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The Senate met at 10 a.m. and was
called to order by the Honorable RO-
LAND W. BURRIS, a Senator from the
State of Illinois.

PRAYER

The Chaplain, Dr. Barry C. Black, of-
fered the following prayer:

Let us pray.

God of grace and glory, in the dark-
ness of our limited knowledge, we turn
to You whose dwelling place is light.

Today, send our lawmakers forth
with Your light to do the right as You
give them the ability to see it. Lord,
help them to keep their minds on You
so that Your peace will provide the
foundation for their confidence. In
their dealings with each other, keep
them from unkind words and unkind si-
lences. Kindle on the altar of their
hearts a devotion to freedom’s cause in
all the world, as You bring their
thoughts and actions into conformity
to Your will. Lord, lift their hearts in
gratitude to You for our heritage in
this land of rich resources, high privi-
lege, and durable freedom.

We pray in Your sovereign Name.
Amen.

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

The Honorable ROLAND W. BURRIS led
the Pledge of Allegiance, as follows:

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the
United States of America, and to the Repub-
lic for which it stands, one nation under God,
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all.

————

APPOINTMENT OF ACTING
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will please read a communication
to the Senate from the President pro
tempore (Mr. BYRD).

The legislative clerk read the fol-
lowing letter:

Senate

U.S. SENATE,
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE,
Washington, DC, July 21, 2009.
To the Senate:

Under the provisions of rule I, paragraph 3,
of the Standing Rules of the Senate, I hereby
appoint the Honorable ROLAND W. BURRIS, a
Senator from the State of Illinois, to per-
form the duties of the Chair.

ROBERT C. BYRD,
President pro tempore.

Mr. BURRIS thereupon assumed the
chair as Acting President pro tempore.

——————

RECOGNITION OF THE MAJORITY
LEADER

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-

pore. The majority leader is recog-
nized.
——
SCHEDULE

Mr. REID. Mr. President, following
leader remarks, if any, the Senate will
resume consideration of the Defense
authorization bill. There will be 2
hours of debate prior to a vote on the
Levin-McCain amendment regarding F-
22 funding. Senators should expect the
first vote to begin shortly after 12
today. The Senate will recess from
12:30 to 2:15 for our weekly caucus
luncheons. After that time, the bill
will be open for further amendment. I
hope Members who have amendments
they wish to offer will do so at the ear-
liest possible date.

————

RESERVATION OF LEADER TIME
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-

pore. Under the previous order, the
leadership time is reserved.

———

NATIONAL DEFENSE AUTHORIZA-
TION ACT FOR FISCAL YEAR 2010

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Under the previous order, the
Senate will resume consideration of S.
1390, which the clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

A Dbill (S. 1390) to authorize appropriations
for fiscal year 2010 for military activities of
the Department of Defense, for military con-
struction, and for defense activities of the
Department of Energy, to prescribe military
personnel strengths for such fiscal year, and
for other purposes.

Pending:

Thune amendment No. 1618, to amend
chapter 44 of title 18, United States Code, to
allow citizens who have concealed carry per-
mits from the State in which they reside to
carry concealed firearms in another State
that grants concealed carry permits, if the
individual complies with the laws of the
State.

AMENDMENT NO. 1469

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from Michigan.

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I call up
amendment No. 1469.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so or-
dered. The clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Michigan [Mr. LEVIN],
for himself and Mr. MCCAIN, proposes amend-
ment No. 1469.

The amendment is as follows:
(Purpose: To strike $1,750,000,000 in Procure-

ment, Air Force funding for F-22A aircraft
procurement, and to restore operation and
maintenance, military personnel, and
other funding in divisions A and B that was
reduced in order to authorize such appro-
priation)

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

SEC. 106. ELIMINATION OF F-22A AIRCRAFT PRO-
CUREMENT FUNDING.

(a) ELIMINATION OF FUNDING.—The amount
authorized to be appropriated by section
103(1) for procurement for the Air Force for
aircraft procurement is hereby decreased by
$1,750,000,000, with the amount of the de-
crease to be derived from amounts available
for F-22A aircraft procurement.

(b) RESTORED FUNDING.—

(1) OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, ARMY.—
The amount authorized to be appropriated
by section 301(1) for operation and mainte-
nance for the Army is hereby increased by
$350,000,000.

