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He has have devoted a great deal of his 
time in Congress to the issues of na-
tional security. The issues on spare 
parts, I think American people would 
be shocked to go out on the flight line 
and see that we are swapping out en-
gines to put F–14s in the air. 

If we told our parents that, you 
know, I am going to be a little bit late 
for Christmas dinner because I have to 
pull the Chevy engine out of the car 
and put it in any other car, they say 
what are you doing; that sounds ridicu-
lous. With the spare part problem out 
there that we are actually swapping 
out engines to put planes in the air is 
a little stunning. 

I want to compliment the gentleman, 
because he has worked very hard on 
our spare part problem and concern. 

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Speaker, if the gen-
tleman will continue to yield, this is a 
good bill. I see the gentleman from 
California here. I want to say to the 
gentleman, too, our subcommittee, it 
is a great subcommittee to be a Mem-
ber of, there is never any partisan rhet-
oric to speak of; and we try to focus in 
on trying to do the best possible job 
with the resources we have to do the 
best for defense. 

I think this year, for example, taking 
the money and accelerating the two 
brigades that will be part of the 
Army’s effort to lighten up and be 
more mobile. That is a great decision 
on the part of the committee. I hope 
the Congress will endorse that, and I 
hope we can get the Senate to go along 
with it. 

Mr. BUYER. Mr. Speaker, reclaiming 
my time, I think we are going to see 
the real compliment of the work prod-
uct that came, not only out of the au-
thorizing committee, but also the gen-
tleman’s work, this bill is going to pass 
in a huge bipartisan bill. I compliment 
the gentleman.

Mrs. MYRICK. Mr. Speaker, I reserve 
the balance of my time. 

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self the balance of the time. 

Mr. Speaker, this is a good bill. It 
will pass with a very significant bipar-
tisan vote of both Democrats and Re-
publicans.
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I would only like to underscore one 
point that I made earlier in the debate, 
and I would hope that the leadership on 
the other side of the aisle in this body 
will impress upon the leadership on 
their side of the aisle in the other body 
how important it is to move the de-
fense supplemental for Kosovo and Bos-
nia right now. Because while there is 
significant money in this bill for 2001, 
our troops face a crisis in the fourth 
quarter for fiscal year 2000, beginning 
in about a month, because of the in-
ability of this Congress to fund what 
has already happened in Bosnia and 
Kosovo, and because of the fact that 
this requires our military to take 

money away from training and to take 
money away from the vital things that 
need to be done right now in the re-
mainder of this fiscal year. 

So while it is laudable that we are 
going to pass by a significant bipar-
tisan vote a good piece of legislation 
for the fiscal year that starts October 
1, we need to move the money in the 
supplemental for the remainder of this 
fiscal year, or we are going to face a 
real crisis situation starting about Au-
gust 1. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance 
of my time. 

Mrs. MYRICK. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
the balance of my time to the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. 
CUNNINGHAM) to close.

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Speaker, I 
would like to reiterate what the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. FROST) spoke 
about and the gentleman from Wash-
ington (Mr. DICKS). The supplemental 
is important. We have over 21 ships 
that are tied up to the pier that cannot 
go anywhere, and we are going below 
that 300-ship Navy. Yet, there are some 
people on that side of the aisle that 
would even cut defense in an emer-
gency situation like this. I think that 
is wrong. 

I would like to thank the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania (Mr. MURTHA) and 
the gentleman from Washington (Mr. 
DICKS) and the Subcommittee on De-
fense of the Committee on Appropria-
tions. When I served on the authorizing 
body, it was the absolute best com-
mittee to serve on. There are no Re-
publicans and no Democrats on that 
committee; they are all looking for-
ward to helping the men and women in 
the services. Unfortunately, when we 
get to this floor, there are critics of 
those policies that want to cut for so-
cial spending. That is wrong. We put at 
risk our men and women in the serv-
ices. 

I would like to thank the gentleman 
from Texas (Mr. FROST) and the gen-
tleman from Washington (Mr. DICKS) 
and the gentleman from Pennsylvania 
(Mr. MURTHA), the authorizers. This is 
a good rule. I thank especially the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. LEWIS), 
the chairman of the Subcommittee on 
Defense of the Committee on Appro-
priations, who has been tied up in an-
other committee today. 

Mr. Speaker, this is a good rule and 
a good bill. I thank my colleagues for 
supporting it. We need to get the other 
body in line with the supplemental.

Mrs. MYRICK. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
back the balance of my time, and I 
move the previous question on the res-
olution. 

The previous question was ordered. 
The resolution was agreed to. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on 

the table. 
f 

GENERAL LEAVE 
Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Speak-

er, I ask unanimous consent that all 

Members may have 5 legislative days 
within which to revise and extend their 
remarks on H.R. 4576, and that I may 
include tabular and extraneous mate-
rial in the RECORD. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
WICKER). Is there objection to the re-
quest of the gentleman from Cali-
fornia? 

There was no objection. 
f 

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
APPROPRIATIONS ACT, 2001 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House Resolution 514 and rule 
XVIII, the Chair declares the House in 
the Committee of the Whole House on 
the State of the Union for the consider-
ation of the bill, H.R. 4576. 

The Chair designates the gentleman 
from Michigan (Mr. CAMP) as chairman 
of the Committee of the Whole, and re-
quests the gentleman from Ohio (Mr. 
GILLMOR) to assume the chair tempo-
rarily. 
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IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE 

Accordingly, the House resolved 
itself into the Committee of the Whole 
House on the State of the Union for the 
consideration of the bill (H.R. 4576) 
making appropriations for the Depart-
ment of Defense for the fiscal year end-
ing September 30, 2001, and for other 
purposes, with Mr. GILLMOR (Chairman 
pro tempore) in the chair. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Pursu-

ant to the rule, the bill is considered as 
having been read the first time. 

Under the rule, the gentleman from 
California (Mr. LEWIS) and the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania (Mr. MUR-
THA) each will control 30 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from California (Mr. LEWIS).

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield myself such time as I may 
consume. 

Mr. Chairman, the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania (Mr. MURTHA) and I are 
pleased to bring before the Membership 
today the fiscal year 2001 appropria-
tions bill for the Department of De-
fense. This bill, which received strong 
bipartisan support in our sub-
committee and the Committee on Ap-
propriations, passing through the com-
mittee with no amendments, continues 
the efforts of the Congress to ensure 
that our Nation’s military is ready for 
the challenge of the 21st century. 
Those challenges are daunting as any 
we have faced during the Cold War, and 
I am gratified that my colleagues un-
derstand that our security and the de-
fense of freedom must remain above 
partisanship. 

Mr. Chairman, let me say at the be-
ginning of this that the foundation laid 
by our subcommittee is designed to 
make certain that America remains as 
the single superpower well into the 
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next century. Indeed, the foundation 
laid in this committee’s product is a di-
rect result, first of all, of the work 
done by my colleague and my chair-
man, the gentleman from Florida (Mr. 
YOUNG) when he was chairman of this 
subcommittee, and now as full Com-
mittee chairman and before that, the 
foundation was further laid by the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania (Mr. MUR-
THA) when he was chairman of the com-
mittee. I must say, if we have a com-
mittee in the House in which both par-
ties work better together, I do not 
know what committee that is. For in-
deed, this is a product of the work of 
our very fine staff working with the 
members of the committee on both 
sides of the aisle who recognize just 
how critical it is that America be 
ready for the 21st century. 

Mr. Chairman, let me say that this 
bill in many ways is a very forward-
leaning bill. Among other things, per-
haps most important, we have taken 
seriously the efforts on the part of the 
new chief of the Army, General Eric 
Shinseki, to develop a vision and a 
transformation strategy that will take 
our Army into a posture that will 
cause it to be the Army we need well 
into 2020, 2025, 2050. Indeed, it is the 
Army, the men and women of our mili-
tary, who make a critical difference in 
terms of America’s strength. 

So I am proud to say that the bill is 
designed to accelerate the efforts on 
the part of General Shinseki in build-
ing that vision for the future. 

Mr. Chairman, we are approximately 
$1.2 billion above and beyond the budg-
et request in connection with the 
Army’s vision implementation. We 
have gone forward, rounding out the 
first interim brigade that Eric 
Shinseki is recommending, and we are 
fully funding as well a second brigade 
in support of his effort. We have in-
cluded language that will require the 
Army to give us direct feedback so that 
we can monitor carefully the progress 
that is being made in their effort at 
Fort Lewis, Washington. 

Let me say that as we look to the 
next century, the Members should 
know that we are hurdling into an age 
of warfare that will require heretofore 
unimaginable speed, complexity, and 
flexibility for our fighting machines 
and the men and women who design, 
build, and operate them. Imagine, if 
you will, a battle where most of our 
fighter pilots never see their enemy be-
fore they are engaged. Imagine pin-
point attacks on enemy ground targets 
from 35,000 feet in the air or 100 miles 
away at sea. Imagine computer-guided 
flying machines that never put our per-
sonnel at risk. Imagine planning and 
executing a battle on foreign shores 
from the computer stations in the Pen-
tagon. 

This is no longer the stuff of science 
fiction. Our Armed Forces faced many 
of these challenges in their engage-

ment in Kosovo, and it is indicative of 
the rapidly changing climate that the 
Congress and our military leaders must 
address for the real future. 

Mr. Chairman, America, as I have 
suggested, is the country which will 
preserve freedom in the next century. 
This bill is designed to set the stage to 
be sure that we are ready for that. In 
connection with a fundamental piece of 
our direction, the bill includes over $40 
billion for the kind of R&D that will 
make sure that the assets are available 
that are required to do that sort of re-
search that assures America’s 
strength. 

I might mention 2 other areas in 
which the bill is making an effort to 
lean forward. I would point out the fact 
that most are aware today of the re-
ality that we could face some serious 
challenges in our communications sys-
tems, especially the computer in the 
months and years and the decades 
ahead. We have begun within this bill 
by providing a $150 billion pool to begin 
to help us figure out what the ques-
tions are that need to be answered in 
the arena that we now describe as 
cyber war. 

I might further mention that one of 
the elements that was more controver-
sial in last year’s bill relates to Amer-
ica’s future efforts in terms of having 
the best available tactical fighters. 
This bill provides for the funding that 
was part of an agreement regarding the 
F–22 aircraft that took place last year. 
While the Air Force is going forward 
with the kind of testing that we feel is 
absolutely necessary to be sure that 
the F–22 is the airplane we hope it to 
be, we have laid the foundation with 
those commitments to testing while 
providing the funding, the full funding 
for 10 production aircraft that will 
keep them on a pathway to further 
tests of that aircraft. 

Mr. Chairman, this is a very, very 
healthy appropriations bill that is 
some $19.5 billion beyond last year’s 
appropriation. The total amount is 
$288.5 billion. Further, we should state 
for the RECORD that the bill is approxi-
mately $3.5 billion beyond the Presi-
dent’s budget request. It is a bill that 
has broadly-based bipartisan support.

Mr. Chairman, we are pleased to bring be-
fore the membership today the Fiscal Year 
2001 appropriations bill for the Department of 
Defense. This bill, which received near-unani-
mous bipartisan support in our subcommittee 
and the Appropriations Committee, continues 
the efforts of Congress to ensure that our na-
tion’s military is ready for the challenges of the 
21st Century. Those challenges are as 
daunting as any we faced during the Cold 
War, and I am gratified that my colleagues un-
derstand that our security and the defense of 
freedom must remain above partisanship. 

The bipartisan path we follow today toward 
strengthening our nation’s forces was forged 
by my chairman, BILL YOUNG, in his years as 
chairman of this subcommittee. Before that, 
the groundwork was being laid by our ranking 

member, Congressman JOHN MURTHA, when 
he chaired the subcommittee. Their wealth of 
knowledge and commitment to our military are 
precious assets to Congress. I would also like 
to commend the hard work of all of the mem-
bers and staff of the Defense Subcommittee. 
This bill is truly a fruit of their combined la-
bors. 

The Appropriations Committee submits to 
you today a Fiscal Year 2001 Appropriations 
Bill for the Department of Defense that we be-
lieve will allow our armed forces to embark on 
a new millennium in military technology, de-
ployment strategy and world view. It will allow 
us to demonstrate our commitment to our na-
tion’s defense by providing $288.5 billion in 
new budget authority. 

We are hurtling into an age of warfare that 
will require heretofore unimaginable speed, 
complexity and flexibility for our fighting ma-
chines and the men and women who design, 
build and operate them. Imagine a battle 
where most of our fighter pilots never see their 
enemy before they are engaged. Imagine pin-
point attacks on enemy ground targets from 
35,000 feet in the air or 100 miles away at 
sea. Imagine computer-guided flying machines 
that never put our personnel at risk. Imagine 
planning and executing a battle on foreign 
shores form computer stations in the Pen-
tagon. 

This is no longer the stuff of science fiction 
films. Our armed forces faced many of these 
challenges in their engagement in Kosovo. 
And it is indicative of the rapidly changing cli-
mate the Congress and our military leaders 
must address for the real future. 

The bill we bring before you today strongly 
supports the need for the most forward-looking 
technology in our aircraft, ships, ground weap-
ons and missile defense. We must press for-
ward in developing this technology, looking not 
to today but to 2020, 2050 and beyond. 

The most crucial commitment we must ad-
dress, however, is the one we make to the 
soldiers, sailors, airmen, and Marines who are 
the reason America is the remaining super-
power, unrivaled in our ability to defend and 
support freedom anywhere in the world. 

The members of the Defense Subcommittee 
believe we must show our unequivocal sup-
port for our military men and women by pro-
viding them with the best pay and benefits, 
best working conditions, and best living condi-
tions possible. Every member of Congress 
should take time in the coming year to visit 
military installations and experience the inspir-
ing morale and commitment of our troops. 

What you will find is an enthusiasm and 
level of technical expertise that would be the 
envy of our nation’s business leaders. We are 
depending on these young men and women to 
operate some of the most sophisticated ma-
chinery and complicated battle plans in the 
world. When they receive adequate training 
and support, they rise to that challenge. 

But you will also see a desperate need for 
barracks renovation and improved mainte-
nance at our military installations. You will 
hear of a disturbing lack of spare parts, that 
combined with a high operating tempo has left 
much of our advanced equipment on the 
tarmac or in repair facilities indefinitely. 

In spite of these shortfalls, we can still count 
on our men and women in uniform to dedicate 
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themselves to protecting their nation. We must 
dedicate ourselves to providing the support 
they need to do that well.

To address the needs of our troops, the bill 
provides $2 billion more than in FY 2000 for 
active and reserve personnel pay and bene-
fits. We fully fund a pay raise for the troops. 
We add $250 million to the budget request for 
enlistment bonuses, housing allowances and 
other personnel investments. We have also in-
creased funding for military health care and 
medical research by $988 million over last 
year. A portion of these funds will implement 
the plan approved by the House in the author-
ization process to improve access to health 
care for service members, their dependents 
and the retired medical community. 

Operation and maintenance accounts re-
ceive $1.2 billion more than requested by the 
administration. This will continue help us tack-
le the critical shortages in facilities mainte-
nance, field-level equipment maintenance and 
logistical support and spare parts. It also funds 
such basic needs as cold-weather clothing, 
body amor and shipboard living needs for sail-
ors. 

While this spending bill provides numerous 
incentives for our military leaders to reach to-
ward the future, I would like to highlight two 
areas that we believe are particularly urgent. 

The first is the Army Transformation, a 
much-needed overhaul of our basic ground 
forces. The subcommittee members enthu-
siastically support the Army Chief of Staff, 
General Ric Shinseki, in his vision to create 
new Army brigades, and eventually divisions, 
which he believes will be able to place a very 
strong, mobile force into a battle situation with-
in 96 hours. The Chief has proposed to jump-
start this process by standing up, in fiscal year 
2001, two new medium combat brigades. Our 
spending bill would fully fund those brigades. 
And we strongly urge the Army to reform its 
internal structure to revitalize and modernize 
procurement processes. We must put an end 
to weapons systems that take 30 years to de-
velop. 

The other forward-looking element of the bill 
is a $150 million addition over the budget for 
what are popularly known as ‘‘cyber-war’’ sys-
tems. The recent international outbreak of the 
Love Bug virus is only the latest danger signal 
that anyone anywhere in the world is capable 

of compromising our computer systems. The 
military must be on the cutting edge of infor-
mation technology and its uses, but we must 
also recognize that the growing use of this 
technology brings potential vulnerabilities. 

