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This amendment fills a crucial gap
because it would serve all veterans
with disabilities, regardless of the se-
verity of the disability and whether the
disability is service connected or not.

With this amendment, eligible vet-
erans would have the opportunity to
renovate and modify their existing
homes by installing wheelchair ramps,
widening doors, re-equipping rooms,
and making necessary additions and
adjustments to existing structures—all
so these homes are more suitable and
safer for our veterans.

I hope we can work together to con-
sider these amendments, and other
amendments that have been proposed
by my colleagues.

As for the underlying bill, I wish to
point out a few more of its highlights.

The bill authorizes a 1.7-percent
across-the-board pay raise and reau-
thorizes over 30 types of bonuses and
special payments for our men and
women in uniform.

It authorizes the Secretary of De-
fense to carry out a research program
with community partners to enhance
DOD efforts in research, treatment,
education, and outreach on mental
health, substance use disorders, and
traumatic brain injury in Guard and
Reserve members, their families, and
their caregivers—a provision which I
worked on with Senator AYOTTE to
have included in this bill. We have an
incredible problem with respect to re-
turning veterans, active-duty per-
sonnel, and their families in addressing
their mental health challenges, and un-
less we fully engage all the resources
across this country, we will not be able
to successfully meet the needs of these
young men and women. We hope this
amendment will help in that regard.

The legislation also extends authori-
ties to continue several ‘‘train and
equip’”’ programs to assist foreign mili-
taries in counterterrorism and counter-
narcotics missions. This is one of the
emerging and critical roles that in the
future we must embrace and support.

Additionally, the legislation author-
izes $5.7 billion for the Afghanistan Se-
curity Forces Fund to build the capac-
ity of the Afghan Army and police so
those forces can continue to take the
security lead throughout Afghanistan.
Once again, this is a central foundation
to our plans to withdraw the vast ma-
jority of our forces by 2014.

This year once again I had the honor
of serving as the chairman of the
Seapower Subcommittee, alongside
Senator WICKER, my colleague from
Mississippi, the ranking member.
Working together, our subcommittee
focused on the needs of the Navy, the
Marine Corps, and strategic mobility
forces. We put particular emphasis on
supporting marine and naval forces en-
gaged in combat operations, improving
efficiencies, and applying the savings
to higher priority programs.

Specifically, the bill includes the re-
quired funding for two Virginia-class
submarines, provides multiyear pro-
curement authority to the Navy to
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purchase the next block of submarines,
authorizes the Navy to use incremental
funding to buy an additional Virginia-
class submarine in fiscal year 2014, and
provides an additional $777.7 million in
advance procurement for that second
boat in 2014.

The bill also approves the funding for
other major programs, including the
DDG-1000, the Aircraft Carrier Re-
placement Program, the DDG-51 Aegis
destroyer program, the Littoral Com-
bat Ship, the Joint High Speed Vessel,
and the P-8 maritime patrol aircraft.

I am particularly pleased about the
funding for the Virginia-class sub-
marines and the DDG-1000, which so
many Rhode Islanders help to build.

We also included language that would
permit the Navy to use multiyear pro-
curement authority to buy the V-22 Os-
prey aircraft and the Arleigh Burke-
class destroyers so we can procure
these platforms as efficiently as pos-
sible.

I want to offer my particular thanks
to Senator WICKER, the other members
of the Seapower Subcommittee, and
our staffs who have done an extraor-
dinary job through their diligence,
their dedication, and their profound
commitment to the men and women,
particularly, of the Navy and the Ma-
rine Corps.

We have a good bill before the Sen-
ate. I urge adoption of the amendments
I have discussed, and I would urge very
quickly and very timely the passage of
the legislation so we can once again
send the Defense authorization bill to
the President for his signature.

With that, I yield the floor.

CONCLUSION OF MORNING
BUSINESS

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
BROWN of Ohio). Morning business is
closed.

NATIONAL DEFENSE AUTHORIZA-
TION ACT FOR FISCAL YEAR 2013

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the Senate will re-
sume consideration of S. 32564, which
the clerk will report by title.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

A bill (S. 32564) to authorize appropriations
for fiscal year 2013 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:

Kyl amendment No. 3123, to require regular
updates of Congress on the military implica-
tions of proposals of the United States and
Russia under consideration in negotiations
on nuclear arms, missile defense, and long-
range conventional strike system matters.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The sen-
ior Senator from Michigan is recog-
nized.