(2) OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, NAVY.—
The amount authorized to be appropriated
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by section 301(2) for operation and mainte-
nance for the Navy is hereby increased by
$100,000,000.

(3) OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, AIR
FORCE.—The amount authorized to be appro-
priated by section 301(4) for operation and
maintenance for the Air Force is hereby in-
creased by $250,000,000.

(4) OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, DEFENSE-
WIDE.—The amount authorized to be appro-
priated by section 301(5) for operation and
maintenance for Defense-wide activities is
hereby increased by $150,000,000.

(5) MILITARY PERSONNEL.—The amount au-
thorized to be appropriated by section
421(a)(1) for military personnel is hereby in-
creased by $400,000,000.

(6) DIVISION A AND DIVISION B GENERALLY.—
In addition to the amounts specified in para-
graphs (1) through (5), the total amount au-
thorized to be appropriated for the Depart-
ment of Defense by divisions A and B is here-
by increased by $500,000,000.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Under the previous order, there is
2 hours of debate on the amendment.

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, this
amendment will strike $1.75 billion in
additional funding for F-22 aircraft
that was in the committee-reported
bill. It will also restore serious cuts
that were made in readiness and mili-
tary personnel accounts and across-
the-board cuts. These cuts were made
in order to shift funds to support F-22
production. It is appropriate that the
F-22 issue receive the full consider-
ation by the Senate that it has re-
ceived. The F-22 debate is among the
most important debates we will have
on the DOD authorization bill this
year.

Stating what may be one of the worst
kept secrets in Washington today, the
Department of Defense budget request
called for ending production of several
programs, including the F-22 program.
I suspect the Department of Defense
will seldom shut down any major ac-
quisition program without a fair
amount of controversy, and I agree
with the Senator from Georgia that
Congress should never be a
rubberstamp for the executive branch.
But neither should we object to termi-
nating production of a weapons system
because of parochial reasons.

Terminating production, such as
closing a base, can involve some eco-
nomic loss for communities involved. I
know that very personally. But we
must do so from time to time and
make these difficult decisions based on
what is best for the Nation and what is
best for the men and women of the
Armed Forces.

As President Obama said the other
day, in strong support of ending the F-
22 production:

To continue to procure additional F-22s
would be to waste valuable resources that
should be more usefully employed to provide
our troops with the weapons that they actu-
ally do need.

The Senate has heard from the senior
leadership of the Defense Department,
both civilian and military, that we
should end F-22 production. The rec-
ommendation is strong and clear, as
strong and clear as I have ever heard

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

when it comes to ending the production
of a weapons system.

The Secretary of the Air Force and
the Chief of Staff of the Air Force sent
me and Senator MCCAIN a letter on this
matter. This letter is already part of
the RECORD. It reads, in part, as fol-
lows:

This review concluded with . . . a balanced
set of recommendations for our fighter
forces: 1) focus procurement on modern 5th
generation aircraft rather than less capable
F-15s and F-16s; 2) given that the F-35 will
constitute the majority of the future fighter
force, transition as quickly as is prudent to
F-35 production; 3) complete F-22 procure-
ment at 187 aircraft, while continuing plans
for future F-22 upgrades; and 4) accelerate
the retirements of the old 4th generation air-
craft and modify the remaining aircraft with
necessary upgrades in capability.

In summary, we assessed the F-22 decision
from all angles, taking into account com-
peting strategic priorities and complemen-
tary programs and alternatives, all balanced
within the context of available resources. We
did not and do not recommend F-22s be in-
cluded in the FY10 defense budget. This is a
difficult decision but one with which we are
comfortable. Most importantly, in this and
other budget decisions, we believe it is im-
portant for Air Force leaders to make clear
choices, balancing requirements across a
range of Air Force contributions to joint ca-
pabilities.

The Senate has also heard from the
Secretary of Defense and the Chairman
of the Joint Chiefs of Staff. In their
letter to me and Senator MCCAIN on
July 13, Secretary Gates and Admiral
Mullen wrote the following:

There is no doubt that the F-22 is an im-
portant capability for our Nation’s defense.
To meet future scenarios, however, the De-
partment of Defense has determined that 187
aircraft are sufficient, especially considering
the future roles of Unmanned Aerial Systems
and the significant number of 5th generation
stealth F-35s coming on-line in our combat
air portfolio.