Finally, I would like to briefly address a sub-
ject many of you will remember from last year: 
Our tactical fighter program and the F–22. 
This year, we have funded the first 10 produc-
tion models of this fighter, which has the po-
tential to be one of our most fabulous assets. 
But our bill continues the requirement that crit-
ical Block 3.0 avionics software be tested in 
the aircraft before production begins, and also 
requires a report of the adequacy of testing 
overall. 

In conclusion, I believe this spending bill 
commits Congress to providing the support 
our military leaders need to defend our nation, 
and defend freedom around the world. This 
commitment must be continued and increased 
in future years, for while ensuring peace is ex-
pensive, the alternative is war, whose costs 
are unimaginable. 

At this point I would like to insert for the 
RECORD a brief summary of the funding rec-
ommendations in this bill.

VerDate jul 14 2003 14:41 Sep 16, 2004 Jkt 079102 PO 00000 Frm 00046 Fmt 0688 Sfmt 9920 E:\BR00\H07JN0.001 H07JN0



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE 9811June 7, 2000

VerDate jul 14 2003 12:20 Sep 28, 2004 Jkt 029102 PO 00000 Frm 00047 Fmt 0688 Sfmt 9920 E:\BR00\H07JN0.001 H07JN0 In
se

rt
 o

ffs
et

 fo
lio

 3
43

D
/9

 h
er

e 
H

07
JN

00
.0

01



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE9812 June 7, 2000

VerDate jul 14 2003 12:20 Sep 28, 2004 Jkt 029102 PO 00000 Frm 00048 Fmt 0688 Sfmt 9920 E:\BR00\H07JN0.001 H07JN0 In
se

rt
 o

ffs
et

 fo
lio

 3
43

D
/1

0 
he

re
 H

07
JN

00
.0

02



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE 9813June 7, 2000

VerDate jul 14 2003 12:20 Sep 28, 2004 Jkt 029102 PO 00000 Frm 00049 Fmt 0688 Sfmt 9920 E:\BR00\H07JN0.001 H07JN0 In
se

rt
 o

ffs
et

 fo
lio

 3
43

D
/1

1 
he

re
 H

07
JN

00
.0

03



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE9814 June 7, 2000
Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 

of my time. 
Mr. MURTHA. Mr. Chairman, I yield 

5 minutes to the gentleman from Wis-
consin (Mr. OBEY).

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding me this 
time. 

Mr. Chairman, everyone in this 
House knows that the gentleman from 
California (Mr. LEWIS) and the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania (Mr. MUR-
THA) are pros. They understand this de-
fense budget, they know their stuff, 
and they know it in detail. They are 
truly legislative craftsmen. 

However, I want to get some things 
off my chest, nonetheless, about this 
bill and the context in which it is being 
presented. The President presented to 
the Congress a defense bill which had a 
hefty $16 billion, 6 percent increase. It 
contained the President’s recommenda-
tion for a military pay raise, it made 
sure that we hit the $60 billion target 
for procurement, and it was presented 
to the Congress in the context of other 
administration initiatives to also 
make needed investments in education, 
in health care, in science, and in envi-
ronmental cleanup across the board.

b 1600 

This bill comes to us in a quite dif-
ferent context. This bill raises the 
President’s request for the military 
budget by $4 billion, and it does so at 
the same time that it requires that we 
cut over the next 5 years $125 billion 
out of domestic programs for edu-
cation, health care, and the like. It 
also does so in the context of the ma-
jority party insistence that we pass, in 
piecemeal fashion, tax cuts largely 
aimed at the wealthiest people in our 
society, which will total over $700 bil-
lion over that same time period. 

We cannot do all of those things and 
meet the obligations we have to this 
society. We are not going to be able to 
eliminate the debt that everyone prom-
ises we are going to eliminate if the 
majority party insists on tax cuts of 
those magnitude, especially aimed 
where they aim them. If they do insist 
on those tax cuts, then something else 
has to give, in my opinion. 

I want to simply point out one thing 
about this bill. This chart dem-
onstrates what we spend versus what 
everybody else in the world spends on 
defense. We are now spending $266 bil-
lion, represented by that blue bar. 
NATO is spending $227 billion. The last 
time I looked, they were on our side. 

If we take a look at what ‘‘they’’ 
spend, our potential main opponents, 
Russia is spending $54 billion; China, 
$37 billion; Iran, $6 billion; North 
Korea, $2 billion; Libya, $1 billion. 
That is not the picture of a country in 
trouble in terms of defense prepared-
ness. 

Despite these gross differences, I 
would be willing to support this bill if 

it were presented in a balanced con-
text, if it were not presented at the 
same time that the majority party is 
asking us to provide billions of dollars 
in excessive tax cuts, and in the con-
text of what is happening on the other 
side of the budget, where we are forcing 
a huge squeeze on education, on health 
care, on job training and the rest. 

In that context, I do not believe this 
bill makes sufficiently tough choices in 
a number of areas, most especially 
with respect to the aircraft choices 
being made by the Pentagon. 

I have in the committee report listed 
my concerns, most especially my con-
cerns about the F–22. We have been 
given three separate caution flags by 
agencies that we ought to pay atten-
tion to: the Pentagon’s director of 
Operational Testing and Evaluations, 
the committee’s own Surveys and In-
vestigation staff, and the General Ac-
counting Office, which said we should 
be producing no more than six of those 
aircraft, instead of the expanded num-
ber in the bill. 

I think that is just one example of 
the choices which this Congress is not 
making that it should be making if it 
is going to impose much deeper reduc-
tions and a much tighter squeeze on 
the rest of the budget. So if Members 
want my vote for a bill like this, they 
have to bring it to the floor in the con-
text of a better balance between what 
we are doing to deal with our education 
problems, our health care problems, 
our national security problems, and 
most especially what we are doing on 
the tax side of the aisle. 

We could afford the tax cuts we are 
talking about if we were not trying to 
fund increases like this, maybe. But we 
certainly cannot afford them both. It is 
about time this Congress makes some 
of the tough choices in this bill that it 
is making in other bills, or else recog-
nize that there is no room in the budg-
et for the excess of tax cuts that we are 
bringing to the floor piece by piece.

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield such time as he may con-
sume to the gentleman from Florida 
(Mr. YOUNG), the chairman of the full 
committee.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I thank my distinguished col-
league for yielding me this time. 

Mr. Chairman, I want to rise in 
strong support of this bill. This is a 
good bill. The subcommittee has 
worked really hard to fashion a bill 
that meets the needs as best they could 
with the funding available to them. 

I would like to compliment and con-
gratulate the subcommittee chairman, 
the gentleman from California (Mr. 
LEWIS), who has done such a magnifi-
cent job as chairman of the sub-
committee, and his partner and our 
very dear friend, the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania (Mr. MURTHA), the rank-
ing member, who in his turn served as 
chairman of the subcommittee. They 
have done a good job. 

I rise today to discuss an important 
role that Congress plays in the whole 
business of national defense. I have re-
viewed the Constitution today, as I do 
periodically. Article 1, Section 8 of the 
Constitution, which provides the au-
thorities and responsibilities of the 
Congress, talks about providing for the 
common defense. 

It also says that Congress ‘‘has the 
authority to raise and support the ar-
mies, to provide and maintain a Navy, 
to make rules for the government and 
regulation of the land and naval 
forces.’’ 

I take that responsibility very seri-
ously, as I know my colleagues in the 
House do, Mr. Chairman. But we have 
more of a responsibility than just send-
ing troops into combat or declaring 
war. We have more of an obligation to 
those who serve in the military of our 
country not only to give them the best 
training that is second to none, the 
best equipment that we hope will be 
second to none, but we also have an ob-
ligation to house them, to clothe them, 
to feed them, to provide their health 
care, not only to those who serve in the 
uniform, but also their families. 

I want to rise today, and I appreciate 
the gentleman yielding the time to me, 
to discuss some issues that are in my 
opinion very important as they relate 
to military health care. 

As many of my colleagues know, dur-
ing my long tenure as a Member of the 
Subcommittee on Defense of the Com-
mittee on Appropriations, and 5 years 
ago became its chairman, I was totally 
committed and an outspoken advocate 
for our military families and their 
health care. 

Today, as chairman of the full com-
mittee, I continue that commitment, 
because it is essential. It is an obliga-
tion that we have as Members of Con-
gress to care for these troops and their 
families. That includes proper medical 
care. 

That support is evident by the fact 
that since fiscal year 1996, the Com-
mittee on Appropriations has rec-
ommended and Congress has approved 
$66 billion for the defense health pro-
gram. That is an amount that is $3.5 
billion more than the President re-
quested for military health care for 
that same period. Of that $3.5 billion 
increase, about $2.5 billion was pro-
vided for urgent requirements of the 
Department of Defense. 

In other words, the Department’s 
budgets for military health were gross-
ly insufficient when they arrived in the 
Congress. If Congress had not provided 
these additional funds, the health care 
of military families and military retir-
ees would have been severely affected. 

To give an idea of how much was 
needed year by year for the last few 
years, let me add this. In fiscal year 
1997, Congress added $475 million over 
the President’s budget for military 
health care. In 1998, we added another 
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$274 million as a budget amendment. In 
fiscal year 1999, we added $200 million 
over the President’s budget in our sup-
plemental. In the supplemental for this 
year, 2000, we added $1.6 billion. That 
provision is now in conference. Hope-
fully we will respond to that quickly. 

Needless to say, this support for mili-
tary medicine and quality care con-
tinues under the outstanding leader-
ship of the chairman, the gentleman 
from California (Mr. LEWIS), and the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania (Mr. 
MURTHA). This bill today appropriates 
over half a billion dollars more than 
the administration requested for mili-
tary medicine. 

I raise the issue because it is impor-
tant to understand that besides just 
preparing them for wars and battles, 
that it is our responsibility to provide 
health care for those who serve in our 
military, whether it is at time of war, 
time of battle, or whether there are in-
juries in training. Whatever it might 
be, it is our responsibility. We provide 
for the hospitals and the clinics and 
the doctors and the nurses and the 
corpsmen and the specialists, all who 
serve our military men, women, and 
their families. 

I have been concerned about these 
extra monies that we have had to in-
crease, but we have done it. I am just 
not satisfied that all of those monies 
are being used effectively. To the con-
trary, I think maybe there is too much 
bureaucracy. Maybe there is too much 
administrative staffing. There is some-
thing wrong, because my office and the 
office of the Committee on Appropria-
tions have received numerous com-
plaints.

In one of our military hospitals 
today, as we sit here in this Chamber, 
lies a retired Marine colonel who re-
ceived the Medal of Honor in Vietnam, 
a real hero. He had a serious operation 
a few days ago, and he laid in pain in 
his bed for almost a whole day when 
the pain machine that he was given did 
not work. These are machines that al-
lows the patient to push a button and 
a measured amount of painkiller then 
will enter the body and help ease the 
pain. For nearly a day, after request 
after request, that Marine colonel, 
Medal of Honor recipient, laid in pain. 
That is just not right. 

Another case, a young soldier was 
shot during a training exercise. He was 
moved to one of our military hospitals. 
Early one morning he had stabbing 
pains with every breath that he took. 
Orders were given to do CAT scans or 
x-rays to find out what was causing 
this problem, but it was a Sunday, and 
the tests that were ordered Sunday 
morning had not been done even as late 
as late Sunday night. But thank God 
for the intervention of a doctor outside 
of that particular institution who went 
to that hospital and insisted that the 
test be done. 

Those tests resulted in the discovery 
that this young Marine had two pul-

monary embolisms, either one of which 
could have broken loose at a moment’s 
notice and killed him. That is not 
right. Something needs to be done. 

I had planned to offer an amendment 
today that would have dealt with this 
issue very, very effectively, but I have 
been in contact with a member of our 
Defense Department for whom I have 
tremendous respect and we have dis-
cussed this issue at length. He has 
promised that he will do everything 
that he possibly can to correct these 
situations wherever they might be. 

So I am not going to offer that 
amendment today, but I will reserve 
that amendment for a future date if 
necessary. Again, I want to remind my 
colleagues, it is our obligation. We are 
responsible under the Constitution for 
the men and women who serve in our 
uniform, and their health care is just 
part of it. We provide for the hospitals, 
we provide for the staff. It is our obli-
gation. If we see something that is not 
working properly, it is our obligation 
to fix it. I make that commitment to 
my colleagues today, that I will be 
there on the front line to fix these 
problems wherever I find them. 

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. I yield to the 
gentleman from California. 

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chair-
man, the chairman of the committee 
and I have discussed this whole subject 
area very extensively. The gentleman 
has brought to my personal attention 
some of the serious difficulties that ac-
tually exist out there in this hospital 
system. 

I want the chairman to know that 
our subcommittee is committed, fol-
lowing the time we get through with 
the conference, to bring our committee 
together to have public hearings re-
garding this matter, and to bring in 
the authorizers as well, to make sure 
that we get at the bottom of the very 
questions that are being raised. It is 
not going to be taken lightly by this 
subcommittee. 

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. I thank the 
chairman for that, Mr. Chairman, and I 
appreciate that commitment.

Mr. MURTHA. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
back the balance of my time. 

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield such time as he may con-
sume to the gentleman from Mis-
sissippi (Mr. WICKER).

Mr. WICKER. Mr. Chairman, I would 
like to bring to the subcommittee 
chairman’s attention the Next Genera-
tion Small Loader program included in 
the bill. The bill cuts funding for the 
NGSL program by $12.6 million. The 
United States Air Force estimates the 
number of loaders for FY 2001 would be 
reduced by 60 percent. 

I am concerned that the committee’s 
adjustment was based on information 
that was outdated and incomplete. 
Considering that the current mate-

rials-handling fleet, which this new 
loader will supplement, is short by 
more than 100 units from the author-
ized number, and considering that 
more than half of the existing loaders 
are outdated and ready for retirement, 
I believe it is imperative that any ad-
justments made to this program be 
based on the latest and best informa-
tion available. 

Mr. Chairman, would the chairman 
be willing to review this program again 
going into conference, and if the facts 
merit, work to restore funding as ap-
propriate for this important program? 

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. WICKER. I yield to the gen-
tleman from California. 

Mr. LEWIS of California. I would be 
happy to revisit this matter going into 
conference to ensure that the com-
mittee has all available information to 
make the best possible judgment on 
the appropriate funding level for this 
program. 

Mr. WICKER. I thank the distin-
guished subcommittee chair.

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield such time as he may con-
sume to the gentleman from Alabama 
(Mr. RILEY) for a colloquy.

Mr. RILEY. Mr. Chairman, as a mem-
ber of the Committee on Armed Serv-
ices, I know how difficult the task was 
this year, given the amount of the 
President’s request and the magnitude 
of the unfunded requirements list the 
service chiefs presented to us earlier 
this year. Many difficult choices have 
been made, and I appreciate very much 
the chairman’s willingness to take the 
time today to address an issue here 
that is critical to our military readi-
ness and important to the citizens of 
my district. 

This year the authorizing committee, 
both authorizing committees, included 
$50 million in additional funds for the 
M–113 upgrades, while no additional 
funds were included in either appro-
priation bill. 

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. RILEY. I yield to the gentleman 
from California. 

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chair-
man, I would say to the gentleman 
from Alabama (Mr. RILEY), as one of 
the Members concerned with these 
things in the Committee on Armed 
Services, I know the gentleman from 
Alabama does understand how difficult 
this process has been.

b 1615

We have worked hard to address the 
Chiefs’ requirements, given current 
budget restraints. I appreciate the gen-
tleman’s particular concerns about this 
funding shortfall and the impact it will 
have on his constituents who work on 
the M113. 

Mr. RILEY. Mr. Chairman, recog-
nizing that there could be job losses 
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next year if the current funding level 
in this bill is enacted, I ask the gen-
tleman if he will agree to bring this 
issue up in conference. 

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chair-
man, if the gentleman would continue 
to yield, I am happy he brought this 
funding matter to our attention. We 
definitely will be discussing it in con-
ference, and I look forward to con-
tinuing to work with the gentleman.

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield such time as she may con-
sume to the gentlewoman from Florida 
(Mrs. FOWLER).

Mrs. FOWLER. Mr. Chairman, as the 
gentleman from California (Mr. LEWIS) 
knows, I think this is an excellent bill 
that he has brought to the floor today, 
but there are three issues that I hope 
might receive additional attention in 
the context of conference. 

