
then ask that she be recognized for 5
minutes on the amendment itself; then
that Senator HUTCHINSON be recog-
nized; then Senator WARNER for his re-
marks after disposition of this amend-
ment; and that Senator LANDRIEU then
be recognized.

Mr. REID. If I could interrupt, your
very able ranking member has indi-
cated that if we could have these two 5-
minute speeches, we would move to
passing this amendment. Then he is
going to be on the floor of the Senate
a lot so he could speak on this.

Mr. WARNER. I can speak following
passage of the amendment.

Mr. REID. I ask unanimous consent
that Senator LANDRIEU be recognized
for 5 minutes to speak on the amend-
ment and Senator HUTCHINSON be rec-
ognized to speak for 5 minutes on the
amendment and then we will vote on
the amendment. That would be by a
voice vote. Then it is my under-
standing Senator LANDRIEU wants to be
recognized after that.

Ms. LANDRIEU. For at least 15 min-
utes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Mr. REID. Senator WARNER has made
a brilliant suggestion.

Mr. LEVIN. Another brilliant sugges-
tion.

Mr. REID. Why don’t we adopt this
amendment right now, then have the
speeches.

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

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that Senator
WELLSTONE be added as cosponsor to
the amendment.

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

If there is no further debate, the
question is on agreeing to amendment
No. 3912. Without objection, the amend-
ment is agreed to.

The amendment (No. 3912) was agreed
to.

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

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

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Louisiana.

Ms. LANDRIEU. Mr. President, I ap-
preciate an opportunity to say a word
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on this amendment that we just voted
on and then to present some informa-
tion about the underlying bill in ref-
erence to the Subcommittee on Emerg-
ing Threats and Capabilities.

Let me begin by thanking the chair-
man of our committee, our most able
chairman and our most able ranking
member, for their extraordinary and
bipartisan work on the underlying bill.
Let me also thank them for joining
their forces and their talents and their
persuasive skills to put forward the
amendment that we just discussed in
some detail.

I am proud to be a cosponsor of the
amendment just adopted. I believe it is
something we most certainly should
do. It is a shame we have not taken
this action previous to this year. There
are 25 million veterans who have served
our Nation proudly and bravely. Only 2
percent, about 550,000 veterans, quite a
large number but a small percentage,
have been disabled on the battlefield,
have received serious injuries in many
cases; in some cases, minor injuries,
but in all cases, relative to the service,
and many of those were received on the
battlefield.

In Louisiana, that is about 12,000 men
and women who have served proudly
and bravely, about 3 percent. While
there is a cost associated, as has been
discussed by both our chairman and
our ranking member, and noted by the
Senator from Nevada who has led this
fight over many years, while there is a
cost associated, it is a cost that this
budget and this Nation and this econ-
omy should bear for the small percent-
age of veterans who were disabled when
serving the Nation so they don’t have
to be shortchanged in their retirement
because they have also given up a limb
or two, or a bodily function that pre-
vents them from living in a way that
many others enjoy. It is the least we
can do, and I am only sorry it took us
this long to get to this point.

I agree with the Senator from Nevada
that I think the President would not
veto this very well-put-together bill
over this issue. I think he will, in the
end, join with members of the Demo-
cratic Party and the Republican Party
to support the extension of this benefit
and to fix an injustice that is in the
payment and compensation scheme and
plan for this Nation.

Again, only 2 percent of the veterans
have received injuries that caused
them to be disabled—legally designated
as disabled—and they are simply ask-
ing, since they joined up, signed up,
put the uniform on, and were injured in
the line of duty and it caused them to
be disabled so they are unable to be
productive because they gave their
physical, mental, and spiritual con-
tribution so that the rest of us could be
productive, the least we can do is to
say you don’t have to be shortchanged
in your retirement. We are happy and
proud and it is our honor and duty to
provide you with your disability and
your retirement, both of which you
have earned.
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So while I appreciate the comments
of the other Senators who have ques-
tioned how we might afford it, my
question is, How can we not afford it?
Why haven’t we done this before? I am
proud to support the amendment, and I
hope we will be able to have a good ne-
gotiation with the House and the Presi-
dent to support the men and women in
uniform who were hurt, many seri-
ously, and have given great sacrifice,
while keeping the rest of us safe. At
least we can give them a full disability
check and a full retirement check.