It is important to note that the F-35 is a
half generation newer aircraft than the F-22,
and more capable in a number of areas such
as electronic warfare and combating enemy
air defenses. To sustain U.S. overall air
dominance, the Department’s plan is to buy
roughly 500 F-35s over the next five years
and more than 2,400 over the life of the pro-
gram.

Furthermore, under this plan, the U.S. by
2020 is projected to have some 2,500 manned
fighter aircraft, almost 1,000 of them will be
5th generation F-35s and F-22s. China, by
contrast, is expected to have only slightly
more than half as many manned fighter air-
craft by 2020, none of them 5th generation.

The F-22 program proposed in the Presi-
dent’s budget reflects the judgment of two
different Presidents, two different Secre-
taries of Defense, three chairmen of the
Joint Chiefs of Staff, and the current sec-
retary and chief of staff of the Air Force. If
the Air Force is forced to buy additional F-
22s beyond what has been requested, it will
come at the expense of other Air Force and
Department of Defense priorities—and re-
quire deferring capabilities in areas we be-
lieve are much more critical for our Nation’s
defense.

For all these reasons, the Secretary
of Defense and the Chairman of the
Joint Chiefs concluded:

[W]e strongly believe that the time has
come to close the F-22 production line. If the
Congress sends legislation to the President
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that requires the acquisition of additional F-
22 aircraft beyond Fiscal Year 2009, the Sec-
retary of Defense will strongly recommend
he veto it.

You do not get much stronger state-
ments than that from a Secretary of
Defense and a Chairman of the Joint
Chiefs.

The Secretary of Defense, just last
Thursday, expanded on those thoughts
at the Economic Club in Chicago, when
he said the following:

. . supporters of the F-22 lately have pro-
moted its use for an ever expanding list of
potential missions. These range from pro-
tecting the homeland from seaborne cruise
missiles to, as one retired general rec-
ommended on TV, using F-22s to go after So-
mali pirates who in many cases are teen-
agers with AK-47s—a job we already know is
better done at much less cost by three Navy
SEALS.

The Secretary, in Chicago, said:

These are examples of how far-fetched
some of the arguments have become for a
program that has cost $65 billion—and count-
ing—to produce 187 aircraft, not to mention
the thousands of uniformed Air Force posi-
tions that were sacrificed to help pay for it.

The Senate has also heard, of course,
from President Obama, as follows—this
is what he wrote us:

In December 2004, the Department of De-
fense determined that 183 F-22s would be suf-
ficient to meet its military needs. This de-
termination was not made casually. The De-
partment conducted several analyses which
support this position based on the length and
type of wars that the Department thinks it
might have to fight in the future, and an es-
timate of the future capabilities of likely ad-
versaries. To continue to procure additional
F-22s would be to waste valuable resources
that should be more usefully employed to
provide our troops with the weapons that
they actually do need.

So the President, based on his uni-
formed and civilian advisers’ rec-
ommendations, has now said he will
veto this bill if we keep the additional
$1.75 billion in the bill to buy the addi-
tional seven F-22s those military lead-
ers—uniformed and civilian—strongly
say we do not need.

I know my friend from Georgia has
quoted some private sector individuals
and one senior military official in par-
ticular, GEN John Corley, the Com-
mander of the Air Force’s Air Combat
Command.

I do not take lightly the rec-
ommendations and advice of someone
with a distinguished career such as
General Corley. However, General
Corley’s assessment of a high military
risk if we end the buy of F-22s at 187 is
not shared by the most senior leader-
ship of the Department that is respon-
sible for viewing the F-22 program, and
all other Department of Defense pro-
grams, from a broader perspective.
These same leaders from the previous
administration—the previous Sec-
retary of Defense, the previous Chair-
man of the Joint Chiefs of Staff—rec-
ommended termination to President
Bush, and President Bush also urged
the termination of this program.

General Cartwright said at his con-
firmation hearing—or reconfirmation
hearing—2 weeks ago the following:
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. . . I was probably one of the more vocal
and ardent supporters for the termination of
the F-22 production. The reason’s twofold.
First . . . there is a study in the Joint Staff
that we just completed and partnered with
the Air Force on that, number one, said that
proliferating within the United States mili-
tary fifth-generation fighters to all three
services was going to be more significant
than having them based solidly in just one
service, because of the way we deploy and be-
cause of the diversity of our deployments.