First, the sole domestic manufac-
turer of sonar domes has been working 
on an advanced submarine sonar dome 
that will result in a less expensive, 
more capable system. This is a pro-
gram of great importance to the Navy 
and the Nation and was authorized by 
the House this year at $2 million. 

Second, I remain concerned that the 
training requirements of the Army Na-
tional Guard did not receive adequate 
consideration in the President’s budget 
request. A critical training device 
known as A–FIST XXI, which is the 
Guard’s number one unfunded training 
system requirement and which the 
House authorized at $9 million this 
year, did not receive funding. 

Finally, I would note my interest in 
the S–3B Surveillance System Upgrade 
program which has been funded by Con-
gress in the past and was authorized by 
the House this year at $12 million. SSU 
has leveraged existing technologies to 
yield highly successful tactical exer-
cises that have drawn the praise of 
fleet commanders. 

Mr. Chairman, I would certainly ap-
preciate the assurance of the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. LEWIS) 
that the committee will look at these 
programs carefully in the context of 
conference to consider whether addi-
tional attention and funding may be in 
order. 

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentlewoman yield? 

Mrs. FOWLER. I yield to the gen-
tleman from California. 

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chair-
man, let me say to the gentlewoman, I 
cannot express deeply enough how 
strongly I appreciate her work with us 
by way of her participation on the au-
thorizing committee. I am certainly 
happy to give her my assurance that 
we will look at these programs care-
fully as we go to conference.

Mr. KUYKENDALL. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
today to express my support for H.R. 4576, 
the Defense Appropriations Act for Fiscal Year 
2001. This bill is a fair and balanced approach 
to address the military’s many legitimate 

needs with the limited funds available. I espe-
cially appreciate the efforts to address health-
care issues facing both our active duty and re-
tired veterans. It is essential for our service-
men and women to have quality, accessible 
and affordable health care. Given the current 
economic prosperity in America, sustaining an 
all-voluntary military force has been chal-
lenging. Add to that a disgruntled population of 
retired veterans, many who have been an im-
portant part of our recruiting effort in the past, 
and sustaining appropriate personnel levels 
becomes nearly impossible. The House Armed 
Services Committee (HASC) recently began 
the process of addressing these difficult 
issues, in spite of the enormous costs associ-
ated with these problems. The Defense Appro-
priations Subcommittee had the difficult task of 
fulfilling the HASC’s commitment by finding 
the budgetary resources. 

Another critical issue that we continue to 
focus on is modernization of our military 
equipment. Modernization is difficult enough 
when the only question is replacing old equip-
ment with similar new equipment. However, 
advances in technology and manufacturing are 
causing everyone in defense to revisit how we 
perform R&D and procurement in a manner 
that keeps pace with the advances in tech-
nology and ensures timely fielding and up-
grading of equipment. As always, we must 
provide our soldiers, sailors, airmen, and ma-
rines with modern equipment, ensuring that 
they continue to succeed on today’s battle-
field. I applaud the leadership you have pro-
vided as this committee determines funding 
levels needed to shape and define our future 
armed forces. 

While I fully support the objectives and pro-
visions of this bill, I am disappointed in the 
committee’s recommendation to terminate the 
Discoverer II program. I appreciate the ex-
pense involved to field a complete constella-
tion of satellites. However, I believe the deci-
sion to terminate this program may be pre-
mature. The benefits of tracking ground move-
ments from a satellite-based system are unde-
niable. For example, during the Kosovo oper-
ation, weather impeded or canceled many 
scheduled aircraft sorties, including those air-
craft necessary to gather aerial intelligence. 
Receiving intelligence data from a space-
based asset that can provide coverage 24 
hours a day, unconstrained by weather or po-
litical boundaries will be beneficial to 
warfighters and their planners, avoiding many 
of the problems we encountered in Kosovo. 
Advances in technology enable us to capture 
vast amounts of intelligence data—so much so 
that the infrastructure required to disseminate 
this increased amount of data has not kept 
pace. Fixing this processing problem at the 
expense of denying future intelligence gath-
ering capabilities is not the answer. While I 
understand the committee’s desire to ensure 
the viability of all our intelligence gathering 
and disseminating systems, I would urge it to 
keep available all options concerning future re-
quirements and systems, like Discoverer II, 
that might fulfill those requirements. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and I urge my 
colleagues to support America’s military by 
voting to support this bill.

Mr. HAYES. Mr. Chairman, for almost a 
decade now, this nation’s defense budgets 

have continued to fall victim to the Clinton ad-
ministration’s cutting ax. We have gone from a 
budget in 1992 that exceeded $300 billion to 
a budget that in the mid-90’s fell perilously 
low. This year, thanks to the vigilance of the 
Defense Appropriations chairman and his sub-
committee, Congress will reverse the down-
ward and misguided trend in our nation’s de-
fense spending. I applaud the chairman for his 
leadership and support his call to renew our 
commitment to the men and women who self-
lessly serve in the defense of our country. 

One of the things I didn’t fully realize before 
coming to Congress is the true crisis in readi-
ness that has taken shape in our military. 
When you look at the big picture, the problem 
is easy to understand: Over the last 10 years, 
our service branches have been forced into far 
more missions while receiving less and less 
dollars. Consider this: 

In the last 10 years, we have more than 
doubled our number of deployments. 

From 1950–1990 the United States de-
ployed its troops 10 times. 

However, since 1990, we have deployed our 
troops over 30 times. 

We have been doing this with shrinking 
forces. 

In 1990 the U.S. military had 18 Army divi-
sions, 546 Navy battle force ships and 36 
fighter wings. 

Today, we have only 10 Army divisions, 346 
Navy battle force ships and 20 fighter wings. 

That isn’t surprising given the fact that our 
national investment in our Armed Forces went 
down sharply. 

From 1986–1997, defense spending de-
clined by $150 billion. 

This isn’t right. Without true national secu-
rity, we can’t move forward and work for a 
stronger economy, better education or higher 
quality health care. If we continue to deprive 
the men and women who defend our country 
of the assets and resources they need to do 
their job, we will all ultimately pay the price. 

This year’s defense appropriations bill con-
tinues the good work we began last year in 
what was called ‘‘the year of the troops.’’ I 
look forward to returning to my district and tell-
ing the young soldiers and airmen at Ft. Bragg 
and Pope Air Force Base that our work last 
year was no fluke. That we are resolved to 
strengthen once again our Armed Forces and 
this year’s appropriations represents another 
important step to ensure our men and women 
in uniform have the resources they need. 

I urge my colleagues not to forget a pro-
found statement of President Calvin Coolidge, 
‘‘The nation which forgets its defenders will be 
itself forgotten.’’ 

Mr. STARK. Mr. Chairman, I adamantly op-
pose H.R. 4576, the Defense Appropriations 
bill for Fiscal Year 2001. This bill spends 
$288.5 billion for defense programs. However, 
this amount does not include the $8.6 billion 
already passed by the House in the Military 
Construction Appropriations bill (H.R. 4425), 
nor does it include the $13 billion expected to 
be allocated for defense needs in the upcom-
ing Energy and Water Appropriations bill. The 
three measures provide $310 billion on de-
fense needs alone. Monday, the Washington 
Post reported that the Joint Chiefs of Staff are 
preparing to request increases in military 
spending of more than $30 billion per year 
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over the next 10 years starting in FY 2002. 
The U.S. Congress must not yield to the 
whims of the Joint Chiefs and the demands of 
military contractors when the American people 
have real needs that Government can provide. 

This is the wrong time to throw money at 
pork-barrel defense projects such as the na-
tional missile defense (NMD) system and the 
F–22 program. The U.S. is experiencing un-
precedented economic growth and the federal 
budget is balanced. Now is the time that we 
should provide health insurance for the eleven 
million children without it, provide a Medicare 
prescription drug benefit for 39 million Medi-
care beneficiaries, and ensure solvency of the 
Social Security and Medicare systems for the 
millions of baby boomers in their near retire-
ment years. Let’s make no mistake about pri-
orities—the Republican majority has done 
nothing to extend the solvency of Medicare or 
Social Security in the 106th Congress. Now 
they want to squander hundreds of billions of 
dollars on high-cost, unreliable weapons sys-
tems. 

According to recent analysis by the General 
Accounting Office, the F–22 aircraft program 
continues to encounter various problems with 
defects in the aircraft structure causing delays 
and fewer flight tests per month. In addition, 
the GAO analysis indicates that the Air Force 
has not been able to control F–22 costs. The 
GAO recommends that the F–22 low-rate pro-
duction should be limited to approximately 
seven aircraft per year. Merry Christmas, 
Lockheed and Boeing—you get 10 unproven 
F–22s from Congress! 

The Department of Defense has spent $18 
billion on the F–22 since the mid-1980’s. The 
project is too expensive and simply not need-
ed. The program was initiated in 1981 to meet 
the threat of next generation Soviet aircraft. 
However, that threat no longer exists. Last 
year’s war in Kosovo illustrates why the U.S. 
does not need the F–22. The current fleet of 
F–15s and F–16s demonstrated U.S. domi-
nance in the air in Kosovo. Proponents of the 
F–22 claim that the aircraft is far superior than 
the F–15 in air to air combat. This is yet to be 
determined, but given it is true, we never had 
air to air combat in Kosovo and we don’t need 
anything superior. The Yugoslav Air Force 
never engaged the U.S. in air to air combat 
because they would have faced defeat much 
sooner. No nation in the world comes close to 
challenging U.S. air dominance. However, 
there are many countries that scoff at the U.S. 
for not providing health insurance to our chil-
dren. Eliminating the 10 F–22s appropriated in 
today’s bill will allow us to insure 1.6 million 
children currently without health insurance. 

Attention in recent months has focused on 
the military’s readiness problems and difficulty 
recruiting and retaining quality people, yet to-
day’s appropriations bill continues to stress 
weapons over personnel and training. While 
funding for Operations and Maintenance, the 
so-called ‘‘readiness’’ account, goes up by 5% 
and the personnel account rises 2%, funding 
for the purchase of new weapons goes up 
over 16%. The U.S. spends two-and-a-half 
times what Russia, China and all potential 
threat countries spend on their militaries com-
bined. We are preparing for World War III 
against a phantom enemy that cannot rival 
U.S. military strength. 

We could save $40 billion per year if we 
keep our current generation of sophisticated 
weapons systems; cut nuclear weapons to no 
more than 1,000 warheads; continue research 
and development programs on new tech-
nology rather than introduce it into the force; 
and cut back on deployments in Europe. This 
would enable my home state of California to 
provide health care for every uninsured child 
in the state and provide Head Start for 94,209 
additional children. It would also give Cali-
fornia $1.3 billion to rebuild our schools and 
enough to build 18,506 affordable housing 
units. 

I encourage my colleagues to dissect our 
annual defense spending and expose the 
façade that the GOP is helping the men and 
women in uniform. The leadership is helping 
those who line their campaign pockets. There 
are too many domestic needs to make pork-
barrel defense spending our number one 
spending priority. I urge my colleagues to join 
me in voting no on the Defense Appropriations 
bill before us today.

Mr. DAVIS of Illinois. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
opposition to the Department of Defense Ap-
propriations bill. I am very disappointed with 
this bill. Let me say at the outset of this de-
bate many of us are aware of the need to pro-
tect democracy at home and promote it 
abroad. However, the question here today is 
at what cost? 

Do we really need to spend $183 million for 
60 Blackhawk helicopters while at the same 
time withhold $1.3 billion for much needed 
school renovation? 

Do we really need to spend $709 million to 
repair faulty Apache helicopters while at the 
same eliminate the elementary school coun-
selors program? I am sure all of us are aware 
of the 13-year-old honor student accused of 
killing his English teacher simply because he 
was reprimanded for throwing water balloons. 

Do we really need to spend $285 million for 
2,200 Hellfire missiles? What is a Hellfire Mis-
sile? 

Do we really need to spend $433 million for 
12 Trident II ballistic missiles? While in the 
very next bill that we must vote on today will 
cut $26 million from reading instruction pro-
grams, $416 million from title 1 reading and 
math programs and $600 million from our Na-
tion’s Head Start programs. 

Mr. Chairman, building a strong army is not 
enough to promote democracy or protect our 
society. It is our duty here in Congress to build 
a society where no sick person will go unat-
tended, no hungry person will go without food, 
no able bodied person will go without ade-
quate employment and good schools will be 
provided for every American child. 

This bill is too expensive, unnecessary and 
I urge all Members to vote ‘‘no.’’

Mr. BISHOP. Mr. Chairman, I rise today in 
support of H.R. 4576, the Defense Appropria-
tions for FY 2001. I wish to commend Chair-
man LEWIS and Ranking Member MURTHA for 
crafting a bill which provides the necessary 
tools for military readiness and a better quality 
of life for our men and women in the armed 
services. 

I believe, as the vast majority of Americans 
do, in a strong national defense. We live in an 
uncertain time and an unstable world. While 
the Soviet Union is no longer considered an 

enemy and no other nation has assumed the 
‘‘evil empire’’ status, there are nations arming 
themselves and becoming real threats to our 
national security. 

The measure before us today will allow this 
nation to have the most technologically ad-
vanced armed services in the world. The fund-
ing levels contained in this bill will provide our 
troops with the superior weapons they need to 
prosecute and deter war as effectively as pos-
sible. However, there is a human face to this 
equation and that is the focus of my remarks 
today. 

Georgia’s Second Congressional District is 
home to three military installations: Fort 
Benning, home of the 75th Ranger Regiment; 
Moody Air Force Base in Valdosta, home of 
the 347th Fighter Wing; and, the Marine Corps 
Logistics Base and Materiel Command in Al-
bany. I have seen, first hand, the excellent 
work that our fighting men and women do, 
often under very difficult circumstances. Our 
responsibility is to make their jobs easier. We 
cannot expect to attract qualified recruits if 
poor pay and benefits, inadequate housing 
and increased ops tempo are the norm. I sup-
port this bill because it addresses both readi-
ness and raises the quality of life for our 
armed forces. 

This measure provides a 3.7-percent in-
crease for military personnel in FY2001. It ap-
propriates $433 million for the Cooperative 
Threat Reduction program to assist in the 
denuclearization and demilitarization of the 
states of the Former Soviet Union. This fund-
ing goes a long way in helping to disarm those 
would be rogue states that are currently buy-
ing nuclear material on the black market. The 
bill also funds drug interdiction activities of the 
U.S. military at $812 million. And, in an at-
tempt to be proactive to the evolving threat to 
computer security, the measure appropriates 
and extra $150 million for research an devel-
opment in support of the Defense Depart-
ment’s information systems security program. 

Mr. Chairman, it is for these and many other 
reasons that I gladly support H.R. 4576 today 
and encourage my colleagues to support this 
bill. 

Mr. BENTSEN. Mr. Chairman, I rise today in 
support of H.R. 4576, the Fiscal Year 2000 
Department of Defense Appropriations bill. 
This bill will provide $288 billion for defense 
programs which is sufficient to meet the needs 
of today’s military. 

I would like to highlight an important project 
included in this bill that would provide $10 mil-
lion for the Disaster Relief and Emergency 
Medical Services [DREAMS] program. This is 
the fourth installment on funding for DREAMS 
that would help to save lives and reduce 
health care costs. In 1997, Congress provided 
$8 million for DREAMS, in 1999, $10 million 
for DREAMS, and in 2000, $10 million for 
DREAMS. These federal funds have been le-
veraged with State of Texas funding, financial 
support from the National Institutes of Health 
and the ANA and philanthropic sources. 

DREAMS is a joint Army research project 
with the University of Texas Houston Health 
Science Center and Texas A&M University 
System. The DREAMS project will dem-
onstrate in both civilian and military terms how 
to attend to wounded soldiers from remote lo-
cations during emergency situations. The 
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project will fund two broad areas, digital Emer-
gency Medical Services [EMS] and advanced 
diagnostic and therapeutic technologies. 

The EMS program will use emergency heli-
copters to fly directly to injured persons and 
treat these individuals after a trauma injury. 
Using the fiber-optic traffic monitoring system 
already being used in Houston, the DREAMS 
project will help helicopters to reach their vic-
tims faster. The second part of this EMS pro-
gram is to collect real-time patient data and 
relate this information back to trauma physi-
cians to make immediate diagnosis and rec-
ommended treatments. 

The advanced diagnostic and therapeutic 
technologies will help to develop techniques to 
identify chemical and biological threats to vic-
tims. In addition, DREAMS is developing 
mechanisms for the biological decontamination 
and detoxification of these chemical agents. 
The City of Houston is an ideal location for 
these tests because of that large number of 
petrochemical and industrial facilities located 
in our area. 