I want to speak for approximately 15
minutes on the underlying bill. Par-
ticularly, I want to speak as it relates
to the Subcommittee on Emerging
Threats and Capabilities, which is the
subcommittee I now chair with my
most able and very good partner, the
Senator from Kansas, Mr. ROBERTS.

Douglas MacArthur said that in war
there is no substitute for victory. We
are engaged in a war right now unlike
we have ever been engaged in before.
We have never really fought a war such
as the one we are fighting today. We
are in the process in this underlying
authorization bill, which funds our De-
partment of Defense at the highest
level ever—the highest level in many
years—and we are in the process of
shaping our defenses and our offenses
to fight this new kind of war.

In this war, our enemies are not
wearing uniforms of a recognized state;
they are not using conventional weap-
ons or a conventional means of attack.
They are using weapons of mass de-
struction, which they did on September
11, by taking several of our own air-
planes and filling them with fuel and
turning them into flying bombs and
flying them into some of the greatest
buildings and symbols here in America
on a Tuesday morning when the Sun
was shining. They didn’t attack men
and women in the military; they at-
tacked civilians. They attacked inno-
cent men and women and children who
were unprepared for what was hap-
pening to them, and they could never
have really been prepared for such a
horrible and horrific attack.

These are fanatics, people who are
cowards; these are terrorists, mur-
derers, and people who are going to use
weapons of mass destruction. They
have proven so because they have used
them, and they will continue to use
whatever weapons they can get their
hands on to wreak havoc here in Amer-
ica and to our allies as well.

I just received word that there has
been yet another suicide bomb that hit
Jerusalem within the last few hours.

I have to say this because my chil-
dren just finished school this year. My
10-year-old and b-year-old celebrated
their last day of school a couple weeks
ago. I can’t tell you how difficult it
was to read the article about yet an-
other suicide bombing that occurred in
Jerusalem just yesterday morning,
where 19 people were Kkilled. The de-
scription of that event in the New York
Times was that the bus was full of
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schoolchildren. The bus was full of
workers going to work. I cannot imag-
ine the pain of a parent putting a child
on a bus, and they are on the way to
school with their books and in their
uniforms, and then the parents are
called to come collect the body parts a
few hours after they put their child on
a bus. That is terrorism. That is what
we are fighting.

That is what this bill is funding. This
is what we have to have a victory over.
Israel is in a battle for survival. We are
not in the same position, obviously,
and not in the same sort of vulnerable
situation; nonetheless, this is the new
kind of war.

If we don’t strengthen our military,
if we don’t support new strategies, new
defenses, focus on intelligence and on
getting the coordination of our intel-
ligence so we are not caught off guard
in the future, if we fail, stumble, or
delay in trying to rearrange some of
our strategies, we will let our people
down and not give them the protection
they deserve in this war against mur-
derers and cowards and fanatics.

I am proud to stand here to represent
for a few minutes our subcommittee,
the Emerging Threats and Capabilities
Subcommittee, which was formed a few
years ago for this exact purpose, to
help our military think differently
about these new threats, about the new
ways we are going to fight these wars.
I cannot tell you how much I appre-
ciate the leadership of the chairman
from Michigan and the ranking mem-
ber from Virginia in supporting our ef-
forts to help give our military the sup-
port they need.

We will achieve victory. There is no
question about that. America will con-
tinue to lead our allies and we will be,
year in and year out, decade in and
decade out, victorious because we will
be able to meet these challenges. In
this bill we are discussing we have
taken some of the first steps.

Well before September 11 our sub-
committee explored these new threats,
such as terrorism, the use of weapons
of mass destruction, which not only are
going to face our men and women in
uniform as they fight in faraway places
but also our civilians. Our civilians are
well aware of these threats. There is
general fear and anxiousness, under-
standably, now in the Nation. They are
depending upon us to provide the
framework for this new defense.

Our committee worked to authorize
the critical programs that are creating
these new capabilities that will help to
make this transformation possible.
Again, we focused on combating ter-
rorism, chemical and biological de-
fenses, which we have come to know
and understand much more in these
last few months—how we must be pre-
pared to fight against these new weap-
ons, as horrible as they are.