General Cartwright went on to say
the following:

Point number two is, in the production of
the F-35 Joint Strike Fighter, the first air-
craft variant will support the Air Force re-
placement of their F-16s and F-15s. It is a
very capable aircraft. It is 10 years newer—

“It” being the F-35 Joint Strike
Fighter—

It is 10 years newer in advancement in avi-
onics and capabilities in comparison to the
F-22. It is a better, more rounded, capable
fighter.

Well, that F-35 is in production now.
In fact, there are 30 being paid for and
bought and produced in the very budg-
et for the Department of Defense which
is before this body now.

President Eisenhower noted, from
time to time, the military industrial
complex will push for more and more,
more than is needed. In this case, how-
ever—in this case—the senior military
leadership is not pushing for more.

Finally, to quote again from Sec-
retary Gates’s speech last week—this
was in Chicago at the Economic Club—

The grim reality is that with regard to the
budget we have entered a zero-sum game.
Every defense dollar diverted to fund excess
or unneeded capacity—whether for more F-
22s or anything else—is a dollar that will be
unavailable to take care of our people, to
win the wars we are in, to deter potential ad-
versaries, and to improve capabilities in
areas where America is underinvested and
potentially vulnerable.

Secretary Gates said:

That is a risk I cannot accept and I will
not take.

So, Mr. President, the time has come
to end F-22 production at 187 F-22As.
That is all we need to buy, that is all
we can afford to buy, and that is all we
should buy.

Mr. President, I yield the floor and
reserve the remainder of our time.

RECOGNITION OF THE MINORITY LEADER

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Republican leader is recog-
nized.

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, I
am going to proceed on my leader time.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

HEALTH CARE WEEK VII, DAY I

Mr. MCcCONNELL. Mr. President,
Americans are eager for health care re-
forms that lower costs and increase ac-
cess. This is why many of us are pro-
posing reforms that should be easy for
everyone to agree on, such as reform-
ing our medical liability laws,
strengthening wellness and prevention
programs that would encourage people
to make healthy choices, such as quit-
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ting smoking and losing weight and ad-
dressing the needs of small businesses
without imposing new taxes that kill
jobs.

The administration is taking a dif-
ferent approach to health care reform,
and the more Americans learn about it,
the more concerned they become. So it
is good the President plans to spend a
lot of his time in the days ahead dis-
cussing the administration’s plan for
reform because people need to know
what the administration’s plan is.

Specifically, Americans have con-
cerns about losing the care they have
and spending trillions of dollars for a
so-called reform that could leave them
with worse care than they have now,
especially if it is paid for by seniors
and small business owners.

One prospect Americans are ex-
tremely concerned about is that they
will be forced off of their current plans
as part of a government takeover of
health care. Despite repeated assur-
ances from the administration to the
contrary, the independent Congres-
sional Budget Office says that just one
section of one of the Democratic pro-
posals we have seen would force 10 mil-
lion people off their current health
plans.

Americans do not want a government
takeover, and they certainly do not
want the government to spend trillions
of their tax dollars to pay for it, espe-
cially if the care they end up with is
worse than the care they already re-
ceive, and especially if the money that
is spent on these so-called reforms only
adds to the national debt.

The President has repeatedly prom-
ised that his reform would not add to
the debt. Yet both the House and Sen-
ate reform bills we have seen would do
just that. This is why even Democrats
have started to backpedal from the ad-
ministration’s plans.

One reason Democrats are having
second thoughts is because the Direc-
tor of the Congressional Budget Office
has sounded the alarm over the admin-
istration’s claims that its reforms
would cut long-term overall health
care costs. On the contrary, he said the
administration’s reforms would actu-
ally lead to an increase in overall
costs. Concerns like these about costs
and debt have been building slowly for
weeks.

Another growing concern even among
Democrats is the impact these higher
costs would have on States in the form
of higher Medicaid costs. At a time of
tight budgets, this is something that
Governors from both political parties
are not very happy about.