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, before
Senator REED leaves the floor, I want
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to first thank him for his comments
about myself and Senator MCcCAIN and
the other members of our committee.
Senator REED of Rhode Island has and
will continue to make—and, hopefully,
for many decades to come—an extraor-
dinary contribution to the work of this
body. I have seen it firsthand on the
Armed Services Committee where he is
the chairman of the SeaPower Sub-
committee, but way beyond that. He
brings an experience and a thoughtful
commitment to this work which is sec-
ond to none, and it is incredibly valu-
able to every member of our committee
to have him as a member of the com-
mittee. I cannot express how grateful 1
am for that, and I cannot exaggerate
how grateful I am for his presence and
for his work.

Mr. REED. If I may simply say that
I thank the chairman.

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, in a few
minutes I hope to be able to lay out a
roadmap for our work here—at least
for the next couple hours. We hope to
be able to deal with a modified Kyl
amendment as well as dispose of, we
hope, an Ayotte amendment and a
Hagan amendment. There will be de-
bate with each of those, and this is just
tentative because I want to discuss
this, obviously, with Senator MCCAIN.
But if this works out, there could be a
couple votes in an hour or so. But,
again, I am not announcing that; I am
just sort of giving as early a warning
as I can to our colleagues as to what is
at least a likely prospect at this time.
But, again, that is going to have to
await the presence of Senator MCCAIN,
with whom I am working so closely on
this matter.

So with that, I suggest the absence of
a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

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

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

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

AMENDMENTS NOS. 2888, 2924, 2949, 2960, 2963, 2969,
2991, 3083

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the pending
amendment be set aside and that the
following amendments be called up and
agreed to en bloc, the motion to recon-
sider be considered made and laid upon
the table with no intervening action or
debate: Kohl No. 2888, Manchin No.
2924, Webb No. 2949, Wyden No. 2960,
Sessions No. 2963, Heller No. 2969,
Hoeven No. 2991, and Barrasso No. 3083.

Mr. MCCAIN. All these amendments
have been cleared on our side.

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

The amendments were agreed to, as
follows:
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AMENDMENT NO. 2888

(Purpose: To provide for the payment of a
benefit for the nonparticipation of eligible
members in the Post-Deployment/Mobiliza-
tion Respite Absence program due to Gov-
ernment error)

At the end of subtitle A of title VI, insert
the following:

SEC. 602. PAYMENT OF BENEFIT FOR NON-
PARTICIPATION OF ELIGIBLE MEM-
BERS IN POST-DEPLOYMENT/MOBILI-
ZATION RESPITE ABSENCE PRO-
GRAM DUE TO GOVERNMENT
ERROR.

(a) PAYMENT OF BENEFIT.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Subject to subsection (e),
the Secretary concerned shall, upon applica-
tion therefor, make a payment to each indi-
vidual described in paragraph (2) of $200 for
each day of nonparticipation of such indi-
vidual in the Post-Deployment/Mobilization
Respite Absence program as described in
that paragraph.

(2) COVERED INDIVIDUALS.—An individual
described in this paragraph is an individual
who—

(A) was eligible for participation as a
member of the Armed Forces in the Post-De-
ployment/Mobilization Respite Absence pro-
gram; but

(B) as determined by the Secretary con-
cerned pursuant to an application for the
correction of the military records of such in-
dividual pursuant to section 1552 of title 10,
United States Code, did not participate in
one or more days in the program for which
the individual was so eligible due to Govern-
ment error.

(b) DECEASED INDIVIDUALS.—

(1) APPLICATIONS.—If an individual other-
wise covered by subsection (a) is deceased,
the application required by that subsection
shall be made by the individual’s legal rep-
resentative.

(2) PAYMENT.—If an individual to whom
payment would be made under subsection (a)
is deceased at time of payment, payment
shall be made in the manner specified in sec-
tion 15652(c)(2) of title 10, United States Code.