Our committee also wants to support
in a full way our Special Operations
Command, which is a relatively small
force, but an extraordinary force, a
very brave force—something that was
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created by this Congress to meet these
new demands and the new threats and
which is executing spectacularly in Af-
ghanistan. Our committee and this
subcommittee support their work.

The nonproliferation program, which
is to try to help identify and stop the
proliferation of nuclear materials
through the Department of Defense and
Department of Energy is part of our
mark, as well. And I feel very strongly,
as I know the Senator from Michigan,
Mr. LEVIN does, that we need to keep
up the research development and test-
ing and evaluation in the science and
technology account in our military
budget.

Let’s not lose sight that this war is
not only going to be won with muscle
but won with a lot of brains. It is going
to be won because we are on the cut-
ting edge of new technology in every
aspect.

In order to get those new tech-
nologies to the battlefield, we have to
invent them. The way we invent them
is research, research, research. We can-
not undermine the research in this
budget.

S. 2514 recommends additional fund-
ing in each of these areas that are in-
tended to support this subcommittee’s
objectives and all the objectives as out-
lined by Senator LEVIN. I will take a
few minutes to go through a few of
them.

The President’s budget request in-
cluded $7.3 billion for combating ter-
rorism, and another $2.7 billion for
combating terrorism items in the
emergency response fund. This bill sup-
ports the President’s initiatives, as
well as $30 million for additional re-
search and development that we think
is crucial to achieving some of the
goals we have outlined.

In response to the unsettling results
of a recent GAO report on military in-
stallation preparedness for incidents
involving weapons of mass destruction,
this bill includes a provision that di-
rects the development of a comprehen-
sive plan to improve the preparedness
of these installations.

Also in light of continued confusion
about the Department’s role—and un-
derstandable confusion. We have not
fought a war on our own homeland
since the Civil War. We have been posi-
tioned to fight overseas, to protect our
perimeters thousands of miles away.
Now our military has to think: Is that
the right strategy and, if not, what role
should we play with our local law en-
forcement and local police protection?

It is not a simple question, and our
bill directs the Department and the
Secretary of Defense to submit a de-
tailed report on how DOD should be
fulfilling this new homeland mission so
that we can help them come to the
right conclusions regarding this new
state of affairs.

In the area of nonproliferation, for
too long our programs with Russia and
the former Soviet Union were, in my
opinion, mischaracterized. Many peo-
ple characterized this as wasteful for-
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eign spending. Since September 11, I
hope we have come to realize that
funding these programs should be in
the forefront as a means to eliminate
the spread of weapons of mass destruc-
tion. This is not wasteful foreign
spending.

It is out of self-preservation that we
seek to make these programs robust
and effective to prevent weapons of
mass destruction from falling into the
wrong hands because we have seen the
result.

I want to read a quote from a distin-
guished former chairman of the Armed
Services Committee, Sam Nunn, who
led this committee beautifully for so
many years. Senator Nunn said shortly
after September 11:

The terrorists who planned and carried out
the attacks of September 11 showed there is
no limit to the number of innocent lives they
are willing to take. Their capacity for kill-
ing was limited only by the power of their
weapons.

Intelligence and field reports from
Afghanistan point to al-Qaeda’s desire
to acquire weapons of mass destruc-
tion. We have seen much more of that
in the news lately. But the visions of
Senators Nunn and LLUGAR a decade ago
have limited the terrorists’ weapons
and capability of killing because they
started before the headlines, before the
attacks of September 11 putting pro-
grams into place because of their vi-
sion. This committee wants to support
that vision and make it more robust,
and we have.

Accordingly, Congress and the Presi-
dent must continue to push forward in
nonproliferation programs. This under-
lying bill is not perfect, but it puts us
well on the way and honors the work
that Senator Nunn and Senator LUGAR
accomplished, again, prior to Sep-
tember 11.

Among the legislative provisions, we
have also included support of granting
permanent authority, which the Presi-
dent asked for, for the President to
waive on an annual basis the pre-
conditions to implementing the Coop-
erative Threat Reduction Program.

We have also included Senator
LUGAR’s bill that will provide discre-
tionary authority to the Secretary of
Defense to use CTR funds outside the
former Soviet Union, which is very im-
portant as we have discovered that
maybe our whole problem is not going
to be only confined to former Soviet
Union states but, unfortunately, now
other states. We have to have a robust
plan for containment and cooperation,
and Senator CARNAHAN’s bill encour-
ages the Secretary of Energy to expand
the cooperative program beyond tradi-
tional weapons grade material.