For example, New Mexico Governor
Bill Richardson has said, and I am
quoting him directly:

I'm personally very concerned about the
cost issue, particularly the $1 trillion figures
being batted around.

Expanding Medicaid might look like
an easy way to expand access, but it
will actually mean massive spending
increases for both Federal and State
taxpayers. This could be a devastating
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blow to States such as Kentucky and
many others which are already strug-
gling to pay the Medicaid costs they
currently owe.

The administration’s efforts to pay
for its plans are not the least bit reas-
suring. The two main groups they are
targeting are the last two that should
be expected to pay for it: seniors,
through Medicare cuts, and small busi-
ness owners, through higher taxes.

To me, it is just common sense that
in the middle of a recession the last
thing—the last thing—we should be
doing is raising taxes on small busi-
nesses. Yet both bills we have seen
would do just that. Indeed, under the
House bill, taxes on some small busi-
nesses would rise as high as roughly 45
percent. This means in order to pay for
health care reform, Democrats would
increase the tax rate on some small
businesses to about 30 percent higher
than the rate for big corporations.
Taxes would go up so much, in fact,
under the House proposal that the av-
erage combined Federal and State top
tax rate for individuals would be about
52 percent—>52 percent, Mr. President.

Let’s consider that figure for a mo-
ment. To repeat: In order to pay for a
health care proposal that would not
even address all the concerns Ameri-
cans have about access and cost—and
which might even increase overall
health care costs—Democrats in the
House would raise the average top tax
rate in the United States to about 52
percent.

The chart behind me was created by
the Heritage Foundation and appeared
last week in the Wall Street Journal. It
shows that the House bill would raise
the top U.S. rate above even France. Of
the 30 countries the OECD measures,
only Belgium, Sweden, and Denmark
have higher rates, and five U.S. States
would have tax rates even higher than
both Belgium and Sweden.

The United States is in the middle of
a recession. We have lost more than 2.5
million jobs since this January. Fami-
lies are losing homes. The last thing
they need is a government takeover
that kills even more jobs, adds to the
ballooning national debt, increases
Americans’ long-term health care
costs, and leaves Americans paying
more for worse care than they now re-
ceive. The proposals we have seen are
not just incomplete, they are indefen-
sible, particularly at a time of spi-
raling debt and ever-increasing job
losses.

Maybe this is why the administration
has started to insist on an artificial
deadline for getting its reform pro-
posals through. We certainly do not
need to rush and spend $1 trillion to
enact this flawed proposal by the Au-
gust recess. The American people and
members of both parties in Congress
are calling on us to slow down and take
the time to get it right.

Health care reform is too important
to rush through and get it wrong. We
saw what happened when some rushed
and spent $1 trillion on an artificial
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deadline with the stimulus. The Amer-
ican people do not want the same mis-
take to be made. Instead of setting a 3-
week deadline on legislation that
would end up affecting one-sixth of our
economy, the administration should
focus on meeting existing deadlines.

The Mid-Session Review of the ad-
ministration’s earlier predictions
about unemployment, economic
growth, government spending, and the
outlook for the Federal deficit has tra-
ditionally been released in mid-July.
Yet now we are hearing the adminis-
tration may not release its midsession
review until August, after Congress has
adjourned and after the administra-
tion’s artificial deadline for a Senate
bill on health care.

The administration is also struggling
to meet its decision to close Guanta-
namo by January 2010. The administra-
tion’s task force on detainee policy has
said it will miss its deadline for mak-
ing recommendations. It seems pre-
mature to announce a closing date for
Guantanamo without knowing where
these detainees may be sent. The most
recent delay is even more reason for
the administration to show flexibility
and reconsider its artificial deadline
for closing Guantanamo.

Americans want Republicans and
Democrats to enact real health care re-
form that reduces costs and makes
health care more accessible. They don’t
want a government takeover of the
health care system that costs trillions
of dollars, is paid for by seniors and
job-killing taxes on small businesses
and that leaves them paying more for
worse care than they currently have.
Before the administration rushes to
spend another trillion dollars, it needs
to slow down and focus on fixing our
economy and addressing the issues it is
already falling behind on.

I yield the floor.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from Georgia.