(¢c) PAYMENT IN LIEU OF ADMINISTRATIVE
ABSENCE.—Payment under subsection (a)
with respect to a day described in that sub-
section shall be in lieu of any entitlement of
the individual concerned to a day of adminis-
trative absence for such day.

(d) CONSTRUCTION.—

(1) CONSTRUCTION WITH OTHER PAY.—Any
payment with respect to an individual under
subsection (a) is in addition to any other pay
provided by law.

(2) CONSTRUCTION OF AUTHORITY.—It is the
sense of Congress that—

(A) the sole purpose of the authority in
this section is to remedy administrative er-
rors; and

(B) the authority in this section is not in-
tended to establish any entitlement in con-
nection with the Post-Deployment/Mobiliza-
tion Respite Absence program.

(e) OFFSET.—The Secretary of Defense
shall transfer $2,000,000 from the unobligated
balances of the Pentagon Reservation Main-
tenance Revolving Fund established under
section 2674(e) of title 10, United States Code,
to the Miscellaneous Receipts Fund of the
United States Treasury.

(f) DEFINITIONS.—In this section, the terms
“Post-Deployment/Mobilization Respite Ab-
sence program’ and ‘‘Secretary concerned’
have the meaning given such terms in sec-
tion 604(f) of the National Defense Authoriza-
tion Act for Fiscal Year 2010 (Public Law
111-84; 123 Stat. 2350).
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AMENDMENT NO. 2924
(Purpose: To require an additional element
in the report on the accuracy of the De-
fense Enrollment Eligibility Reporting

System)

On page 175, line 10, insert after ‘‘in order”’
the following ‘‘to provide for the standard-
ization of identification credentials required
for eligibility, enrollment, transactions, and
updates across all Department of Defense in-
stallations and”.

AMENDMENT NO. 2949
(Purpose: To extend the temporary increase
in accumulated leave carryover for mem-
bers of the Armed Forces)

At the end of subtitle C of title V, add the
following:

SEC. 526. EXTENSION OF TEMPORARY INCREASE
IN ACCUMULATED LEAVE CARRY-
OVER FOR MEMBERS OF THE ARMED
FORCES.

Section 701(d) of title 10, United States
Code, is amended by striking ‘‘September 30,
2013 and inserting ‘‘September 30, 2015,

AMENDMENT NO. 2960
(Purpose: To require a report on mechanisms
to ease the reintegration into civilian life
of members of the National Guard and the

Reserves following a deployment on active

duty)

At the end of subtitle B of title V, add the
following:

SEC. 513. REPORT ON MECHANISMS TO EASE THE
REINTEGRATION INTO CIVILIAN
LIFE OF MEMBERS OF THE NA-
TIONAL GUARD AND THE RESERVES
FOLLOWING A DEPLOYMENT ON AC-
TIVE DUTY.

(a) STUDY REQUIRED.—The Secretary of De-
fense shall conduct a study of the adequacy
of mechanisms for the reintegration into ci-
vilian life of members of the National Guard
and the Reserves following a deployment on
active duty in the Armed Forces, including
whether permitting such members to remain
on active duty for a limited period after such
deployment (often referred to as a ‘‘soft
landing”’) is feasible and advisable for facili-
tating and easing that reintegration.

(b) ELEMENTS.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—The study required by
subsection (a) shall address the unique chal-
lenges members of the National Guard and
the Reserves face when reintegrating into ci-
vilian life following a deployment on active
duty in the Armed Forces and the adequacy
of the policies, programs, and activities of
the Department of Defense to assist such
members in meeting such challenges.

(2) PARTICULAR ELEMENTS.—The study shall
take into consideration the following:

(A) Disparities in reintegration after de-
ployment between members of the regular
components of the Armed Forces and mem-
bers of the reserve components of the Armed
Forces, including—

(i) disparities in access to services, includ-
ing, but not limited to, health care, mental
health counseling, job counseling, and fam-
ily counseling;

(ii) disparities in amounts of compensated
time provided to take care of personal af-
fairs;

(iii) disparities in amounts of time re-
quired to properly access services and to
take care of personal affairs, including trav-
el time; and

(iv) disparities in costs of uncompensated
events or requirements, including, but not
limited to, travel costs and legal fees.