The diagnostic methods and therapies pro-
gram will determine possible applications to 
treat patients during the ‘‘golden hour’’ fol-
lowing a traumatic injury. These methods will 
develop new technologies to diagnose inflam-
mation, cancer, and necrosis utilizing infrared 
catheters. This program is also exploring new 
treatment to resuscitate victims by increasing 
blood flow that is common in many trauma pa-
tients. This project is also exploring how to 
prevent cell death as a result of traumatic in-
jury. The DREAMS project will yield new re-
sults and procedures to help patients become 
stabilized before sending them to trauma cen-
ters. 

I am also pleased that this legislation in-
cludes $6 billion for the Biology, Education, 
Screening, Chemoprevention, and Treatment 
[BESCT] lung cancer proposal at University of 
Texas MD Anderson Cancer Center in Hous-
ton, Texas. This is the second installment on 
a five-year project to reduce lung cancer and 
save lives. 

The BESCT program would provide com-
prehensive services for lung cancer patients 
including smoking cessation, early diagnosis, 
inhibition of cancer development in active and 
former smokers, and improved treatment and 
survival for patients with active lung cancer. 
This ambitious program is necessary to save 
lives and reduce health care costs. 

Lung cancer is the leading cause of cancer 
death in the United States today, killing more 
than 60,000 individuals a year. Research for 
this disease is not receiving adequate funding 
in proportion to the number of lung cancer pa-
tients who are suffering from this disease. 

As you know, the Department of Defense 
during World War II, Korea, and Vietnam, en-
couraged smoking among our soldiers. I be-
lieve that the federal government should help 
fund research that will save the lives of these 
soldiers. The current five-year survival rate of 
lung cancer is less than 15 percent. Because 
many lung cancer victims do not usually live 
long enough to advocate the necessary fund-
ing to accelerate progress against this dis-
ease, I am pleased that the House Appropria-
tions Committee has acted to fight for them. 

I am pleased that Congress has included 
these vitally important research projects and 
urge my colleagues to support this measure.

Mr. WATTS of Oklahoma. Mr. Chairman, I 
want to add my support to the FY 2001 De-
partment of Defense Appropriations Act. This 
legislation applies virtually all of the additional 
$4 billion above the President’s request to un-
funded requirements identified by the military 
service chiefs and defense agencies. Unfortu-
nately, this bill cannot solve the fundamental 
problems facing the U.S. military with a single 
year’s appropriations bill. It will take a sub-
stantiated effort over a number of years to 
bring our military forces to the level needed to 
maintain our national security. 

We in Congress must fund the military 
based on the fact that the first priority of the 
Federal Government is national defense. As 
we look at the defense budget and the U.S. 
military in general, we need to remember the 
quote attributed to George Washington, 
‘‘Those who love peace prepare for war’’ is as 
true today as it ever been. 

Frankly, I sometimes worry that many peo-
ple have forgotten the real mission of the mili-
tary. I firmly believe the U.S. Armed Forces 
exist for only one reason—to win the Nation’s 
wars when told to do so by the elected rep-
resentatives of the American people. To ac-
complish this mission, we must ensure that 
our military remains focused on war fighting 
and readiness. We have done much in this bill 
to allow our Armed Forces to be prepared to 
fight not only today, but also tomorrow. First, 
we have given a well deserved increase in 
military pay of 3.7 percent. Next, we included 
increasing funding for National Missile De-
fense development by $739 million over last 
year’s bill; $4 billion for the Air Force’s F–22 
Fighter Program; and $1.8 billion for trans-
forming the Army into a more mobile and tech-
nologically advanced force. Another provision 
of great significance to the nation is $355 mil-
lion appropriated for the Crusader program. 
The Crusader is a fully digitized system that 
revolutionizes artillery for the 21st century. 
Crusader has three times the effectiveness of 
Paladin (the system it will replace), with a 33 
percent reduction in manpower for each sys-
tem. It delivers precision low-cost munitions 
decisively and with very low chance of collat-
eral damage, in all weather. 

Finally, we must keep the faith with our vet-
erans and military retirees so that our present 
and future service members know that the 
American people, through their elected offi-
cials, can be trusted. Toward that end, this bill 
includes $12.1 billion for Defense Health Pro-
gram, $543 more than requested by the Presi-
dent. This legislation has $280 million to im-
plement healthcare enhancements such as re-
moving barriers to an effective TRICARE sys-
tem thereby generating significant savings that 
will be redirected to pay for future benefits, 
and restoring pharmacy access to all Medi-
care-eligible military retirees. 

I know some do not believe that a strong 
defense is necessary today. I believe just the 
opposite. We must strengthen the Armed 
Forces by increasing funding of defense and 
we must insure that our foreign policy makes 
sense. 

I strongly urge my fellow Members of Con-
gress to support the Department of Defense 
Appropriations Act for Fiscal Year 2001.

Mr. OXLEY. Mr. Chairman, I rise in full sup-
port of H.R. 4576 and thank Chairman LEWIS, 

Ranking Member MURTHA, and the Defense 
Appropriations Committee for the great work in 
putting together this legislation. They are to be 
commended for expertly balancing our na-
tional security interests with very unforgiving 
budget constraints. 

Even though the Army, in my opinion, has 
shortsightedly threatened the superiority of our 
heavy forces by terminating the Heavy Assault 
Bridge program, the committee is wisely sup-
porting the bridge and the most superior tank 
in the world, the M1A2 Abrams. 

The M1A2 Abrams System Enhancement 
Program [SEP] tank is a major component of 
the Army’s heavy forces and will remain so 
through the year 2020. The committee very 
wisely is providing $512 million for the Abrams 
Upgrade Program. I am also pleased the com-
mittee provides $36 million for the SEP Sys-
tem Enhancement Program and $36 million for 
M1 Abrams tank modifications. 

The Wolverine Heavy Assault Bridge [HAB] 
is a mobile bridge deployable in five minutes, 
retrievable in less than ten minutes, and can 
support 70-ton vehicles. Like the Grizzly 
Breacher, the President’s budget terminated 
this program to pay for Army Transformation 
efforts, even though Congress has provided 
multi-year procurement authority and addi-
tional funds for HAB in recent years. It is the 
top unfunded modernization requirement of 
the Chief of Staff of the Army for fiscal year 
2001. To restore this program, the committee 
rightly directs the Army to use $82 million in 
fiscal year 2000 funds to procure the Wol-
verine. An additional $15 million of unobligated 
FY00 Research, Development, Test and Eval-
uation, Army funds appropriated for the Grizzly 
program is transferred to procure additional 
Wolverines as well. 

I urge all my colleagues to support this vital 
legislation.

Mr. BARR of Georgia. Mr. Chairman, today, 
I rise in strong support of the Department of 
Defense Appropriations Bill for FY 2001. 

The Defense Committee’s decision to fully 
fund $3.96 billion for the production of 10 F–
22 production planes, and to provide contin-
ued funding for advance procurement and re-
search, development, technology and engi-
neering, places us one major step closer to 
our goal of seeing the next generation of air 
superiority fighter into production. 

As the next generation air superiority fighter, 
the F–22 will replace our aging F–15 aircraft 
which was designed in the early 1970s. De-
fense experts stress the urgency in maintain-
ing our capability to control the skies through 
air superiority. Many defense experts agree 
the F–22 performs a vital—indeed, absolutely 
essential—role in maintaining air superiority in 
future conflicts. As witnessed in the recent 
strikes in Kosovo and the Persian Gulf, air su-
periority is the only effective way to protect our 
nation and our interests abroad. Without the 
complete development of stealth technology 
and advanced avionics features, we put our 
soldiers at risk. 

The F–22 is America’s next generation air 
superiority fighter, and has been developed to 
counter any future threats posed by foreign 
advanced surface-to-air missiles (SAMs). As 
we witnessed over the skies of Iraq, SAMs 
and other advanced fire-controlled radars pose 
a real, tangible threat to U.S. combat air fight-
ers. The only defense against those systems 
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is the F–22 program, which has the ability to 
operate against multiple targets and use ad-
vanced avionics. As foreign countries continue 
to develop and purchase increasingly ad-
vanced air defense systems, our nation must 
continue advancement of our own fighters to 
preserve future air superiority. 

The goal of the F–22 program is to maintain 
the dominance of aerodynamic stealth per-
formance and will enable the Department of 
Defense to continue its air superiority. As the 
F–22 program continues to exceed every tech-
nical and programmatic challenge, the U.S. Air 
Force continues to give its strong, explicit sup-
port to the project’s continuation. 

From the start, the F–22 has been designed 
for minimal maintenance and will provide a re-
liable aircraft which is far superior to any other 
aircraft today. Compared to the F–15, which 
requires an average of 23 maintenance per-
sonnel, the F–22 will require only 15 per-
sonnel, which represents a substantial cost 
savings when calculated over the 20-to-30 
year life of an aircraft. Through the use of ad-
vanced technology, several benefits will be 
gained by developing a cost efficient design 
strategy, creating substantial savings, and im-
proving operational flexibility throughout the 
life of this program. 

As other foreign countries begin to develop 
and acquire combat aircraft that will be supe-
rior to our current fighters, the F–22 program 
is the only hope to beat the encroachment of 
advanced foreign arsenals. Countries such as 
Russia are developing advanced fighters for 
their foreign customers such as Syria, China, 
India, and others. It is certain advanced 
stealth fighter aircraft produced by other coun-
tries in the near future, will fall into the hands 
of rogue states such as Iraq, Iran and Libya. 

The F–15 began service over 25 years ago. 
When the F–22 becomes operational in FY06, 
the F–15 will average nearly 30 years of serv-
ice. The F–15’s flight characteristics are well-
known today, making it even more susceptible 
to the next generation of foreign missiles and 
fighters. 

The F–22 is the only opportunity our nation 
has to ensure America’s military continues to 
control the sky in the 21st century. There is no 
other combat aircraft in service today that has 
similar capacity to successfully operate amid 
our growing future foreign threats. 

I urge you to support this defense initiative 
that builds our nation’s future conflict capability 
while still maintaining our nation’s air superi-
ority. We must continue to guarantee air supe-
riority through the continued support and fund-
ing of the F–22 program. There is no other 
American aircraft that can offer the insurance 
and protection our soldier’s and their families 
desperately need. 

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield back the balance of my 
time. 

The CHAIRMAN. All time for general 
debate has expired. 

Pursuant to the rule, the bill shall be 
considered for amendment under the 5-
minute rule. 

During consideration of the bill for 
amendment, the Chair may accord pri-
ority in recognition to a Member offer-
ing an amendment that he has printed 
in the designated place in the CONGRES-

SIONAL RECORD. Those amendments 
will be considered read. 

The Chairman of the Committee of 
the Whole may postpone a request for a 
recorded vote on any amendment and 
may reduce to a minimum of 5 minutes 
the time for voting on any postponed 
question that immediately follows an-
other vote, provided that the time for 
voting on the first question shall be a 
minimum of 15 minutes. 

The Clerk will read. 
The Clerk read as follows:
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, That the following sums 
are appropriated, out of any money in the 
Treasury not otherwise appropriated, for the 
fiscal year ending September 30, 2001, for 
military functions administered by the De-
partment of Defense, and for other purposes, 
namely: 

TITLE I 
MILITARY PERSONNEL 

MILITARY PERSONNEL, ARMY 
For pay, allowances, individual clothing, 

subsistence, interest on deposits, gratuities, 
permanent change of station travel (includ-
ing all expenses thereof for organizational 
movements), and expenses of temporary duty 
travel between permanent duty stations, for 
members of the Army on active duty (except 
members of reserve components provided for 
elsewhere), cadets, and aviation cadets; and 
for payments pursuant to section 156 of Pub-
lic Law 97–377, as amended (42 U.S.C. 402 
note), to section 229(b) of the Social Security 
Act (42 U.S.C. 429(b)), and to the Department 
of Defense Military Retirement Fund, 
$22,242,457,000. 

MILITARY PERSONNEL, NAVY 
For pay, allowances, individual clothing, 

subsistence, interest on deposits, gratuities, 
permanent change of station travel (includ-
ing all expenses thereof for organizational 
movements), and expenses of temporary duty 
travel between permanent duty stations, for 
members of the Navy on active duty (except 
members of the Reserve provided for else-
where), midshipmen, and aviation cadets; 
and for payments pursuant to section 156 of 
Public Law 97–377, as amended (42 U.S.C. 402 
note), to section 229(b) of the Social Security 
Act (42 U.S.C. 429(b)), and to the Department 
of Defense Military Retirement Fund, 
$17,799,297,000. 

MILITARY PERSONNEL, MARINE CORPS 
For pay, allowances, individual clothing, 

subsistence, interest on deposits, gratuities, 
permanent change of station travel (includ-
ing all expenses thereof for organizational 
movements), and expenses of temporary duty 
travel between permanent duty stations, for 
members of the Marine Corps on active duty 
(except members of the Reserve provided for 
elsewhere); and for payments pursuant to 
section 156 of Public Law 97–377, as amended 
(42 U.S.C. 402 note), to section 229(b) of the 
Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 429(b)), and to 
the Department of Defense Military Retire-
ment Fund, $6,818,300,000. 

MILITARY PERSONNEL, AIR FORCE 
For pay, allowances, individual clothing, 

subsistence, interest on deposits, gratuities, 
permanent change of station travel (includ-
ing all expenses thereof for organizational 
movements), and expenses of temporary duty 
travel between permanent duty stations, for 
members of the Air Force on active duty (ex-
cept members of reserve components pro-

vided for elsewhere), cadets, and aviation ca-
dets; and for payments pursuant to section 
156 of Public Law 97–377, as amended (42 
U.S.C. 402 note), to section 229(b) of the So-
cial Security Act (42 U.S.C. 429(b)), and to 
the Department of Defense Military Retire-
ment Fund, $18,238,234,000. 

RESERVE PERSONNEL, ARMY 
For pay, allowances, clothing, subsistence, 

gratuities, travel, and related expenses for 
personnel of the Army Reserve on active 
duty under sections 10211, 10302, and 3038 of 
title 10, United States Code, or while serving 
on active duty under section 12301(d) of title 
10, United States Code, in connection with 
performing duty specified in section 12310(a) 
of title 10, United States Code, or while un-
dergoing reserve training, or while per-
forming drills or equivalent duty or other 
duty, and for members of the Reserve Offi-
cers’ Training Corps, and expenses author-
ized by section 16131 of title 10, United States 
Code; and for payments to the Department of 
Defense Military Retirement Fund, 
$2,463,320,000. 

RESERVE PERSONNEL, NAVY 
For pay, allowances, clothing, subsistence, 

gratuities, travel, and related expenses for 
personnel of the Navy Reserve on active duty 
under section 10211 of title 10, United States 
Code, or while serving on active duty under 
section 12301(d) of title 10, United States 
Code, in connection with performing duty 
specified in section 12310(a) of title 10, United 
States Code, or while undergoing reserve 
training, or while performing drills or equiv-
alent duty, and for members of the Reserve 
Officers’ Training Corps, and expenses au-
thorized by section 16131 of title 10, United 
States Code; and for payments to the Depart-
ment of Defense Military Retirement Fund, 
$1,566,095,000. 

RESERVE PERSONNEL, MARINE CORPS 
For pay, allowances, clothing, subsistence, 

gratuities, travel, and related expenses for 
personnel of the Marine Corps Reserve on ac-
tive duty under section 10211 of title 10, 
United States Code, or while serving on ac-
tive duty under section 12301(d) of title 10, 
United States Code, in connection with per-
forming duty specified in section 12310(a) of 
title 10, United States Code, or while under-
going reserve training, or while performing 
drills or equivalent duty, and for members of 
the Marine Corps platoon leaders class, and 
expenses authorized by section 16131 of title 
10, United States Code; and for payments to 
the Department of Defense Military Retire-
ment Fund, $440,886,000. 

RESERVE PERSONNEL, AIR FORCE 
For pay, allowances, clothing, subsistence, 

gratuities, travel, and related expenses for 
personnel of the Air Force Reserve on active 
duty under sections 10211, 10305, and 8038 of 
title 10, United States Code, or while serving 
on active duty under section 12301(d) of title 
10, United States Code, in connection with 
performing duty specified in section 12310(a) 
of title 10, United States Code, or while un-
dergoing reserve training, or while per-
forming drills or equivalent duty or other 
duty, and for members of the Air Reserve Of-
ficers’ Training Corps, and expenses author-
ized by section 16131 of title 10, United States 
Code; and for payments to the Department of 
Defense Military Retirement Fund, 
$980,610,000. 