Mr. CHAMBLISS. Mr. President, I
rise in opposition to the Levin-McCain
amendment on the F-22. I was listening
with interest to the chairman speak a
little bit earlier when he raised several
points that I am going to address spe-
cifically as I get into the guts of the
argument. I think it is kind of inter-
esting when he gives a list of those in-
dividuals in the Pentagon and in the
White House who are now in opposition
to continued production of the F-22. In-
terestingly enough, everybody he
talked about—from the President to
the Secretary of Defense, to the Sec-
retary of the Air Force, the Chief of
Staff of the Air Force, the Chairman of
the Joint Chiefs—every single one of
those individuals is political. They are
appointed. They are appointed by the
President.

I am going to talk about some indi-
viduals who are in support of the F-22
who are not appointed. No. 1, they are
the men and women who fly the F-22.
Secondly, it is men who have had the
courage to wear the uniform of the
United States of America in an unpar-
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alleled way that I have seen since I
have been here, who have been willing
to stand up to that political leadership
and say: You guys are wrong. They
have been willing to stand and say that
if you cut off production of the F-22 at
187, you are going to put this country
at a high risk from a national security
standpoint.

As we go through the debate, it is
going to be interesting to contrast the
statements and the letters that every
Member has received a flurry of over
the last several days. I have never seen
the White House lobby such as they
have lobbied on this issue. For a White
House that was not supposed to be a
lobbying White House or in support of
lobbyists, it has been unparalleled in
my now going on 15 years as a Member
of the Congress.

Senator LEVIN spoke earlier about
the F-35: We are going to ramp up pro-
duction. We are going to buy 30 air-
planes, 30, in this budget. Well, guess
what we are paying for those airplanes.
We are paying $200 million a copy.
Guess what we are buying an F-22 for
today—an airplane that has been
through the test phase; an airplane
that has proved itself. We are under a
multiyear contract that calls for pay-
ment by the Air Force to the con-
tractor of $140 million a copy. There is
going to be a lot of conversation on
this floor about the cost of the F-22,
and it is expensive: $140 million a copy
is very expensive. But to come in here
with a straight face and say we are
going to save taxpayers’ money by
moving to the F-35 and then turn
around and say we are going to pay $200
million a copy in this bill for F-35s,
something about that doesn’t add up.

Well, let me just say we are in a de-
bate with the Pentagon with respect to
budgetary issues submitted by the Pen-
tagon to Congress. There are a lot of
people who think we ought to step in
line, salute the Pentagon and move
ahead and do exactly what the Pen-
tagon says with respect to the pur-
chase of weapons systems. Well, that is
not the way the Framers of the Con-
stitution intended the Senate and the
House to work. Article I, section 8 of
the Constitution provides Congress
with the power to levy and collect
taxes, provide for the common defense
of the United States, to raise and sup-
port armies and to make rules for the
government and regulation of the land
and naval forces.

Clearly, we in Congress have a role in
overseeing the Department of Defense,
reviewing budgets, and questioning
budget and policy recommendations.
Our interest and involvement in these
issues are appropriate and not just
based on parochial issues. We are
charged with the responsibility of re-
viewing DOD policies, whether fiscal
policies or otherwise. That is simply a
part of our job.

I think it is important to note that
on several occasions in recent years,
Congress has authorized policy or fund-
ing initiatives that DOD has strongly
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opposed and, in retrospect, Congress
was right and DOD was wrong. Perhaps
the most similar example to the F-22 is
the battle over the F-117 that occurred
many years ago when the Air Force
wanted to stop buying F-117s. Thank
goodness my predecessor, Senator Sam
Nunn, who was then chairman of the
Senate Armed Services Committee,
forced the Air Force to buy more F-
117s. Ironically, part of the Air Force’s
argument was that they wanted to
shift funding and focus to buying more
F-22s. The F-117 was critical to estab-
lishing air dominance over Iraq in
Desert Storm, and we can thank Con-
gress for recognizing the need for more
F-117s years ago.

There are several other examples,
such as the Goldwater-Nichols Reorga-
nization Act of 1986 and the establish-
ment of Special Operations Command
in 1987, both of which were strongly op-
posed by the Pentagon. Other examples
are continuation of the V-22 program
and prohibition against retiring U-2s
and B-52s, all of which are paying divi-
dends beyond what the military ex-
pected, including in Iraq and Afghani-
stan today.