(B) Disparities in reintegration policies
and practices among the various Armed
Forces and between the regular and reserve
components of the Armed Forces.

(C) Disparities in the lengths of time of de-
ployment between the regular and reserve
components of the Armed Forces.
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(D) Applicable medical studies on re-
integration, including studies on the rest
and recuperation needed to appropriately re-
cover from combat and training stress.

(E) Other applicable studies on reintegra-
tion policies and practices, including the rec-
ommendations made by such studies.

(F) Appropriate recommendations for the
elements of a program to assist members of
the National Guard and the Reserves fol-
lowing a deployment on active duty in the
Armed Forces in reintegrating into civilian
life, including means of ensuring that the
program applies uniformly across the Armed
Forces and between the regular components
and reserve components of the Armed
Forces.

(c) REPORT.—Not later than 180 days after
the date of the enactment of this Act, the
Secretary shall submit to the congressional
defense committees a report on the study re-
quired by subsection (a). The report shall set
forth the results of the study, including the
matters specified in subsection (b), and in-
clude such comments and recommendation
in light of the study as the Secretary con-
siders appropriate.

AMENDMENT NO. 2963

(Purpose: To authorize the posthumous hon-
orary promotion of Sergeant Paschal
Conley to second lieutenant in the Army)
At the end of subtitle H of title V, add the

following:

SEC. 585. POSTHUMOUS HONORARY PROMOTION

OF SERGEANT PASCHAL CONLEY TO

SECOND LIEUTENANT IN THE ARMY.
Notwithstanding the time limitation speci-

fied in section 1521 of title 10, United States
Code, or any other time limitation with re-
spect to posthumous promotions for persons
who served in the Armed Forces, the Presi-
dent is authorized to issue an appropriate
posthumous honorary commission promoting
to second lieutenant in the Army under sec-
tion 15621 of such title Sergeant (retired) Pas-
chal Conley, a distinguished Buffalo Soldier
who was recommended for promotion to sec-
ond lieutenant under then-existing proce-
dures by General John J. Pershing.

AMENDMENT NO. 2969

(Purpose: To require a report on the future
availability of TRICARE Prime through-
out the United States)

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

SEC. 704. REPORT ON THE FUTURE AVAILABILITY
OF TRICARE PRIME THROUGHOUT
THE UNITED STATES.

(a) REPORT REQUIRED.—Not later than 120
days after the date of the enactment of this
Act, the Secretary of Defense shall submit to
the Committees on Armed Services of the
Senate and the House of Representatives a
report setting forth the policy of the Depart-
ment of Defense on the future availability of
TRICARE Prime under the TRICARE pro-

gram for eligible beneficiaries in all
TRICARE regions throughout the United
States.

(b) ELEMENTS.—The report required by sub-
section (a) shall include the following:

(1) A description, by region, of the dif-
ference in availability of TRICARE Prime
for eligible beneficiaries (other than eligible
beneficiaries on active duty in the Armed
Forces) under newly-awarded TRICARE
managed care contracts, including, in par-
ticular, an identification of the regions or
areas in which TRICARE Prime will no
longer be available for such beneficiaries
under such contracts.

(2) A description of the transition and out-
reach plans for eligible beneficiaries de-
scribed in paragraph (1) who will no longer
have access to TRICARE Prime under the
contracts described in that paragraph.
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(3) An estimate of the increased costs to be
incurred for healthcare under the TRICARE
program for eligible beneficiaries described
in paragraph (2).

(4) An estimate of the saving to be
achieved by the Department as a result of
the contracts described in paragraph (1).

(5) A description of the plans of the Depart-
ment to continue to assess the impact on ac-
cess to healthcare for eligible beneficiaries
described in paragraph (2).

AMENDMENT NO. 2991
(Purpose: To express the sense of the Senate
on the maintenance by the United States
of a triad of strategic nuclear delivery sys-
tems)

At the end of subtitle H of title X, add the
following:

SEC. 1084. SENSE OF SENATE ON THE MAINTE-
NANCE BY THE UNITED STATES OF A
TRIAD OF STRATEGIC NUCLEAR DE-
LIVERY SYSTEMS.