NATIONAL GUARD PERSONNEL, ARMY 
For pay, allowances, clothing, subsistence, 

gratuities, travel, and related expenses for 
personnel of the Army National Guard while 
on duty under section 10211, 10302, or 12402 of 
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title 10 or section 708 of title 32, United 
States Code, or while serving on duty under 
section 12301(d) of title 10 or section 502(f ) of 
title 32, United States Code, in connection 
with performing duty specified in section 
12310(a) of title 10, United States Code, or 
while undergoing training, or while per-
forming drills or equivalent duty or other 
duty, and expenses authorized by section 
16131 of title 10, United States Code; and for 
payments to the Department of Defense Mili-
tary Retirement Fund, $3,719,336,000. 

NATIONAL GUARD PERSONNEL, AIR FORCE 
For pay, allowances, clothing, subsistence, 

gratuities, travel, and related expenses for 
personnel of the Air National Guard on duty 
under section 10211, 10305, or 12402 of title 10 
or section 708 of title 32, United States Code, 
or while serving on duty under section 
12301(d) of title 10 or section 502(f ) of title 32, 
United States Code, in connection with per-
forming duty specified in section 12310(a) of 
title 10, United States Code, or while under-
going training, or while performing drills or 
equivalent duty or other duty, and expenses 
authorized by section 16131 of title 10, United 
States Code; and for payments to the Depart-
ment of Defense Military Retirement Fund, 
$1,635,681,000. 

Mr. LEWIS of California (during the 
reading). Mr. Chairman, I ask unani-
mous consent that the remainder of 
title I, through page 7, line 14, be con-
sidered as read, printed in the RECORD 
and open to amendment at any point. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
California? 

There was no objection. 
The CHAIRMAN. Are there any 

amendments to title I? 
If not, the Clerk will read. 
The Clerk read as follows:

TITLE II 
OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 
OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, ARMY 

(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS) 
For expenses, not otherwise provided for, 

necessary for the operation and maintenance 
of the Army, as authorized by law; and not 
to exceed $10,616,000 can be used for emer-
gencies and extraordinary expenses, to be ex-
pended on the approval or authority of the 
Secretary of the Army, and payments may 
be made on his certificate of necessity for 
confidential military purposes, $19,386,843,000 
and, in addition, $50,000,000 shall be derived 
by transfer from the National Defense Stock-
pile Transaction Fund: Provided, That of the 
funds made available under this heading, 
$6,000,000, to remain available until ex-
pended, shall be transferred to ‘‘National 
Park Service—Construction’’ within 30 days 
of enactment of this Act, only for necessary 
infrastructure repair improvements at Fort 
Baker, under the management of the Golden 
Gate Recreation Area: Provided further, That 
of the funds appropriated in this paragraph, 
not less than $355,000,000 shall be made avail-
able only for conventional ammunition care 
and maintenance. 

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, NAVY 
(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS) 

For expenses, not otherwise provided for, 
necessary for the operation and maintenance 
of the Navy and the Marine Corps, as author-
ized by law; and not to exceed $5,146,000 can 
be used for emergencies and extraordinary 
expenses, to be expended on the approval or 
authority of the Secretary of the Navy, and 

payments may be made on his certificate of 
necessity for confidential military purposes, 
$23,426,830,000 and, in addition, $50,000,000 
shall be derived by transfer from the Na-
tional Defense Stockpile Transaction Fund. 

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, MARINE CORPS 

For expenses, not otherwise provided for, 
necessary for the operation and maintenance 
of the Marine Corps, as authorized by law, 
$2,813,091,000. 

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, AIR FORCE 

(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS) 

For expenses, not otherwise provided for, 
necessary for the operation and maintenance 
of the Air Force, as authorized by law; and 
not to exceed $7,878,000 can be used for emer-
gencies and extraordinary expenses, to be ex-
pended on the approval or authority of the 
Secretary of the Air Force, and payments 
may be made on his certificate of necessity 
for confidential military purposes, 
$22,316,797,000 and, in addition, $50,000,000, 
shall be derived by transfer from the Na-
tional Defense Stockpile Transaction Fund: 
Provided, That notwithstanding any other 
provision of law, that of the funds available 
under this heading, $500,000 shall only be 
available to the Secretary of the Air Force 
for a grant to Florida Memorial College for 
the purpose of funding minority aviation 
training. 

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, DEFENSE-WIDE 

(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS) 

For expenses, not otherwise provided for, 
necessary for the operation and maintenance 
of activities and agencies of the Department 
of Defense (other than the military depart-
ments), as authorized by law, $11,803,743,000, 
of which not to exceed $25,000,000 may be 
available for the CINC initiative fund ac-
count; and of which not to exceed $32,700,000 
can be used for emergencies and extraor-
dinary expenses, to be expended on the ap-
proval or authority of the Secretary of De-
fense, and payments may be made on his cer-
tificate of necessity for confidential military 
purposes: Provided, That of the amount pro-
vided under this heading, $10,000,000, to re-
main available until expended, is available 
only for expenses relating to certain classi-
fied activities, and may be transferred as 
necessary by the Secretary of Defense to op-
eration and maintenance, procurement, and 
research, development, test and evaluation 
appropriations accounts, to be merged with 
and to be available for the same time period 
as the appropriations to which transferred: 
Provided further, That the transfer authority 
provided under this heading is in addition to 
any other transfer authority provided in this 
Act: Provided further, That of the funds made 
available under this heading, $15,000,000 shall 
be available only for retrofitting security 
containers that are under the control of, or 
that are accessible by, defense contractors. 

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, ARMY 
RESERVE 

For expenses, not otherwise provided for, 
necessary for the operation and mainte-
nance, including training, organization, and 
administration, of the Army Reserve; repair 
of facilities and equipment; hire of passenger 
motor vehicles; travel and transportation; 
care of the dead; recruiting; procurement of 
services, supplies, and equipment; and com-
munications, $1,596,418,000. 

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, NAVY RESERVE 

For expenses, not otherwise provided for, 
necessary for the operation and mainte-
nance, including training, organization, and 
administration, of the Navy Reserve; repair 

of facilities and equipment; hire of passenger 
motor vehicles; travel and transportation; 
care of the dead; recruiting; procurement of 
services, supplies, and equipment; and com-
munications, $992,646,000. 
OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, MARINE CORPS 

RESERVE 
For expenses, not otherwise provided for, 

necessary for the operation and mainte-
nance, including training, organization, and 
administration, of the Marine Corps Reserve; 
repair of facilities and equipment; hire of 
passenger motor vehicles; travel and trans-
portation; care of the dead; recruiting; pro-
curement of services, supplies, and equip-
ment; and communications, $145,959,000. 

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, AIR FORCE 
RESERVE 

For expenses, not otherwise provided for, 
necessary for the operation and mainte-
nance, including training, organization, and 
administration, of the Air Force Reserve; re-
pair of facilities and equipment; hire of pas-
senger motor vehicles; travel and transpor-
tation; care of the dead; recruiting; procure-
ment of services, supplies, and equipment; 
and communications, $1,921,659,000. 

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, ARMY 
NATIONAL GUARD 

For expenses of training, organizing, and 
administering the Army National Guard, in-
cluding medical and hospital treatment and 
related expenses in non-Federal hospitals; 
maintenance, operation, and repairs to 
structures and facilities; hire of passenger 
motor vehicles; personnel services in the Na-
tional Guard Bureau; travel expenses (other 
than mileage), as authorized by law for 
Army personnel on active duty, for Army 
National Guard division, regimental, and 
battalion commanders while inspecting units 
in compliance with National Guard Bureau 
regulations when specifically authorized by 
the Chief, National Guard Bureau; supplying 
and equipping the Army National Guard as 
authorized by law; and expenses of repair, 
modification, maintenance, and issue of sup-
plies and equipment (including aircraft), 
$3,263,235,000. 
OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, AIR NATIONAL 

GUARD 
For operation and maintenance of the Air 

National Guard, including medical and hos-
pital treatment and related expenses in non-
Federal hospitals; maintenance, operation, 
repair, and other necessary expenses of fa-
cilities for the training and administration 
of the Air National Guard, including repair 
of facilities, maintenance, operation, and 
modification of aircraft; transportation of 
things, hire of passenger motor vehicles; sup-
plies, materials, and equipment, as author-
ized by law for the Air National Guard; and 
expenses incident to the maintenance and 
use of supplies, materials, and equipment, in-
cluding such as may be furnished from 
stocks under the control of agencies of the 
Department of Defense; travel expenses 
(other than mileage) on the same basis as au-
thorized by law for Air National Guard per-
sonnel on active Federal duty, for Air Na-
tional Guard commanders while inspecting 
units in compliance with National Guard Bu-
reau regulations when specifically author-
ized by the Chief, National Guard Bureau, 
$3,480,375,000. 

OVERSEAS CONTINGENCY OPERATIONS 
TRANSFER FUND 

(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS) 
For expenses directly relating to Overseas 

Contingency Operations by United States 
military forces, $4,100,577,000, to remain 
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available until expended: Provided, That the 
Secretary of Defense may transfer these 
funds only to military personnel accounts; 
operation and maintenance accounts within 
this title; the Defense Health Program ap-
propriation; procurement accounts; research, 
development, test and evaluation accounts; 
and to working capital funds: Provided fur-
ther, That the funds transferred shall be 
merged with and shall be available for the 
same purposes and for the same time period, 
as the appropriation to which transferred: 
Provided further, That upon a determination 
that all or part of the funds transferred from 
this appropriation are not necessary for the 
purposes provided herein, such amounts may 
be transferred back to this appropriation: 
Provided further, That the transfer authority 
provided in this paragraph is in addition to 
any other transfer authority contained else-
where in this Act. 

UNITED STATES COURT OF APPEALS FOR THE 
ARMED FORCES 

For salaries and expenses necessary for the 
United States Court of Appeals for the 
Armed Forces, $8,574,000, of which not to ex-
ceed $2,500 can be used for official represen-
tation purposes. 

ENVIRONMENTAL RESTORATION, ARMY 
(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS) 

For the Department of the Army, 
$389,932,000, to remain available until trans-
ferred: Provided, That the Secretary of the 
Army shall, upon determining that such 
funds are required for environmental res-
toration, reduction and recycling of haz-
ardous waste, removal of unsafe buildings 
and debris of the Department of the Army, 
or for similar purposes, transfer the funds 
made available by this appropriation to 
other appropriations made available to the 
Department of the Army, to be merged with 
and to be available for the same purposes 
and for the same time period as the appro-
priations to which transferred: Provided fur-
ther, That upon a determination that all or 
part of the funds transferred from this appro-
priation are not necessary for the purposes 
provided herein, such amounts may be trans-
ferred back to this appropriation. 

ENVIRONMENTAL RESTORATION, NAVY 
(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS) 

For the Department of the Navy, 
$294,038,000, to remain available until trans-
ferred: Provided, That the Secretary of the 
Navy shall, upon determining that such 
funds are required for environmental res-
toration, reduction and recycling of haz-
ardous waste, removal of unsafe buildings 
and debris of the Department of the Navy, or 
for similar purposes, transfer the funds made 
available by this appropriation to other ap-
propriations made available to the Depart-
ment of the Navy, to be merged with and to 
be available for the same purposes and for 
the same time period as the appropriations 
to which transferred: Provided further, That 
upon a determination that all or part of the 
funds transferred from this appropriation are 
not necessary for the purposes provided here-
in, such amounts may be transferred back to 
this appropriation. 

ENVIRONMENTAL RESTORATION, AIR FORCE 
(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS) 

For the Department of the Air Force, 
$376,300,000, to remain available until trans-
ferred: Provided, That the Secretary of the 
Air Force shall, upon determining that such 
funds are required for environmental res-
toration, reduction and recycling of haz-
ardous waste, removal of unsafe buildings 
and debris of the Department of the Air 

Force, or for similar purposes, transfer the 
funds made available by this appropriation 
to other appropriations made available to 
the Department of the Air Force, to be 
merged with and to be available for the same 
purposes and for the same time period as the 
appropriations to which transferred: Provided 
further, That upon a determination that all 
or part of the funds transferred from this ap-
propriation are not necessary for the pur-
poses provided herein, such amounts may be 
transferred back to this appropriation. 
ENVIRONMENTAL RESTORATION, DEFENSE-WIDE 

(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS) 
For the Department of Defense, $23,412,000, 

to remain available until transferred: Pro-
vided, That the Secretary of Defense shall, 
upon determining that such funds are re-
quired for environmental restoration, reduc-
tion and recycling of hazardous waste, re-
moval of unsafe buildings and debris of the 
Department of Defense, or for similar pur-
poses, transfer the funds made available by 
this appropriation to other appropriations 
made available to the Department of De-
fense, to be merged with and to be available 
for the same purposes and for the same time 
period as the appropriations to which trans-
ferred: Provided further, That upon a deter-
mination that all or part of the funds trans-
ferred from this appropriation are not nec-
essary for the purposes provided herein, such 
amounts may be transferred back to this ap-
propriation. 

ENVIRONMENTAL RESTORATION, FORMERLY 
USED DEFENSE SITES 

(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS) 
For the Department of the Army, 

$196,499,000, to remain available until trans-
ferred: Provided, That the Secretary of the 
Army shall, upon determining that such 
funds are required for environmental res-
toration, reduction and recycling of haz-
ardous waste, removal of unsafe buildings 
and debris at sites formerly used by the De-
partment of Defense, transfer the funds made 
available by this appropriation to other ap-
propriations made available to the Depart-
ment of the Army, to be merged with and to 
be available for the same purposes and for 
the same time period as the appropriations 
to which transferred: Provided further, That 
upon a determination that all or part of the 
funds transferred from this appropriation are 
not necessary for the purposes provided here-
in, such amounts may be transferred back to 
this appropriation. 

OVERSEAS HUMANITARIAN, DISASTER, AND 
CIVIC AID 

For expenses relating to the Overseas Hu-
manitarian, Disaster, and Civic Aid pro-
grams of the Department of Defense (con-
sisting of the programs provided under sec-
tions 401, 402, 404, 2547, and 2551 of title 10, 
United States Code), $56,900,000, to remain 
available until September 30, 2002. 

FORMER SOVIET UNION THREAT REDUCTION 
For assistance to the republics of the 

former Soviet Union, including assistance 
provided by contract or by grants, for facili-
tating the elimination and the safe and se-
cure transportation and storage of nuclear, 
chemical and other weapons; for establishing 
programs to prevent the proliferation of 
weapons, weapons components, and weapon-
related technology and expertise; for pro-
grams relating to the training and support of 
defense and military personnel for demili-
tarization and protection of weapons, weap-
ons components and weapons technology and 
expertise, $433,400,000, to remain available 
until September 30, 2003. 

QUALITY OF LIFE ENHANCEMENTS, DEFENSE 
For expenses, not otherwise provided for, 

resulting from unfunded shortfalls in the re-
pair and maintenance of real property of the 
Department of Defense (including military 
housing and barracks), $480,000,000, for the 
maintenance of real property of the Depart-
ment of Defense (including minor construc-
tion and major maintenance and repair), 
which shall remain available for obligation 
until September 30, 2002, as follows: 

Army, $282,500,000; 
Navy, $70,000,000; 
Marine Corps, $47,000,000; 
Air Force, $70,000,000; and 
Defense-Wide, $10,500,000:

Provided, That notwithstanding any other 
provision of law, of the funds appropriated 
under this heading for Defense-Wide activi-
ties, the entire amount shall only be avail-
able for grants by the Secretary of Defense 
to local educational authorities which main-
tain primary and secondary educational fa-
cilities located within Department of De-
fense installations, and which are used pri-
marily by Department of Defense military 
and civilian dependents, for facility repairs 
and improvements to such educational facili-
ties: Provided further, That such grants to 
local educational authorities may be made 
for repairs and improvements to such edu-
cational facilities as required to meet class-
room size requirements: Provided further, 
That the cumulative amount of any grant or 
grants to any single local education author-
ity provided pursuant to the provisions 
under this heading shall not exceed 
$1,500,000. 

Mr. LEWIS of California (during the 
reading). Mr. Chairman, I ask unani-
mous consent the remainder of title II 
of the bill through page 20, line 10 be 
considered as read, printed in the 
RECORD and open to amendment at any 
point. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
California? 