I wish to address a comment Senator
LEVIN and others have made regarding
previous Secretaries of Defense and
Chairmen of the Joint Chiefs sup-
porting only 183—or 187 now, with the
addition of four F-22s we are buying in
the supplemental. First, that number
of 183 originally was established not on
the basis of any study or analysis—
never a study that came out and said
we need 183 and we are going to be bas-
ing our decision on that—but it was
based on PBD 753, which is inside
Washington baseball, which was an
OSD budget drill 2 days before Christ-
mas in 2004, in which the Air Force had
absolutely no input. Neither the Chief
of Staff nor the Secretary was in-
volved. A number of ‘183" or ‘187" has
always been budget driven and not
strategically driven.

There have been at least 10 studies
done on F-22 numbers over the past 10
years. Of those, only one, the Joint Air
Dominance Study done by DOD in 2005,
recommended 183 F-22s. However, that
study was based on only needing F-22s
in a single-threat scenario and which
also used a fixed budget.

Senator LEVIN mentioned the com-
ments General Cartwright made in the
Senate Armed Services Committee
hearing 2 weeks ago. And he relies
heavily on the statement General Cart-
wright made. General Cartwright re-
sponded to a question I asked, and my
question to General Cartwright was:
General, you say you support termi-
nating the F-22 program at 187. Has
there been any one single study, in the
Air Force or outside the Air Force, any
analysis done that recommends we ter-
minate the program at 187? General
Cartwright’s statement to me was: Yes;
there is a study going on in the Air
Force right now that says we should
terminate the program at 187.

Well, unfortunately for General Cart-
wright, we now know no study was
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done. It is our understanding that the
comment of General Cartwright is
being corrected for the record and that
we are receiving a corrected statement
coming to the committee shortly.

I wish to quote from a statement by
Pentagon spokesman Geoff Morrell
that was made last Tuesday with re-
spect to the comments of General Cart-
wright. This comment is quoted in the
Daily Report. It now turns out that a
recent study touted by Pentagon lead-
ership as the justification for termi-
nating the F-22 fighter isn’t a study at
all but a series of briefings by DOD’s
program analysis and evaluation shop
in the Air Force. That word comes
from the Pentagon’s top spokesman,
Geoff Morrell, who told the Daily Re-
port late Tuesday that the study, or
whatever it is, is: Not so much a study
as work products.

Asked to describe the nature and
timing of this study, Morrell told the
Daily Report:

What I think General Cartwright was re-
ferring to . . . is two different work prod-
ucts—

One by the PA&E shop and one by
the Air Force—
and not so much a study.

Since PDB 753, only 183 F-22s have
been programmed in the budget, with
fiscal year 2009 being the last year of
funding. To say previous Secretaries of
Defense and Chairmen of the Joint
Chiefs supported this is misleading
since, until the fiscal year 2010 budget
bill process, a decision on whether to
buy more F-22s would be deferred to fu-
ture decisionmakers. It is perhaps with
this in mind that Secretary Gates him-
self decided last year to request addi-
tional F-22s in the fiscal year 2009 sup-
plemental, and he did, in order to keep
the line open and preserve the next ad-
ministration’s option for procurement
of the F-22.

I know the former President, Presi-
dent Bush, did not want to see the pro-
gram terminated. They can say what
they want to on the other side, but
having had personal conversations, I
know what his feeling was about this
great aircraft. He could have termi-
nated the program, but he did not ter-
minate the program. It is this adminis-
tration that is seeking to terminate
this program.

There have been five previous Secre-
taries of the Air Force, six previous
Chiefs of Staff of the Air Force, seven
previous Secretaries of Defense before
this one, and eight previous com-
manders of Air Combat Command who
have said we need more F-22s. We have
supported this program from day one.
We have continued to reduce the num-
ber from the original 781, now down to
187. The current Chief of Staff of the
Air Force, whose letters have been
quoted and inserted in the RECORD
where he says we should cap it at 187,
has testified time and time and time
again in recent days and in recent
weeks and who has written me letters
stating that the military requirement
for F-22s is not 187, it is 243, but he
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says we can’t afford it. Therefore, he
has to salute his boss. His boss is a po-
litical appointee—Secretary Gates—
and the political appointee says we are
going to cap it at 187; therefore, that is
the direction in which we are going to
go and the direction in which you have
to salute the flag and move on.