(a) FINDINGS.—The Senate finds the fol-
lowing:

(1) The April 2010 Nuclear Posture Review
concluded that even with the reductions
specified in the New START Treaty, the
United States should retain a nuclear
“Triad” of land-based intercontinental bal-
listic missiles, submarine-launched ballistic
missiles and nuclear capable heavy bombers,
noting that ‘“‘[rletaining all three Triad legs
will best maintain strategic stability at rea-
sonable cost, while hedging against potential
technical problems or vulnerabilities’.

(2) The resolution of ratification for the
New START Treaty, which the Senate ap-
proved on December 22, 2010, stated that ‘it
is the sense of the Senate that United States
deterrence and flexibility is assured by a ro-
bust triad of strategic delivery vehicles. To
this end, the United States is committed to
accomplishing the modernization and re-
placement of its strategic nuclear delivery
vehicles, and to ensuring the continued flexi-
bility of United States conventional and nu-
clear delivery systems’’.

(3) In a message to the Senate on February
2, 2011, President Obama certified that he in-
tended to ‘‘modernize or replace the triad of
strategic nuclear delivery systems: a heavy
bomber and air-launched cruise missile, an
ICBM, and a nuclear-powered ballistic mis-
sile submarine (SSBN) and SLBM” and to
“maintain the United States rocket motor
industrial base’’.

(b) SENSE OF SENATE.—It is the sense of the
Senate that—

(1) the United States should maintain a
triad of strategic nuclear delivery systems;
and

(2) the United States is committed to mod-
ernizing the component weapons and deliv-
ery systems of that triad.

AMENDMENT NO. 3083
(Purpose: To authorize the Secretary of De-
fense to maintain the readiness nd flexi-
bility of the intercontinental ballistic mis-
sile force)

At the end of subtitle C of title II, add the
following:

SEC. 238. READINESS AND FLEXIBILITY OF
INTERCONTINENTAL BALLISTIC MIS-
SILE FORCE.

The Secretary of Defense may, in a manner
consistent with the obligations of the United
States under international agreements—

(1) retain intercontinental ballistic missile
launch facilities currently supporting de-
ployed strategic nuclear delivery vehicles
within the limit of 800 deployed and non-de-
ployed strategic launchers;

(2) maintain intercontinental ballistic mis-
siles on alert or operationally deployed sta-
tus; and

(3) preserve intercontinental ballistic mis-
sile silos in operational or warm status.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Hampshire.

Ms. AYOTTE. Mr. President, I wish
to talk this morning about an amend-
ment I had intended to offer but I am
not going to be offering today because
there is an important portion in the
House Armed Services Committee that
covers my concerns. That was the
amendment I had drafted that is co-
sponsored by Senators LIEBERMAN and
CoOLLINS. I appreciate their support.

My amendment would establish an
east coast ballistic missile defense site
to make sure the east coast of our
country is protected from missile
threats. Let me describe why I thought
it was very important. My amendment
would have established both a study on
three potential locations for an east
coast missile defense site, an environ-
mental impact study, and a plan for de-
ployment of that site.

Where we are right now, unfortu-
nately, is we have Iran, and no one dis-
agrees that Iran has an active ballistic
development program. They can al-
ready reach Eastern Europe. Many ana-
lysts believe Iran will be able to de-
velop the capacity to strike the main-
land United States with an ICBM by
2015. Our existing missile defense sites
right now that protect this country
have the capacity—if, for example,
North Korea were to launch an ICBM
toward the west coast, we would have
an opportunity for two shots at that
missile to protect our country.

In other words, if the President of
the United States got an awful call
that a missile was coming from North
Korea toward the western coast of our
country, he would have an opportunity
to have one shot, a look, and then a
shot to take that missile down to pro-
tect our country; two shots to take the
missile down.

But as it stands right now, when it
comes to the east coast of our country,
including the Capital, Washington, DC,
the center of our government where we
stand right now, my home State of
New Hampshire, New York, all those
population centers, if Iran were to de-
velop the capacity to have an ICBM,
where we are today is we would only
get one shot at that missile if it were
to be shot at the eastern coast of the
United States instead of a shoot, look,
shoot that we have if North Korea were
to shoot a missile toward the western
part of our country.