There was no objection. 
The CHAIRMAN. Are there any 

amendments to title II? 
If not, the Clerk will read. 
The Clerk read as follows:

TITLE III 
PROCUREMENT 

AIRCRAFT PROCUREMENT, ARMY 
For construction, procurement, produc-

tion, modification, and modernization of air-
craft, equipment, including ordnance, ground 
handling equipment, spare parts, and acces-
sories therefor; specialized equipment and 
training devices; expansion of public and pri-
vate plants, including the land necessary 
therefor, for the foregoing purposes, and 
such lands and interests therein, may be ac-
quired, and construction prosecuted thereon 
prior to approval of title; and procurement 
and installation of equipment, appliances, 
and machine tools in public and private 
plants; reserve plant and Government and 
contractor-owned equipment layaway; and 
other expenses necessary for the foregoing 
purposes, $1,547,082,000, to remain available 
for obligation until September 30, 2003: Pro-
vided, That of the $183,371,000 appropriated 
under this heading for the procurement of 
UH–60 helicopters, $78,520,000 shall be avail-
able only for the procurement of 8 such air-
craft to be provided to the Army Reserve. 

MISSILE PROCUREMENT, ARMY 
For construction, procurement, produc-

tion, modification, and modernization of 
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missiles, equipment, including ordnance, 
ground handling equipment, spare parts, and 
accessories therefor; specialized equipment 
and training devices; expansion of public and 
private plants, including the land necessary 
therefor, for the foregoing purposes, and 
such lands and interests therein, may be ac-
quired, and construction prosecuted thereon 
prior to approval of title; and procurement 
and installation of equipment, appliances, 
and machine tools in public and private 
plants; reserve plant and Government and 
contractor-owned equipment layaway; and 
other expenses necessary for the foregoing 
purposes, $1,240,347,000, to remain available 
for obligation until September 30, 2003. 

PROCUREMENT OF WEAPONS AND TRACKED 
COMBAT VEHICLES, ARMY 

For construction, procurement, produc-
tion, and modification of weapons and 
tracked combat vehicles, equipment, includ-
ing ordnance, spare parts, and accessories 
therefor; specialized equipment and training 
devices; expansion of public and private 
plants, including the land necessary there-
for, for the foregoing purposes, and such 
lands and interests therein, may be acquired, 
and construction prosecuted thereon prior to 
approval of title; and procurement and in-
stallation of equipment, appliances, and ma-
chine tools in public and private plants; re-
serve plant and Government and contractor-
owned equipment layaway; and other ex-
penses necessary for the foregoing purposes, 
$2,634,786,000, to remain available for obliga-
tion until September 30, 2003. 

PROCUREMENT OF AMMUNITION, ARMY 

For construction, procurement, produc-
tion, and modification of ammunition, and 
accessories therefor; specialized equipment 
and training devices; expansion of public and 
private plants, including ammunition facili-
ties authorized by section 2854 of title 10, 
United States Code, and the land necessary 
therefor, for the foregoing purposes, and 
such lands and interests therein, may be ac-
quired, and construction prosecuted thereon 
prior to approval of title; and procurement 
and installation of equipment, appliances, 
and machine tools in public and private 
plants; reserve plant and Government and 
contractor-owned equipment layaway; and 
other expenses necessary for the foregoing 
purposes, $1,227,386,000, to remain available 
for obligation until September 30, 2003. 

OTHER PROCUREMENT, ARMY 

For construction, procurement, produc-
tion, and modification of vehicles, including 
tactical, support, and non-tracked combat 
vehicles; the purchase of not to exceed 35 
passenger motor vehicles for replacement 
only; and the purchase of 12 vehicles required 
for physical security of personnel, notwith-
standing price limitations applicable to pas-
senger vehicles but not to exceed $200,000 per 
vehicle; communications and electronic 
equipment; other support equipment; spare 
parts, ordnance, and accessories therefor; 
specialized equipment and training devices; 
expansion of public and private plants, in-
cluding the land necessary therefor, for the 
foregoing purposes, and such lands and inter-
ests therein, may be acquired, and construc-
tion prosecuted thereon prior to approval of 
title; and procurement and installation of 
equipment, appliances, and machine tools in 
public and private plants; reserve plant and 
Government and contractor-owned equip-
ment layaway; and other expenses necessary 
for the foregoing purposes, $4,254,564,000, to 
remain available for obligation until Sep-
tember 30, 2003. 

AIRCRAFT PROCUREMENT, NAVY 
For construction, procurement, produc-

tion, modification, and modernization of air-
craft, equipment, including ordnance, spare 
parts, and accessories therefor; specialized 
equipment; expansion of public and private 
plants, including the land necessary there-
for, and such lands and interests therein, 
may be acquired, and construction pros-
ecuted thereon prior to approval of title; and 
procurement and installation of equipment, 
appliances, and machine tools in public and 
private plants; reserve plant and Govern-
ment and contractor-owned equipment lay-
away, $8,179,564,000, to remain available for 
obligation until September 30, 2003. 

WEAPONS PROCUREMENT, NAVY 
For construction, procurement, produc-

tion, modification, and modernization of 
missiles, torpedoes, other weapons, and re-
lated support equipment including spare 
parts, and accessories therefor; expansion of 
public and private plants, including the land 
necessary therefor, and such lands and inter-
ests therein, may be acquired, and construc-
tion prosecuted thereon prior to approval of 
title; and procurement and installation of 
equipment, appliances, and machine tools in 
public and private plants; reserve plant and 
Government and contractor-owned equip-
ment layaway, $1,372,112,000, to remain avail-
able for obligation until September 30, 2003. 

PROCUREMENT OF AMMUNITION, NAVY AND 
MARINE CORPS 

For construction, procurement, produc-
tion, and modification of ammunition, and 
accessories therefor; specialized equipment 
and training devices; expansion of public and 
private plants, including ammunition facili-
ties authorized by section 2854 of title 10, 
United States Code, and the land necessary 
therefor, for the foregoing purposes, and 
such lands and interests therein, may be ac-
quired, and construction prosecuted thereon 
prior to approval of title; and procurement 
and installation of equipment, appliances, 
and machine tools in public and private 
plants; reserve plant and Government and 
contractor-owned equipment layaway; and 
other expenses necessary for the foregoing 
purposes, $491,749,000, to remain available for 
obligation until September 30, 2003. 

SHIPBUILDING AND CONVERSION, NAVY 
For expenses necessary for the construc-

tion, acquisition, or conversion of vessels as 
authorized by law, including armor and ar-
mament thereof, plant equipment, appli-
ances, and machine tools and installation 
thereof in public and private plants; reserve 
plant and Government and contractor-owned 
equipment layaway; procurement of critical, 
long leadtime components and designs for 
vessels to be constructed or converted in the 
future; and expansion of public and private 
plants, including land necessary therefor, 
and such lands and interests therein, may be 
acquired, and construction prosecuted there-
on prior to approval of title, $12,266,919,000, 
to remain available for obligation until Sep-
tember 30, 2005: Provided, That additional ob-
ligations may be incurred after September 
30, 2005, for engineering services, tests, eval-
uations, and other such budgeted work that 
must be performed in the final stage of ship 
construction: Provided further, That none of 
the funds provided under this heading for the 
construction or conversion of any naval ves-
sel to be constructed in shipyards in the 
United States shall be expended in foreign 
facilities for the construction of major com-
ponents of such vessel: Provided further, That 
none of the funds provided under this head-
ing shall be used for the construction of any 
naval vessel in foreign shipyards. 

OTHER PROCUREMENT, NAVY 
For procurement, production, and mod-

ernization of support equipment and mate-
rials not otherwise provided for, Navy ord-
nance (except ordnance for new aircraft, new 
ships, and ships authorized for conversion); 
the purchase of not to exceed 63 passenger 
motor vehicles for replacement only, and the 
purchase of one vehicle required for physical 
security of personnel, notwithstanding price 
limitations applicable to passenger vehicles 
but not to exceed $200,000; expansion of pub-
lic and private plants, including the land 
necessary therefor, and such lands and inter-
ests therein, may be acquired, and construc-
tion prosecuted thereon prior to approval of 
title; and procurement and installation of 
equipment, appliances, and machine tools in 
public and private plants; reserve plant and 
Government and contractor-owned equip-
ment layaway, $3,433,063,000, to remain avail-
able for obligation until September 30, 2003. 

PROCUREMENT, MARINE CORPS 
For expenses necessary for the procure-

ment, manufacture, and modification of mis-
siles, armament, military equipment, spare 
parts, and accessories therefor; plant equip-
ment, appliances, and machine tools, and in-
stallation thereof in public and private 
plants; reserve plant and Government and 
contractor-owned equipment layaway; vehi-
cles for the Marine Corps, including the pur-
chase of not to exceed 33 passenger motor ve-
hicles for replacement only; and expansion of 
public and private plants, including land 
necessary therefor, and such lands and inter-
ests therein, may be acquired, and construc-
tion prosecuted thereon prior to approval of 
title, $1,229,605,000, to remain available for 
obligation until September 30, 2003. 

AIRCRAFT PROCUREMENT, AIR FORCE 
For construction, procurement, lease, and 

modification of aircraft and equipment, in-
cluding armor and armament, specialized 
ground handling equipment, and training de-
vices, spare parts, and accessories therefor; 
specialized equipment; expansion of public 
and private plants, Government-owned 
equipment and installation thereof in such 
plants, erection of structures, and acquisi-
tion of land, for the foregoing purposes, and 
such lands and interests therein, may be ac-
quired, and construction prosecuted thereon 
prior to approval of title; reserve plant and 
Government and contractor-owned equip-
ment layaway; and other expenses necessary 
for the foregoing purposes including rents 
and transportation of things, $10,064,032,000, 
to remain available for obligation until Sep-
tember 30, 2003. 

Mr. LEWIS of California (during the 
reading). Mr. Chairman, I ask unani-
mous consent that the remainder of 
the bill through page 28, line 16 be con-
sidered as read, printed in the RECORD 
and open to amendment at any point. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
California? 

There was no objection. 
Are there any amendments to title 

III? 
AMENDMENT NO. 2 OFFERED BY MR. DE FAZIO 
Mr. DEFAZIO. Mr. Chairman, I offer 

an amendment. 
The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-

ignate the amendment. 
The text of the amendment is as fol-

lows:
Amendment No. 2 offered by Mr. DEFAZIO:
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Page 28, line 15, insert ‘‘(reduced by 

$930,000,000)’’ after the dollar amount. 

Mr. DEFAZIO. Mr. Chairman, this 
amendment serves two purposes. We 
have heard and continue to hear a lit-
any of concerns from our men and 
women serving in the military about 
their basic needs not being met. We 
still know some can receive and are eli-
gible for food stamps. I talked earlier 
about a Marine’s dad who had to buy 
him a waterproof case for his new dig-
ital radio as a communications spe-
cialist, because the Pentagon could not 
afford it. We have problems meeting 
sea duty pay. We have problems in 
readiness. 

This amendment will go to many of 
those concerns. It is quite modest in its 
scope, actually, and follows the rec-
ommendations of a number of profes-
sionals. It says that we should slow 
down the procurement of a plane that 
has not yet been successfully tested. 
We would cut from 10 to six this fiscal 
year under consideration the procure-
ment of the F–22, a plane which has 
failed to meet any of the major bench-
marks in its testing and advanced pur-
chases from 16 to eight. 

Mr. Chairman, this would follow the 
recommendations of the General Ac-
counting Office, the Pentagon’s Direc-
tor of Operational Tests and Evalua-
tion and, in fact, the committee’s own 
surveys and investigations staff rec-
ommendations. 

I met this morning with Colonel 
Riccioni. He was a principal in the de-
velopment of the F–16, a very decorated 
fighter pilot. He said in his critique, 
which was absolutely devastating of 
the F–22, and perhaps it should be clas-
sified like the critiques of Star Wars 
have recently been by a prominent 
physicist, his are not classified. He said 
this plane was designed to be stealthy. 
It is not stealthy. It is bigger than an 
F–15. It is visible. It is visible at a 
longer distance. It is visible from look-
down or look-up radar. It has a huge 
radar signature of its own. 

It is not stealthy on an infrared 
basis, and it fails all of those criteria. 
It does not have, nor does he believe 
they can prove, a supersonic cruise ca-
pability. It was the idea in the design-
ing to fight deep into the Soviet Union 
against threats which the Soviet Union 
is not building. 

The avionics do not work. In fact, 
what he says will happen here is that if 
we go ahead with procurement of this 
plane, which will not meet the stand-
ards that were set out, that we will 
jeopardize our future combat capacity 
because we will produce so few of these 
planes and replace so many planes with 
them. 

The original plan was for 800 F–22s. 
Then it was 620. Then it was 460. Then 
it was 339. Not because of our oper-
ational needs. We have always enjoyed 
numerical air superiority. If we cut 
down to 339, and I suspect we will end 

up maybe with 200 the way the prices 
are running with this plane if it works, 
we are going to give up the idea of nu-
merical superiority and bet on this 
plane which is totally unproven. 

Mr. Chairman, I am not even saying 
we should not build it. I am not saying 
we should not go forward. I am saying 
we should slow down until we meet the 
benchmarks and the tests. Take a bil-
lion dollars and take that billion dol-
lars and put it into needs that were re-
quested by the Pentagon that are not 
met in this bill. That makes sense to 
me. I think it would make sense to a 
lot of the troops on the ground. 

It may not make sense to some of the 
brass hats at the top of the Pentagon; 
and it certainly will not make sense to 
the contractor who is building this 
plane, at this point at such an extrava-
gant cost overrun. 

So I would suggest strongly that my 
colleagues, if they support the rec-
ommendations of the Pentagon in the 
areas of recruiting, bonus payments for 
sailors on sea duty, basic allowance for 
subsistence, that means get the troops 
and their families off food stamps once 
and for all; if we are looking at the 
O&M request of the Marine Corps, the 
personnel request of the Marine Corps 
again for basic allowance; O&M re-
quests for the Air Force for mainte-
nance and base operations, recruiting 
and retention for the Air Force, basic 
allowance, get the young men and 
women in the Air Force off food 
stamps; get the young men and women 
in the Army off food stamps and look 
at O&M defense-wide for cooperative 
threat reduction and for overseas hu-
manitarian disaster and civic aid. We 
have an extraordinary list of things we 
could fund if we just followed the ad-
vice of the experts and said do not rush 
into full production at accelerated pro-
duction with a plane that has not even 
yet met its basic test requirements. 

That is what we are talking about 
here. This was a subject of concern last 
year. The committee, in fact last year 
in the House, the House bill did not in-
clude funding for this plane. They 
killed it. They went much further than 
I am going. They killed the plane be-
cause of these similar concerns. 

I am just saying take and transfer 
this nearly a billion dollars to these 
real identified readiness needs of our 
men and women on the ground. Slow 
this thing down. Do full testing. And 
then if it meets those tests, if it oper-
ates and can meet the criteria we set 
out at the beginning, which Colonel 
Riccioni and others say it will not and 
cannot do, then go ahead. But if it can-
not, then maybe we should think later 
about canceling it and investing in 
other projects that are proposed, like 
the Joint Strike Fighter.

Mr. MURTHA. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in opposition to the amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I realize we could 
have a lot of people speak about this, 

but we have debated this at great 
length in the committee. Last year we 
cut the money out because we felt the 
Air Force was going in the wrong direc-
tion. We felt they needed more testing. 
This year we have taken the cap off the 
testing. We are insisting they finish 
the testing. But we do think they are 
moving in the direction that we origi-
nally agreed to. 

I would hope we will not hear a lot of 
debate today so we could move forward 
with this bill and then just get right to 
the vote. 

But this is an important program. I 
think the gentleman may have over-
estimated the numbers. I am not sure 
we will ever get to the numbers that 
even he predicts in this airplane. I 
think it is a sophisticated airplane 
which deals with one specific program 
and am not sure, because of its cost, we 
will get any higher. But I can assure 
the gentleman we are making sure that 
this airplane is going to be tested be-
fore it flies. And we have been on the 
Air Force more than the contractor. 
The contractor has been more coopera-
tive than the Air Force, so the Air 
Force is the one causing us the prob-
lems. 

Mr. Chairman, I would hope we could 
get to a vote very quickly on this 
amendment and go forward with the 
bill.

b 1630 

Mr. CHAMBLISS. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, first of all, I want to 
associate myself with the remarks of 
the gentleman from Pennsylvania (Mr. 
MURTHA) who has already stated that 
we went through this battle last year. 
We answered the questions that the 
gentleman from Oregon (Mr. 
BLUMENAUER) has raised here with re-
spect to the F–22. 