These are two essential components
to build on the legacy and the work
that Senator LUGAR and Senator Nunn
have so beautifully done over the
years.

I wish to comment on two more
areas, Mr. President. As I mentioned,
in science and technology, the Presi-
dent’s budget included $9.9 billion for
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S&T programs. This is both good and
bad news. It is only 2.6 percent of
DOD’s budget. It is the lowest percent-
age since fiscal year 1992. Although the
dollar amounts have increased because
the overall Defense Department bill
has increased, it is not near the goal of
3 percent, which is where we want to
be, and it is a less percentage than last
year. So the trend lines are not going
in the most positive direction.

I hope we can continue to work in
this area because this is important to
our subcommittee and to our entire
committee, and I think it is important
to give the support to our military so
we can be not only the strongest but
the smartest. We are going to be work-
ing on that as well.

In chemical and biological weapons, I
visited the Army’s infectious disease
research laboratory at Fort Detrick. It
was a very fine day we spent touring
that facility. I was taken aback by the
hard work and dedication of the civil-
ian and military researchers who are
working to develop the defenses and
cures we need to fight these new bio-
logical weapons.

I should note for all Senators that
this laboratory, the U.S. Army Medical
Research Institute of Infectious Dis-
eases, USAMRIID, did the analysis of
the anthrax that was sent to the Sen-
ate of the United States last year. In
addition to their work, they analyzed
more than 15,000 samples of anthrax
and other biological agents, using fa-
cilities that are very small and over-
crowded. I Dbelieve if I took anyone
from Louisiana or elsewhere to visit
this facility, they might be very sur-
prised to see the cramped quarters.
They would be proud of the extraor-
dinary work, but they would be sur-
prised to see the cramped quarters in
which we are asking people to operate
when this threat is real, this threat has
happened, this threat will probably
happen again.

There is money in this budget to up-
grade those facilities, and I am proud
to be a part of that.

Of course, it is important to the
Maryland Senators because this facil-
ity is in Maryland, but it is important
to our whole Nation. I am proud to be
leading that effort to give us the finest
lab facilities to deal with these new
threats. We did not have to do this in
World War II. We did not have to do
this in Vietnam. We have to do it now.
Our scientists are on the front lines,
our lab technicians are on the front
lines, and this bill needs to reflect the
new realities.

We also fund a number of innovative
projects for chemical and biological de-
fense including improved sensors, de-
contamination technologies, and equip-
ment and promising nanotechnologies.
But it also includes provisions to allow
defense labs to cut the red tape, adopt
more business-like practices so they
can be more competitive in attracting
the finest technical talent and doing
the best technical work for the Depart-
ment and for the Nation.
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One final point: Over the last few
years, our subcommittee has requested
that the Department perform a careful
evaluation of their testing and evalua-
tion facilities. The reason is we want
to make sure we are testing all these
new weapons systems, new tech-
nologies, so that when we get them to
the battlefield, they actually work.

We want to make sure the right in-
centives are in this bill to have good
and robust testing. The procedure we
are using now to explain in the most
simplified way is that they are not the
right incentives in place to have the
right kinds of testing because the test-
ing budget is competing with the pro-
duction budget.

So we have put in a proposal that
hopefully will not create a new bu-
reaucracy and not take discretion
away from the services. We do not in-
tend to slow down getting new tech-
nologies. We want to make sure we are
doing our taxpayers a good service by
making sure we are testing before the
battlefield in a way that helps us save
taxpayer money and gives our soldiers
and sailors what they need to fight ef-
fectively. That is a very important
component.

Finally, in special operations, I say
again that this force is doing extraor-
dinary work. They only have 1.3 per-
cent of this whole budget, but they are
basically the ones we see on the news
every night fighting al-Qaida in the
caves and in the desert, everywhere,
over ground, underground, in the air,
on the battlefield, protecting us and
hunting down these murderers, CoOw-
ards, and terrorists, wherever they are.