I think this is deeply troubling. We
should be developing that capacity to
make sure our country is fully pro-
tected.

I would like to address others who
have looked at this. This year the Na-
tional Research Council recommended
an additional ballistic missile site in
the United States in the Northeast to
more effectively protect the Eastern
United States and Canada, particularly
against Iranian ICBM threats should
they emerge. That is, of course, be-
cause some analysts believe they could
develop that capacity as soon as 2015.

The markup coming out of the House
Armed Services Committee already
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contains language and authorization
for the actual establishment of an east
coast missile site. That is one of the
reasons I will not be offering my
amendment today to conduct this
study on environmental impact and
also planned deployment because the
House version already contains a re-
quirement that an east coast missile
defense site be developed.

Some would say—in fact, one thing I
would like to address is that we may
hear from the administration that they
are working on a hedging—and a dif-
ferent hedging strategy—to make sure
the east coast is protected. And that
hedging strategy would be plans to de-
ploy the SM-3 Block IIB missile in Po-
land. But where we are today with the
SM-3 Block IIB shows why it is impor-
tant for us to use technology that al-
ready exists to protect the east coast;
that is, because the SM-3 Block IIB is
only a plan on a piece of paper. It
doesn’t exist yet, and there have been
concerns relayed about its development
and, in fact, the development of the
SM-3 Block IIB has already been de-
layed to 2021, which does not meet
where we are with the potential that
Iran could develop ICBM capacity by
2015. It just would not work.

But what we do know is that we al-
ready have technology that exists, and
if we were to deploy a missile defense
site now on the east coast, that we
would get the opportunity to have a
look, shoot, look on the east coast
were Iran to launch a missile toward
the east coast of our country.

We only need to look at what hap-
pened recently in the conflict with
Hamas, the missiles that were being
shot into Israel and the Iron Dome sys-
tem to understand the importance of
missile defense. Now, that is a system
that focuses on short-range missiles,
but we all saw the number of civilians
that could be protected by the capacity
of having a robust missile defense sys-
tem, and I can’t imagine why we
wouldn’t want to be in the position to
make sure the east coast of our coun-
try would be as protected as the west
coast when it comes to an emerging
threat from Iran.

There is no question that the more
we hear about the behavior of Iran, the
more troubled we should be as a coun-
try. Not only do they have a robust
missile development program, but we
all know they are also making efforts
to acquire the capability of having a
nuclear weapon.

Now is the time for us to act, not to
find ourselves in 2015 with no plans as
to how to deploy an east coast missile
defense site to make sure the east
coast of our country has the same pro-
tection as the west coast. Now is the
time to act because, in addition, in 2012
in the defense authorization, we asked
the administration to submit a plan to
us as to how they would hedge, a hedg-
ing strategy to make sure the east
coast was as protected as the west
coast.

They have yet to submit that plan,
and so now is the time for us to make
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sure we go forward with technology
that already exists to ensure that the
east coast of our country is protected.

I cannot imagine the President of the
United States being in a position as we
go forward in our country where, if a
missile were coming from Iran toward
our Capital, he would be told we only
have one shot to take that missile
down versus if a missile were coming to
the west coast of our country in L.A.
from North Korea, that we would have
two shots to take that missile down.

We want to make sure our country is
protected. The threat from Iran is a
very real threat. That is why I was
going to offer this amendment, to
make sure we had a study, an environ-
mental impact analysis and a plan that
the Department of Defense could use to
deploy an east coast missile defense
site.

But my colleagues in the House, in-
cluding Representative TURNER, have
already addressed this issue directly
with the requirement contained in the
House mark of the Armed Services
Committee. I think it is very impor-
tant what they have done.

I thank the Chair very much for giv-
ing me the opportunity to speak today.

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

Mr. KYL. First, I would like to speak
to the Senator’s amendment. I want to
compliment her, commend her and her
other cosponsors—Senator LIEBERMAN,
Senator COLLINS, and others—in their
effort to bring attention to what is
clearly a great need that is going
unmet. I agree the House’s action is
very important to begin to move this
process forward.

The Senator’s amendment is even
less specific than the action taken by
the House. We are going to need a
study of the environmental impacts
and evaluate possible locations. It is
going to have to be done. It seems to
me to make sense that this amendment
would begin that process, and so I sup-
port that very strongly.