But I also want to point out the fact 
that, in the last two military conflicts 
that the United States of America has 
engaged in, we have proven beyond any 
shadow of a doubt that, when air supe-
riority and air dominance is main-
tained by the United States, that the 
loss of life of our brave young men and 
women who serve in our military forces 
is minimized and, to a certain extent, 
is even eliminated altogether. 

As we move into the 21st century, we 
must have the F–22, a full complement 
of the F–22, in order to continue to 
maintain air superiority and air domi-
nance. This plane is going to be tested. 
If we slow down production of it, we 
are going to increase the cost of this 
airplane. That is the wrong move to 
make. Not just from a budgetary per-
spective, but also from the perspective 
of trying to ensure that we eliminate 
or significantly decrease the possible 
loss of life of our young men and 
women who are called into combat to 
protect freedom and integrity of this 
country around the world.
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Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I move to 

strike the requisite number of words, 
and I rise to support the amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, the cost of this devel-
opment program has doubled since 1985 
to $24 billion. Only 15 percent of the 
testing program has been accomplished 
since the engineering manufacturing 
development program began in 1991. 
The conference agreement last year on 
the F–22 prohibits a production deci-
sion until the so-called Block III soft-
ware is flight tested in an actual F–22 
aircraft. That testing is not even 
scheduled to occur until the fall of next 
year at the earliest. 

It should be noted that the Air Force 
has to conduct only a system flight 
test to meet the congressional require-
ments and to allow the program to 
enter initial production. 

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman from Wisconsin yield for a 
point of clarification? 

Mr. OBEY. I yield to the gentleman 
from Washington. 

Mr. DICKS. The gentleman said the 
fall of next year, I believe. I checked 
with the staff, it is the fall of this year. 

Mr. OBEY. I am sorry, the fall of this 
year. The gentleman from Washington 
is correct. 

Let me simply say, Mr. Chairman, 
that, as I said in my earlier remarks, 
one has to understand this amendment 
in the context of the way the bill is 
being presented, not just the broad 
budget context, but what we are doing 
with respect to other tactical aircraft. 

We are expected to move forward on 
the Joint Strike program at a cost of 
possibly up to $200 billion. In addition 
to that, we have the F–18 and we have 
got the F–22. As I said earlier in my re-
marks, there have been three cau-
tionary flags raised that the Congress 
ought to pay attention to with respect 
to this program. 

First of all, the Pentagon’s Director 
of Operational Testing Evaluation tes-
tified before Congress that, and I 
quote, ‘‘basically not enough of the 
test program has been completed to 
know whether or not significant devel-
opment problems remain to be cor-
rected.’’ 

Secondly, our committee’s own sur-
veys and investigation staff reported to 
the committee in March that the deci-
sion to enter into the F–22 production 
in December is ‘‘premature in light of 
fatigue and avionics testing, which is 
yet to be accomplished.’’ It rec-
ommended no production funds until 
the year 2002. 

The General Accounting Office re-
cently told the defense authorization 
and Committee on Appropriations, ‘‘we 
believe low rate initial production 
should begin at no more than six air-
craft and that aircraft quantity should 
not exceed six to eight aircraft per 
year until developmental and oper-
ational testing and evaluation are com-
plete.’’ 

It recommended reducing the fiscal 
2001 budget by $828 million, a reduction 
of four aircraft. It is pretty clear to me 
that three independent organizations 
have indicated there are major prob-
lems with this aircraft, and two of 
them have explicitly recommended 
that the F–22 production not be funded 
at the level being proposed in the budg-
et. 

I recognize this amendment is not 
going to pass and I congratulate the 
subcommittee for trying to take this 
issue on last year. I guess I do not 
blame them for backing off after they 
had gotten bloodied and had their 
heads knocked against the stone wall. 

But the fact is the decision last year 
to question this production was the 
correct decision. I wish the Congress 
would stick to it. I wish the House 
would stick to it. If we did, in the long-
term, we would be doing a favor, both 
to the defense establishment to this 
country charged with the responsi-
bility to defend the country and to the 
taxpayers who are, after all, going to 
pay for it all. 

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, if the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin (Mr. OBEY) will 
yield for a personal inquiry, maybe the 
gentleman would like to join me in ad-
vocating bombers as a much more eco-
nomical way to proceed as these expen-
sive fighters. 

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I welcome 
the gentleman’s conversion to support 
B–2 bombers. It is the first time I have 
ever known he has been for that pro-
gram.

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

Mr. Chairman, I would like to ad-
dress a couple of the statements that 
have been made by the proponents of 
this amendment. First of all, when it 
was stated that the cost has doubled, 
when one takes all the research and de-
velopment money, and one spreads that 
over 756 airplanes, each of those air-
planes cost a certain amount. If one 
cuts in half the buy of those airplanes 
to less than 336 today, all that research 
and development money goes over on a 
fewer number of airplanes driving up 
the cost of that airplane. 

We took that into account last year. 
I joined with the committee last year 
looking, because I was concerned about 
the cost of the F–22 and the upcoming 
electronics in it. I would tell the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin (Mr. OBEY) I am 
not bloody. I stood for what I believed 
was right and fought for that. No lob-
bying, nothing swayed me in what I be-
lieved. 

I will tell the gentleman, if he has 
any idea what it is like to look at trac-
ers coming across the canopy, if he has 
any idea what is like to see a side-
winder coming up one’s tailpipe, if he 
has got any idea what it feels like to be 
coming down in a parachute over 
enemy territory, then he would support 
the F–22. 

I would tell my colleagues this, why 
have we not had the funds for the joint 
strike fighter and the F–18E/F? Because 
the White House has delayed and de-
layed and delayed and delayed, and 
amendments like this have delayed 
procurement of aircraft knowing that, 
in the out years, they said, oh, we will 
give it to you in the out years, but 
knowing when we come to the out 
years, we will not have the money to 
fund all the different systems that we 
need to support national security effec-
tively. 

It makes me sick to hear, well, we 
want to take care of the food stamp 
military personnel. We want to take 
care of those poor military that are 
shipped around. But, yet, when it came 
to Somalia and Haiti, we told you that 
there would be a cost associated with 
that. $200 billion out of the defense 
budget for 149 deployments. 

So we do not have the money for 
R&D. We do not have the money for 
procurement. There are unfunded re-
quirements by the military because of 
the liberal foreign policy that does not 
give us the amount of money to sup-
port aircraft and equipment. 

I would tell the gentleman from Or-
egon (Mr. DEFAZIO) I flew the F–15 
alongside the F–22. The gentleman’s in-
formation is wrong. It does have super 
cruise. I could not keep up with it in an 
F–15. Or General Ryan could not keep 
up with it in the F–16. 

The VO, which is the stealth capa-
bility, gives us the ability to close an 
enemy fighter and fire before he fires 
on us because his missiles are better 
today, his radar is better, and we can-
not see through his jammer. The F–22 
gives us that capability. 

I beg the gentleman, go down and 
look at the simulator with the actual 
electronic equipment. In a dog fight, it 
is also helpful to know where one’s 
wingman is. It is also nice to know who 
he has locked up so that one can fire 
efficiently at the enemy and take him 
out before he takes us out. 

The F–22 does that; so does the joint 
strike fighter. The joint strike fighter 
is going to use the same technology 
that is being tested today in the F–22. 

The F–22, I am concerned about the 
cost of the F–22. We need to hold that 
down so that we can buy in greater 
numbers that aircraft. Because we need 
to look at the threat. 

Mr. Chairman, if our pilots fly 
against the SU–27 today, both in the 
intercept and in the dog fight, our pi-
lots die 90 to 95 percent of the time. 
But our liberal and socialist friends 
would tell us the Cold War is over, 
there is no threat. Our kids are going 
to die, and it is amendments like this 
that have stopped our military from 
surviving and puts us in a situation 
where we have got 21 ships along pier 
that cannot be deployed because they 
are down for maintenance. Our kids are 
getting worn out, and we are flying 30-
year-old equipment. 
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The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 

gentleman from California (Mr. 
CUNNINGHAM) has expired. 

(On request of Mr. OBEY, and by 
unanimous consent, Mr. CUNNINGHAM 
was allowed to proceed for 1 additional 
minute.) 

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield to me since he men-
tioned my name? 

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. I yield to the 
gentleman from Wisconsin. 

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I wondered 
how long it would take the gentleman 
from California before he gets to his 
usual accusation that those who dis-
agree with him are socialists or worse. 

I would simply say that the assertion 
that amendments like this have some-
how killed people is absurd. This House 
has not adopted an amendment to cut 
back any major defense program in 20 
years. 

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Chairman, I 
reclaim my time. Two classic exam-
ples. The helicopters that we lost in 
Kosovo, the pilots were not trained. 
They did not get trained in night gog-
gles. They did not get trained in com-
bat wielded aircraft. Captain O’Grady 
that was shot down in Bosnia was not 
even qualified in combat maneuvering, 
because we did not have the money be-
cause of all the 149 deployments that 
the gentleman supported. 

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, what does 
that have to do with the F–22? Nothing.

Mr. ISAKSON. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise for just a brief 
period of time to remind all of us that 
last year the former chairman and 
ranking member and the gentleman 
from California (Chairman LEWIS) 
placed the F–22 under the most scru-
tiny of any procurement and testing in 
the defense authorization, in the de-
fense budget, much less anything else. 

The reference was made they had hit 
a stone wall, and I guess that alluded 
to a lot of political pressure. But the 
truth of the matter is one who learned 
a little bit about this process last year, 
because I was new, and one that does 
have an interest because the produc-
tion of this airplane is almost in my 
district and a lot of its workers live 
there, I watched the diligence that the 
former chairman and the ranking 
member and the chairman placed the 
airplane, the engineers, and the com-
pany, not to mention the military, 
under to see if it was worth the invest-
ment of this Congress. The answer was 
ultimately yes. 

The stone wall was not a stone wall 
of politics and lobbying, although that 
component always exists. It was the 
promise that that aircraft, its design, 
and its predictable avionics would de-
liver, which now, in initial testing, are 
being borne out. 

So I would ask all of us to remember 
that it was a year ago we placed this 

very program under the most scrutiny 
of any program in the DoD budget pe-
riod, and it passed. It passed the scru-
tiny of two of the most distinguished 
gentlemen in this House. It passed the 
scrutiny of those who think America 
needs to be prepared to defend our-
selves and our young men and women 
in the 21st century. 

I rise to oppose the amendment and 
to thank both these fine gentlemen in 
the committee for last year allowing 
that aircraft to pass the test which will 
deliver for our country in the years 
ahead.

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, I move to 
strike the requisite number of words. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to 
the amendment. The F–22 will give us 
air superiority into the future for at 
least the next 30 years. I have been 
around here long enough to know that, 
yes, in every one of these programs, 
there are problems that have to be 
dealt with, whether it is the radar or 
wing bump or whatever it is. But we go 
through a development program for 
that purpose to make those correc-
tions. 

Now, the reason air superiority is so 
important, if one looks at what hap-
pened in Iraq and then what happened 
in Yugoslavia, within a matter of 
hours, we were able to completely 
dominate the Earth. Remember the 
aircraft from Iraq went to Iran. They 
fled the country because they knew 
they would all be shot down. 

Once we have air superiority and 
once we can control the surface-to-air 
missiles and their anti-aircraft guns, 
then we can bring in, not only our 
stealthy airplanes like the B–2 and the 
F–117, which are used to go after those 
fixed targets, but then we can bring in 
all of the nonstealthy planes, the F–
16s, the F–15s, the F–18s Es and Fs and 
Cs and Ds, and the B–52 and the B–1s.

b 1645 

But the Enabler is our ability to gain 
air superiority rapidly; and that saves 
American lives, saves money, and that 
is what the F–22 is all about. 

I was pleased last year, and I sup-
ported our chairman and the ranking 
member, the gentleman from Pennsyl-
vania (Mr. MURTHA), in reviewing this 
program; but I think we still need to 
have an unquestioned air superiority 
fighter for the future. As General Ryan 
says over and over again, ‘‘We do not 
want a fair fight.’’ 

I believe that once we get through 
the development that this plane will 
live up to expectations. We are not 
going to buy as many of them as some 
people would like to buy, because of af-
fordability reasons; but we will have 
enough of them to ensure that in the 
next 30 years we will have unques-
tioned superiority in this area, which 
is crucial to winning wars early, deci-
sively, saving money and saving Amer-
ican lives.

PREFERENTIAL MOTION OFFERED BY MR. OBEY 
Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I offer a 

preferential motion. 
The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 

Clerk will report the motion. 
The Clerk read as follows:
Mr. OBEY moves that the Committee now 

rise and present the bill to the House with 
the recommendation that the enacting 
clause be stricken out. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Wisconsin (Mr. OBEY) is recog-
nized for 5 minutes.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I would 
not have done this but for the words 
uttered by the gentleman from Cali-
fornia. 

Mr. Chairman, the gentleman from 
California who just spoke attacked 
those who were supporting this amend-
ment as being ‘‘leftists and socialists 
and the like.’’ I would like to ask him 
whether he believes that the Penta-
gon’s director of Operational Test and 
Evaluation, whether he is a leftist or a 
socialist. I would like to ask him 
whether he believes the committee’s 
own staff on surveys and investigation 
are a collection of leftists and social-
ists. I would ask him if he believes the 
General Accounting Office is a collec-
tion of leftists and socialists. 

I would simply point out the gen-
tleman himself, in the subcommittee 
last year, when we marked up this bill, 
supported the proposal to slow down 
the production of this aircraft until 
some of these questions could be of-
fered and said that what was happening 
on that day was ‘‘a good thing,’’ and I 
am quoting him directly. 

I have a great deal of respect for the 
service the gentleman has provided 
this country, in the military and in 
this institution; but that does not give 
him a right to question the views or 
motives of those who disagree with him 
by calling them leftists or socialists. 
Every person here on this floor is a 
good American and we believe we are 
doing our duty when we have the ‘‘te-
merity’’ to raise at least a question or 
two before we spend almost $290 billion 
of the taxpayers’ money. 

The question is not whether we want 
this country defended or not; the ques-
tion is whether we want this country 
defended in the most effective manner. 
And if we cannot have an honest dis-
cussion of that question without call-
ing into question people’s patriotism or 
motives, then that says a whole lot 
more about the gentleman who made 
those charges than it says about us.

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman 
from California (Mr. CUNNINGHAM) rise 
in opposition to the motion?

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Chairman, I 
rise in opposition to the motion, and I 
would say that the liberal left is known 
to fight against national security and 
defense for greater socialized spending. 
The gentlemen that support this 
amendment are members of the Pro-
gressive Caucus in which——
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Mr. OBEY. I am not. 
Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Let me finish. 

The author of the amendment is. 
Mr. OBEY. The statement was ‘‘the 

gentlemen who support.’’
Mr. CUNNINGHAM. I stand cor-

rected. And in that they are listed 
under the Democrat Socialists of 
America that want to cut defense by 50 
percent. 

Mr. SANDERS. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. I will not at this 
moment. 

Mr. SANDERS. The gentleman is 
making a factual inaccuracy. 

Mr. DEFAZIO. I think we are going 
to get into a point of personal privilege 
very soon if the gentleman continues 
with his bizarre and inaccurate accusa-
tions because he cannot operate a com-
puter properly. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will 
suspend. The gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. CUNNINGHAM) controls the 
time. 

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. On the computer 
program the Democrat Socialists of 
America have their own Web page, and 
on that Web page are listed the Pro-
gressive Caucus. That is a fact. And I 
have stated that the Democrat Social-
ists of America——

Mr. DEFAZIO. Is the gentleman fa-
miliar with the first amendment? Any-
body can list anything. I am going to 
be asking for a point of personal privi-
lege if the gentleman continues to in-
sult me in the most inaccurate manner 
and make inaccurate statements. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from California (Mr. CUNNINGHAM) con-
trols the time. 

Mr. DEFAZIO. He does not have the 
time to make inaccurate statements, 
and I will be asking to have his words 
taken down if he continues in this vein. 

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. The words that I 
state are factual. The Progressive Cau-
cus is listed under the Democrat So-
cialists of America, their Web page. 