We are proud that we are recom-
mending $96.1 million to Special Oper-
ations Command to make sure they
can address their training and pressing
equipment needs for the forces, the new
radios that we saw on the news, the
emitter radios. When the special oper-
ations were riding horseback, they
were calling down the strikes from our
bombers and our fighters, and that was
a result of the work our subcommittee
did in a bipartisan way to provide our
warfighters on the battlefield with
what they need to get the job done,
thinking outside the box, and we are
really proud of the work they have
done.

In addition, besides good communica-
tions equipment and good training,
these special operations forces, because
of the human intelligence now that is
required, need much more foreign lan-
guage training, more sophisticated sort
of schoolwork, to make sure that our
fighters are up to the task, and we are
really working with foreign operations
to provide them funding for the new
kind of training, particularly foreign
language, that is going to be necessary
for all of our military in the future as
we find ourselves operating in very dif-
ferent circumstances, in different
countries with different cultures, try-
ing to understand very complicated ge-
ographic, cultural, and religious con-
flicts.
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Over the past year, and in fact well
before September 11, this sub-
committee has looked at the new
threats, such as terrorism and the use
of weapons of mass destruction, that
will face our military and our Nation
in the 21st century. It has worked to
authorize the critical programs in the
Departments of Defense and Energy
that are creating the new capabilities
that will transform the military to
help it meet and defeat those threats.

Chairman LEVIN’s guidelines for the
Armed Services Committee in devel-
oping our legislation included two
themes where this Subcommittee fo-
cuses much of its work:

Promote the transformation of the
armed forces to meet the threats of the
21st century.

Improve the ability of the armed
forces to meet nontraditional threats,
including terrorism and weapons of
mass destruction.

As the subcommittee is responsible
for monitoring emerging threats and
helping ensure that our military has
the capabilities needed to respond to
those threats, this subcommittee’s ju-
risdiction includes the following: re-
search, development, test and evalua-
tion, RDT&E, including science and
technology, S&T accounts, Special Op-
erations Command, combating ter-
rorism, counter-drug programs of DoD,
nonproliferation programs of DoD and
DOE, and chemical and biological de-
fense.

This bill recommends additional
funding or legislative provisions in
each of these areas that are intended to
meet the objectives of Senator LEVIN’s
proposed guidelines. I will describe our
major efforts in each of these areas.

The President’s budget request in-
cluded $9.9 billion for science and tech-
nology programs. Unfortunately, this
is only about 2.6 percent of DoD’s budg-
et, the lowest share since fiscal year
1992, and far short of Secretary Rums-
feld’s goal of 3 percent of the total
budget, which would be more than $11
billion.

This subcommittee has oversight
over the majority of S&T programs
within the Defense Department.

This bill recommends significant in-
creases for the Department of Defense’s
research and development budget, as
compared to the President’s budget re-
quest. In particular, I want to note
that there are recommendations to in-
crease the science and technology
budget request by over $170 million.
There are significant increases for:
Combating terrorism and weapons of
mass destruction; Army trans-
formation, including funding $100 mil-
lion of Army unfunded requirements in
science and technology; technologies
to reduce the effects and costs of corro-
sion on ships and aircraft; fundamental
scientific research at national labs and
universities; and cyber security, in-
cluding continuing the important in-
formation security scholarship pro-
gram championed by Senator WARNER.

This bill includes legislative provi-
sions to address the issue of speeding
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the transition of defense technology
from the laboratory into the hands of
warfighters. This will give our troops
the most advanced technology avail-
able more rapidly and improve the re-
turn on our S&T investments. They
will also help our small businesses get
prompt and fair evaluations by DOD of
their technology ideas for combating
terrorism.

During the past year, I visited the
Army’s infectious disease laboratory at
Fort Detrick, MD. I was taken aback
by the hard work and dedication of the
civilian and military researchers there,
who are working to develop the de-
fenses and cures that we need to fight
the threat of biological weapons. I am
pleased that the bill also includes pro-
visions to continue the Senate’s efforts
to improve the quality of our nation’s
defense laboratories. This legislation
reauthorizes and expands a number of
pilot programs previously established
by our subcommittee under Senator
ROBERTS. The programs allow defense
labs to cut red tape and adopt more
business-like practices so they can be
more competitive in attracting the fin-
est technical talent and doing the best
technical work for the Department.