I am going to close my comments at
this time and turn to my colleague
from Connecticut. Before I do so, I will
quote somebody who is not political,
somebody who is not an appointee,
somebody who is a former Chief of
Staff of the Air Force. That is GEN
Merrill McPeak, who, last week, in an
unsolicited statement, came out and
said, when he talked about terminating
the F-22 production rate at 187:

I think it’s a real mistake. . .. The air-
plane is a game-changer and people seem to
forget that we haven’t had any of our sol-
diers or Marines killed by enemy air since
1951. . . . It’s been half a century or more
since any enemy aircraft has killed one of
our guys.

The F-22 is at the top end. We have to pro-
cure enough of them for our ability to put a
lid on, to dictate the ceiling of any conflict.
We certainly need some figure well above
200. That worries me because I think it is
pennywise and pound foolish to expose us in
a way this much smaller number does. . . .
That’s taking too much high-end risk.

General McPeak is a supporter of
this administration and, as far as we
can tell, he is not a consultant for any
major defense contractor. For this rea-
son, I think his comments deserve sig-
nificant attention and credibility.

I will stop at this point, but I will say
more later. I now turn to my colleague,
Senator DobD, who I will say has been
a great champion on this issue, a great
partner in support of not just the men
and women of the Air Force and our
other branches that depend on this
weapon system to protect America and
our soldiers in the field but also a great
protector from an economic stand-
point.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from Connecticut is
recognized.

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, how much
time remains for those of us in opposi-
tion?

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. There is 44%2 minutes remaining.

Mr. DODD. I ask to be recognized for
10 minutes, and if I need a little more,
I will ask for it.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from Connecticut is
recognized for 10 minutes.

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, I commend
Senator CHAMBLISS for his eloquent
and persuasive argument about why
this amendment is a dangerous one,
and I say that respectfully. I have
great admiration for CARL LEVIN and
JOHN MCcCAIN, but there are serious
problems with this approach, from a
national security standpoint as well as
a manufacturing and industrial base
standpoint.

To put this into context for our col-
leagues, we are being asked to author-
ize $1.75 billion, or two-tenths of 1 per-
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cent of the budget before us of $680 bil-
lion. We are told there are at least
25,000 direct jobs and 95,000 direct and
indirect jobs at stake for that $1.75 bil-
lion—again, two-tenths of 1 percent of
the budget—which Senator CHAMBLISS
has offset, by the way. It is not an ex-
penditure that is not going to be ac-
counted for.

We are going to put those jobs at
risk—not because this industry is in
trouble, unlike the automobile indus-
try, which we bailed out to the tune of
$63 billion, by the way—understanding
the reason many of us supported that
was to maintain an industrial manu-
facturing base.

In this case, we lead the world in
aerospace. Nobody comes even close to
the ability of the United States to
produce the most sophisticated aircraft
in the world. Yet with an industry
doing relatively well—although com-
mercial orders are way down, which is
causing serious problems but that is as
a result of the economic conditions. We
are unwilling to come up with $1.75 bil-
lion or two-tenths of 1 percent to put
those many jobs at risk, not to men-
tion retreating on our air superiority.

One of the critical components of na-
tional security is maintaining superi-
ority both at sea and in the air. The F-
22, by any estimation, is the most supe-
rior aircraft in the world. It is not even
close in terms of competitors. Yet with
the numbers we have and that we are
relying on, we leave ourselves way
short of the earlier projected numbers.

As Senator CHAMBLISS pointed out,
the testimony over the years of those
who advocated this program has been
significant. In fact, in the letter most
recently received from General Corley,
head of the Air Combat Command Of-
fice, headquartered at Langley, VA,
June 9, it points out how serious this
would be in terms of exposing our Na-
tion to national security risks. The
head of the Air National Guard Bureau,
Lieutenant General Wyatt, makes the
same claim. Chief of Staff Schwartz,
before he changed his mind a week ear-
lier, advocated the F-22 as well, and its
importance.

From both a manufacturing perspec-
tive and job loss, at a time when unem-
ployment rates are skyrocketing, this
body is about to lay off anywhere from
25,000 to 90,000 people—at a time wh