I would also like to speak to some of
the military requirements which go to
the fundamental question of whether
we are going to move forward. If the
Senator does not want to speak further
right now, I would like to speak to that
issue.

Ms. AYOTTE. Yes. Thank you.

Mr. KYL. All right. Mr. President, as
I said, this particular amendment
doesn’t require that the administration
actually establish a site for an east
coast defense, but I do believe such a
site would provide an important and
critical measure of protection for the
east coast of the United States and
also those in the southeastern part of
the United States.

This has become more important due
to the cancellation of earlier plans to
deploy long-range ground-based inter-
ceptors in Poland. That is what it
originally was going to provide, full
protection for the United States. That
would have provided what is called an
“‘early shot” or a shot early in the tra-
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jectory of a missile coming from some-
place—for example, the Middle East—
toward the United States.

In conjunction with the missile de-
fense sites that we already have in
Alaska and in California, a site further
to the east would provide what is
called a multiple-shot opportunity or
an ability in the event that there was
more than one missile or one had to
distinguish between decoys or one of
our first missiles wasn’t effective in
reaching its target; it would give us, in
effect, a second chance to shoot down
the missile, which is always what we
want to do in planning these kinds of
missile defense systems.

In fact, this was the actual rationale
for, the actual basis for the third site
deployment in Poland, to improve pro-
tection of the United States, while at
the same time affording protection for
our European allies against longer
range ballistic missile threats from the
Middle East.

This is a critical point. We are in-
volved in missile defense not just to
protect our allies, say, in Europe but
also to protect the homeland of the
United States of America. But the cur-
rent administration’s plan seems to be
oriented toward protecting allies in
Europe and not strengthening the pro-
tection of the people in the United
States of America.

The administration says it can cover
the ballistic missile threat from the
Middle East with the current inventory
of 30 ground-based interceptors. First
of all, I seriously disagree with that as-
sessment. In any event, there is no way
to know if that can be done for sure.

Let me cite the President’s own Bal-
listic Missile Defense Review report,
which says:

Looking ahead, it is difficult to predict
precisely how the threat to the U.S. home-
land will evolve, but it is certain that it will
do so.

So you can’t say based upon what
happened a couple of years ago, or the
deployment of the ground-based inter-
ceptors, that only 30 of them, bear in
mind, are going to protect our home-
land at all.

Now how does the administration
then plan to make up for what it has
done in terms of canceling programs
that further develop the so-called
Ground-Based Interceptor. Well, it
plans to compensate for this loss of
original Ground-Based Interceptor de-
ployments with something that is
called the IIB missile, the SM-3 Block
IIB.

That is a missile that would be de-
ployed in Poland, for example, but the
problem is there is no SM-3 Block IIB
missile. That is something that is in
the minds of some scientists. It is on
vu-graphs. There are pictures of what
it might look like, but there is no such
missile.

Indeed, without discussing classified
material here there is no way to know
whether we are actually even going to
be able to develop such a missile. In
fact, its development, rather, has al-
ready been delayed to the year 2021.
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Now, think about it. Think about it.
This is 2012, and we wouldn’t even
begin developing such a missile for an-
other 9 years? This is something way
off into the future, if it works, and
there is no commitment to deploy it
and, indeed, the President has already
talked with President Medvedev of
Russia about further flexibility in de-
signing our missile defense system. It
is no secret that this is potentially on
the chopping block, notwithstanding
the commitments of the President ear-
lier to deploy it.

The NRC has, in fact, recommended
that there be an interceptor site on the
east coast of the United States as a
possible substitute for this Block IIB.
This concern has been raised before,
and the administration has yet failed
to provide a hedging strategy that the
fiscal year 2012 NDAA required. So we
have known of this deficiency, the fact
that the GBI system is not adequate,
the fact that the SM-3 Block IIB sys-
tem may never be deployed. We have
asked for a hedging strategy.

So what do we do if none of this
works, if we don’t go forward with it?
We don’t have that even if the law has
required it.

What this amendment does is to
shine an even brighter light on the con-
cern that I have had for a long time,
which is why the administ