The bill includes a provision rec-
ommended by Senator LIEBERMAN that
establishes a coordinated, joint De-
fense Nanotechnology R&D Program.
This legislation will ensure that the
Department invests sufficiently and
wisely in this revolutionary technology
area, and plans the program strategi-
cally from the start so that new
nanotechnologies can be used by our
warfighters as soon as possible.

The bill includes a provision requir-
ing the Secretary of Defense to carry
out a program to identify and support
techological advances that are nec-
essary to develop vehicle fuel cell tech-
nology for use by the Department of
Defense. The program is to be con-
ducted in cooperation with the Sec-
retary of Energy, other appropriate
federal agencies, and private industry,
with at least half of the total cost of
the program to be borne by industry.
The program, which is authorized at
$10 million, will also focus on critical
issues for fuel cell vehicles such as hy-
drogen storage and development of a
hydrogen fuel infrastructure.

There are a number of other funding
provisions throughout the bill, totaling
over $560 million, that support increased
development or use of revolutionary
and advanced technologies such as hy-
brid electric technology, advanced bat-
teries and fuel cells.

Three years ago, the Emerging
Threats and Capabilities Sub-
committee initiated a provision requir-
ing a task force of the Defense Science
Board (DSB) to report on the state of
the Department’s test and evaluation
facilities. The DSB report, issued in
December 2000, concluded that ‘‘the
T&E process is not funded properly, in
phasing or in magnitude.” As a result,
“‘testing is not being conducted ade-
quately’” and ‘‘there is growing evi-
dence that the acquisition system is
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not meeting expectations as far as de-
livering high quality, reliable and ef-
fective equipment to our military
forces.”

The annual report of DOD’s Director
of Operational Test and Evaluation,
DOT&E, for fiscal year 2001 endorses
the views of the Defense Science Board,
concluding that: ‘““The acquisition proc-
ess fails to deliver systems to the
warfighter that meet reliability and ef-
fectiveness requirements.” In other
words, DOD’s Director of Operational
Test and Evaluation and the Defense
Science Board have both concluded
that the Department’s systematic
underfunding of test and evaluation
has resulted in a situation where we
cannot give our troops the assurance
they deserve that weapons systems will
function the way they are supposed to
in combat conditions.

This bill includes a series of provi-
sions designed to reverse this situation
by implementing the recommendations
of the DSB and the Director of OT&E.
The most important of these provisions
would address longstanding funding
shortfalls in the T&E infrastructure
accounts, as recommended by the Di-
rector of Operational Test and Evalua-
tion and the Defense Science Board, by
requiring the Department to: (1) fund
the T&E infrastructure through direct
appropriations, rather than through
surcharges on T&E ‘‘customers’; and
(2) establish a central T&E ‘‘resource
enterprise” to handle this infrastruc-
ture funding.

The first provision would transfer
roughly $250 million of testing funds
from individual programs to separate
T&E accounts to achieve direct fund-
ing. The money would still pay for the
same things, but out of different ac-
counts: the programs from which the
money was transferred would benefit
from a reduction in the rates that they
are charged for testing (to be achieved
by eliminating overhead charges). Be-
cause the new funding approach would
reduce the prices charged to T&E cus-
tomers, the Director of OT&E and the
DSB believe that this approach would
reduce the current disincentive to test-
ing.

The second provision would improve
the ability of the test and evaluation
facilities to compete for limited funds
by giving them a high-level advocate
within the Department. We share the
view of the Director of OT&E and the
DSB that we owe it to our men and
women in uniform to ensure that the
weapons systems that they carry into
battle will work as intented in an oper-
ational environment. Adequate testing
of weapons systems is not an abstract
concept: lives depend upon it. For this
reason, the committee would imple-
ment the recommendations of the Di-
rector of OT&E and the report of the
Defense Science Board task force on
test and evaluation capabilities.

The President’s budget request in-
cluded $4.9 billion for the Special Oper-
ations Command SOCOM, Kkeeping
their budget steady at 1.3 percent of
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the overall defense budget. The bill
under consideration recommends add-
ing $96.1 million to the SOCOM request
to address training shortfalls and
pressing equipment needs of the forces,
such as radios for Army Special Forces
and night vision goggles for Navy
SEALSs.

About half of this additional funding
was offset by a combined $13.7 million
transfer of fiscal year 2002 funding as
requested by the Command for the Ad-
vanced SEAL Delivery System pro-
gram, which faces numerous problems,
and a reduction in premature fiscal
year 2003 funding for procurement of a
second mini-submarine.

The committee’s bill fully funds the
research and development associated
with the program, and recommends
that about a fourth of the procurement
funding be released only after the Sec-
retary of Defense reports to the com-
mittee on how remaining techno-
logical, schedule and cost challenges
associated with building the mini-sub
will be addressed.

In addition, the bill includes a provi-
sion directing the Comptroller General
to examine Special Operations Forces’
foreign language requirements, train-
ing and means of achieving and retain-
ing language proficiencies.

The President’s budget request in-
cluded $7.3 billion for combating ter-
rorism and another $2.7 billion for com-
bating terrorism items in the Defense
Emergency Response Fund, DERF. S.
2514 would authorize the portion of the
budget request under our jurisdiction
and add some $30 million for research
and development programs aimed at
combating terrorism.

In response to the unsettling results
of the GAO report that the committee
required in last year’s bill on military
installations’ preparedness for inci-
dents involving weapons of mass de-
struction, we have included a provision
that directs the Secretary of Defense
to develop and submit a comprehensive
plan to improve the preparedness of
military installations to deal with
WMD incidents. The plan will include a
strategy with clear objectives and re-
source requirements, as well as a per-
formance plan for achieving and meas-
uring implementation.

Finally, in light of continued confu-
sion about the Department’s role and
strategy for defending the homeland,
the bill directs the Secretary of De-
fense to submit a detailed report on
how DOD should be and is fulfilling its
homeland defense mission.

With respect to counter-drug activi-
ties, in addition to authorizing the
budget request of $849 million, the bill
provides an additional $25 million for
the National Guard counter-drug State
plans. This additional funding is of spe-
cific interest to many Senators.

The bill fully funds the budget re-
quest for both the DOD Cooperative
Threat Reduction programs and the re-
lated programs at the Department of
Energy, including a $15 million in-
crease for the DOE nonproliferation re-

June 19, 2002

search and development work. There
are several legislative provisions that
have been included to support these
nonproliferation programs:

At the administration’s request, we
included permanent authority for the
President to waive, on an annual basis,
the pre-conditions to implementing the
Cooperative Threat Reduction Pro-
gram. There is legislation to support
the administration decision to transfer
the program to eliminate plutonium
production in Russia to the Depart-
ment of Energy from the Department
of Defense. We included Senator
LUGAR’s bill that would provide discre-
tionary authority to the Secretary of
Defense to use CTR funds outside of
the Former Soviet Union; and We also
have Senator CARNAHAN’s bill that
would direct the DOE to explore ways
to secure nuclear materials and im-
prove nuclear plant security world-
wide.

This bill funds a number of innova-
tive projects for chemical and biologi-
cal defense, including improved sen-
sors, decontamination technology and
equipment, and promising
nanotechnology. It also includes a re-
duction to the budget request for a
one-year spike in chem-bio defense
funds that Department officials ac-
knowledge are not executable and not
well defined.

The bill authorizes the full funding
requested by the Defense Department
for chemical demilitarization, almost
$1.5 billion fir fiscal year 2003. It in-
cludes a legislative provision that
would provide the funding in a Defense
Department account, as required by
law, rather than in an Army account,
as the budget request did.

I am proud to be associated with this
bill and want to thank the chairman,
ranking member, and especially my
ranking member, Senator ROBERTS,
and all the members of my sub-
committee for working together to
produce this legislation. I believe that
it takes a great step in transforming
our military to face an uncertain fu-
ture and a host of ever-changing
threats. I strongly support this bill and
urge the Senate to pass this legisla-
tion.

It is my pleasure to serve as chair of
this important subcommittee. It was
great working with Senator ROBERTS
and the other Members. I again thank
Senator LEVIN for his leadership be-
cause this Emerging Threats Sub-
committee is important to be part of
the front line of helping reshape our
military and provide the protection
that our taxpayers and our citizens ex-
pect in this new war against people
who are cowards, fanatics, and mur-
derers, who do not wear a uniform and
who have decided they are not going to
attack people in uniform but they are
going to attack innocent men, wom