Mr. DEFAZIO. The gentleman is inac-
curate. They are listed as a reference 
by another group. Any group, I am sure 
that the Nazis of America can list peo-
ple in this House if they want. Anybody 
can make such lists. It has no affili-
ation. If the gentleman is alleging an 
affiliation, he is absolutely wrong, in-
accurate. 

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Chairman, it 
is my time. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Oregon (Mr. DEFAZIO) must seek 
time later in the debate. 

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Some people 
cannot stand for the truth, and they 
would like to shout it down. 

Mr. DEFAZIO. Mr. Chairman, I de-
mand that the words be taken down. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will re-
port the words objected to. 

b 1700 
The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman 

from Oregon (Mr. DEFAZIO) insist on 
his demand? 

Mr. DEFAZIO. Mr. Chairman, I have 
seen the transcript, which uses the 
word ‘‘some’’ people. 

Obviously, I feel strongly the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. 
CUNNINGHAM) was directly referencing 
another Member of the House, me. Per-
haps he was not. 

If he is not, then I will remove the 
objection at this point in time. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Oregon (Mr. DEFAZIO) withdraws 
his demand. 

The gentleman from California (Mr. 
CUNNINGHAM) is recognized.

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Chairman, it 
is well known that people have a right 
to either support national security or 
they do not. That does not make them 
a socialist. 

A difference of opinion does not make 
them categorized by a political spec-
trum. But over a period of time, those 
that oppose national security, in my 
opinion, have hurt the ability of our 
troops to fight and wage a conflict that 
our President and this Nation offers. 

This particular amendment does not 
make one a socialist. This particular 
amendment does not mean that one 
wants to hurt defense. But over a pe-
riod of time, if historically a person op-
poses the advancement of defense, that 
is their right. But I have the right, 
also, to disagree with that. And in this 
case, I strongly disagree. 

It was my own self that opposed the 
F–22 even last year. If the gentleman 
would say that because I opposed the 
amendment last year I was a socialist, 
I would agree, too. That is not the 
case. But it is the case that I would 
make that our troops are hurting. They 
have been exposed to 149 deployments. 
Over $200 billion has come out of the 
defense bill. The White House has cut 
defense in the past. And all of these ac-
cumulated have caused a lack of train-
ing, older machines, poor retention, 
and the things that we are trying to 
address in this bill. And at the same 
time, there is a very definite threat out 
there. 

Those were the points I was attempt-
ing to make.

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman 
from Wisconsin (Mr. OBEY) withdraw 
the preferential motion? 

Mr. OBEY. Yes, I do, Mr. Chairman. 
The CHAIRMAN. Without objection, 

the motion is withdrawn. 
There was no objection. 
Mr. KUCINICH. Mr. Chairman, I 

move to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gen-
tleman from Oregon (Mr. DEFAZIO). 

Mr. DEFAZIO. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding. 

Mr. Chairman, there is sort of a con-
tradictory vein here raised by the pre-
vious gentleman. He expresses concern 
about readiness, training, basic tools, 
and things that our men and women in 
uniform need. 

In fact, this amendment would follow 
the recommendations of the Govern-
ment Accounting Office, the Pentagon, 
the Investigations Committee of the 
Armed Services, and slow down pro-
curement of a plane that has yet to 
meet any significant portion of its 
testing benchmarks, the same concerns 
expressed last year. And the GAO says, 
in fact, things have gotten dramati-
cally worse since December of last 
year, the concerns raised by the com-
mittee. That is the GAO saying that. 
That is not me. Things have gotten 
dramatically worse. 

I am saying it would be prudent be-
fore we begin to purchase for produc-
tion planes that have not yet been 
proven, planes that are going to cost 
nearly $200 million a copy, when, as the 
gentleman says, and I agree with him, 
we are not meeting the basic needs of 
our troops, whether it be in the Air 
Force, which he is particularly con-
cerned with, or the Navy, or the Army, 
or the Marines, like the young man 
whose father I met who was issued a 
garbage bag as a waterproof cover for 
his $12,000 new super-duper digital 
radio. 

I think he should have the digital 
radio. We need encrypted communica-
tions in the field so they would not 
have to use cell phones like they have 
in the last couple of conflicts. That is 
great. But the Pentagon cannot find 
the wherewithal to get a waterproof 
cover for his radio and his dad has to 
go buy him one at G.I. Joe’s. There is 
something wrong. 

There is something wrong when Hal 
the Computer at the Pentagon is order-
ing parts that are in a 100-year supply 
for wartime and it is ordering more. It 
is ordering parts for weapons that have 
been retired at outrageous prices. That 
steals from the men and women in the 
field and their basic needs, and it steals 
from every American and all their 
needs. 

The management is broken. That is 
the statement of the chairman of the 
Committee on the Budget on that side 
of the aisle, that they cannot find 
things, like the $960 million that they 
mistakenly sent to contractors, which 
they voluntarily sent back. I think 
that is wonderful. But we do not know 
how much money was mistakenly sent 
to contractors who did not send it 
back. And we have accounts still of 
outrageously overpriced items. That 
steals from the men and women in the 
field. 

And to say the response is more, 
more, more, as opposed to better man-
agement, is a mistake. And that is the 
position I have consistently taken 
since I have come to this House of Rep-
resentatives. I want the strongest, 
most efficient defense this country can 
buy so we do not steal from the men 
and women in the field and we do not 
steal from all the other needs in this 
country and more and more shoveled 
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after bad management in an attempt 
not to punish the troops in the field 
who are being punished, as the gen-
tleman himself pointed out, because 
they are not getting the training they 
need which we could fulfill if this 
amendment passed because we would 
transfer a billion dollars from a pre-
mature acquisition of a weapon that is 
not yet proven which has significant 
problems according to a number of 
very highly reputed sources.

Mr. BARR of Georgia. Mr. Chairman, 
I move to strike the requisite number 
of words. 

Mr. Chairman, this bill and its provi-
sions for funding of the next phase of 
the F–22 development is supported by 
the Department of Defense, by the 
House Committee on Armed Services, 
the House Committee on Appropria-
tions, and by the distinguished mem-
bership of the Subcommittee on De-
fense of the House Committee on Ap-
propriations. 

This amendment to cut the spending 
for the F–22 program is opposed by the 
Department of Defense, by the House 
Committee on Armed Services, by the 
House Committee on Appropriations, 
and the subcommittee chaired by the 
distinguished gentleman from Cali-
fornia. 

That fact should tell us something; 
and what it tells us is my position, as 
well: Oppose this amendment, which is 
a gutting amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, equipment, no matter 
how good, does not guarantee victory 
on the battlefield. But bad equipment, 
no matter how competent the training 
of the individuals who use it, no matter 
how highly motivated is the motiva-
tion of those who use it, will guarantee 
defeat. 

The F–22 has already proved itself, 
even in this stage of development, as 
the most superb fighter ever conceived 
by the mind of man. The technology 
that has already been proven, even in 
these early stages of its development, 
are utterly awesome. 

We need to show our fighting men 
and women and we need to show the 
rest of the world that America remains 
committed to providing the world cut-
ting edge technology. That cutting 
edge technology, which when combined 
with the superb training and the high 
motivation of our men and women, has 
always, and will with the F–22, guar-
antee air superiority and, therefore, 
victory and minimize losses on the 
field. 

Is the program perfect? Probably not. 
Are there problems? Obviously there 
are. But the scrutiny, as my colleagues 
from Georgia have already indicated, 
under which this particular program 
has been placed, and rightfully so, by 
this Congress and by the administra-
tion are handling those problems in a 
straightforward, efficient manner. 
Every one of them has been overcome. 
I am confident that every problem that 
arises in the future will be overcome. 

Is this program expensive? Yes, it is. 
Is any technological advance expen-
sive? Yes, it is. Is that a reason not to 
move forward? No, it is not. 

I urge my colleagues to strongly op-
pose this gutting amendment, to move 
forward with this piece of legislation 
with the funding for the next phase of 
the development of the F–22 aircraft. 
Our fighting men and women need it. 
Our country needs it. The world needs 
it. And they are watching. 

Mr. SANDERS. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

Mr. Chairman, I applaud my col-
league, the gentleman from Oregon 
(Mr. DEFAZIO), for offering this amend-
ment. I think what the issue that we 
are debating about is priorities. 

I believe that every Member in the 
House wants to see the United States 
have a very strong national defense. 
But we want to make sure that that 
national defense is cost effective, be-
cause there are other needs in this 
country. 

No Member of the Congress ever 
wants to see a service person killed in 
action. And we want to protect them 
the best way that we can. But simi-
larly, I would hope that no Member of 
the Congress wants to see an elderly 
person die because they cannot afford 
prescription drugs, wants to see a child 
end up in jail rather than college be-
cause that child is not getting ade-
quate elementary education, wants to 
see an American veteran sleep out on 
the street because the VA is under-
funded, wants to see a veteran of World 
War II not get the health care they 
need in a VA hospital. I do not think 
any Member wants to see that happen. 

But we have to make choices. And 
some of us say, enough is enough. 
When we talk about increasing mili-
tary spending by $22 billion and we 
talk about greatly outspending all of 
our enemies combined and then we add 
NATO to it and another $200 billion, 
how much do we need? 

We have middle class families in this 
country who cannot afford to send 
their kids to college. Should we not be 
addressing that? We are talking about 
not having enough money for Medicare. 
Several years ago this institution, 
against my vote, cut Medicare by $200 
billion; and the result is massive dis-
location in our hospitals, our nursing 
homes, and in our home health care 
agencies. 

Those are the choices that we have to 
make. Talk about those people. Do my 
colleagues want to see elderly people 
not get the health care that they need? 
That is part of this equation. And this 
is serious discussion. 

We cannot have it all, not unless we 
balloon the deficit and go back to 
where we were. So I applaud my col-
league, the gentleman from Oregon 
(Mr. DEFAZIO), for raising serious ques-
tions about how we spend our money in 
the military. 

Ms. GRANGER. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise today in opposi-
tion to the DeFazio amendment. 

The F–22 is essential to providing 
U.S. air superiority in future conflicts. 
Testing and development is ongoing, 
and the program continues to meet or 
exceed design goals for this stage of its 
development. 

Since World War II, not one of our 
U.S. land forces has been killed by an 
enemy tactical fighter. And as our re-
cent history clearly demonstrates, U.S. 
and NATO policy places an ever greater 
reliance on U.S. air superiority as a 
means to reduce casualties and project 
U.S. power. 

Unfortunately, I respectfully submit 
that the information that my col-
leagues are being provided by the oppo-
sition is inaccurate and misleading. 
Here are the facts: 

F–22 flight testing is proceeding ex-
tremely well and avionics development 
is well ahead of schedule, a first for a 
major aircraft development program.

b 1715 

The F–22 is technically sound, and 
the contractor is controlling costs and 
remaining under the congressionally 
mandated cost cap. 

It has been said the F–22 will cost 
three times as much as an F–15. This is 
incorrect. Adjusted for fiscal year 2000 
dollars, the flyaway cost of an F–22 is 
$83.6 million. An F–15 is approximately 
$70 million. Approaching the end of the 
production run, an F–22 will cost only 
$61 million. No fighter program in his-
tory will have flown as many flight 
test hours by the time the decision is 
made to proceed to low-rate produc-
tion. This is the slowest ramp-up rate 
in the history of tactical aviation. No 
fighter in aviation history will have 
produced fewer fighters in low-rate ini-
tial production. The fact is reducing 
these production numbers will cause 
massive inefficiencies, will distress 
small second- and third-tier suppliers 
and will cause a breach in the congres-
sionally mandated production cost cap, 
having little impact on the reduction 
of any technical risks. 

I urge my colleagues to oppose the 
DeFazio amendment.

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chair-
man, I move to strike the requisite 
number of words. 

Mr. Chairman, I guess much of the 
world knows that last year our sub-
committee went about what many 
thought to be impossible, that is, we 
came together in a forum that was en-
tirely nonpartisan, beginning to at-
tempt to address the question of future 
tactical fighter capability for the coun-
try. At question was the reality that 
we had three aircraft lines moving for-
ward in terms of research and develop-
ment. We had potential production 
costs that were almost endless. Yet our 
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objective out there by 2020 and 2050 was 
to make sure that America had the 
best possible tactical aircraft available 
for our men and women who defend 
freedom in the world. 

As we raised this question about the 
F–22, our point was to say this appears 
to be an aircraft that can meet our 
needs in the decades ahead. But, in-
deed, if we commit to that line before 
we know that it really works, we could 
commit ourselves to a procurement 
line that is horrendously expensive; 
and we could find ourselves on a path-
way not similar to that which was the 
B–2 not so long ago. 

So the committee dared to ask, 
should we insist upon testing, actual 
flight testing of this aircraft before we 
went forward with that long-term pro-
curement? The committee made some 
very difficult choices and began a de-
bate in the Pentagon that was a very, 
very healthy debate. As of this mo-
ment, the Congress in this bill has pro-
vided for the advance procurement 
funding that was our agreement last 
year. The gentleman from Pennsyl-
vania (Mr. MURTHA) and I agreed in the 
process that if the testing that we re-
quired, that pattern was followed, that 
we in turn would commit to the fund-
ing of 10 production aircraft. That 
agreement that we are going forward 
with here today is a reflection of both, 
I think I can speak for the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania (Mr. MURTHA) and 
myself, that we are keeping our word 
in terms of that commitment. 

Let me assure my colleagues that 
under our bill, none of the funds pro-
vided for the 10 aircraft in fiscal year 
2001 may be obligated until these tough 
testing requirements are fully satis-
fied. It is absolutely necessary that we 
follow this pathway because if we are 
going to make the expenditure to fully 
buy out this aircraft as it is now 
planned, it is a very, very big expendi-
ture indeed. With that, let me suggest 
as of this moment, the F–22 is doing 
very, very well; but it has some very 
tough testing ahead of it. We look to 
that with great interest and will con-
tinue to ask the kinds of professional 
questions that is our oversight respon-
sibility.

Mr. STEARNS. Mr. Chairman, I rise in op-
position to this amendment. 

American air superiority has reigned for over 
40 years allowing our ground forces to con-
duct operations unmolested by enemy air at-
tacks. To continue that protection, the United 
States needs a next-generation fighter to 
maintain our technological edge in combat. Air 
dominance does not mean we have more 
fighters than the enemy. It means, we have 
the fighters, the training, and the technology to 
overcome any hostile threat. 

Russian built Mig 29s and Su 27s can pro-
vide the enemy rough parity in the air, and in 
some instances, may be able to outperform 
current U.S. fighters. In addition, our fighters 
will face increasingly advanced and lethal air 
defense systems. 

In fact, Mr. Chairman, the cost of losing our 
air superiority in the future will vastly outweigh 
the cost of producing the aircraft to maintain it. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Oregon (Mr. DEFAZIO). 

The question was taken; and the 
Chairman announced that the noes ap-
peared to have it. 

Mr. DEFAZIO. Mr. Chairman, I de-
mand a recorded vote. 

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to House 
Resolution 514, further proceedings on 
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Oregon (Mr. DEFAZIO) will 
be postponed. 

The Clerk will read. 
The Clerk read as follows:

MISSILE PROCUREMENT, AIR FORCE 

For construction, procurement, and modi-
fication of missiles, spacecraft, rockets, and 
related equipment, including spare parts and 
accessories therefor, ground handling equip-
ment, and training devices; expansion of pub-
lic and private plants, Government-owned 
equipment and installation thereof in such 
plants, erection of structures, and acquisi-
tion of land, for the foregoing purposes, and 
such lands and interests therein, may be ac-
quired, and construction prosecuted thereon 
prior to approval of title; reserve plant and 
Government and contractor-owned equip-
ment layaway; and other expenses necessary 
for the foregoing purposes including rents 
and transportation of things, $2,893,529,000, to 
remain available for obligation until Sep-
tember 30, 2003. 

PROCUREMENT OF AMMUNITION, AIR FORCE 

For construction, procurement, produc-
tion, and modification of ammunition, and 
accessories therefor; specialized equipment 
and training devices; expansion of public and 
private plants, including ammunition facili-
ties authorized by section 2854 of title 10, 
United States Code, and the land necessary 
therefor, for the foregoing purposes, and 
such lands and interests therein, may be ac-
quired, and construction prosecuted thereon 
prior to approval of title; and procurement 
and installation of equipment, appliances, 
and machine tools in public and private 
plants; reserve plant and Government and 
contractor-owned equipment layaway; and 
other expenses necessary for the foregoing 
purposes, $638,808,000, to remain available for 
obligation until September 30, 2003. 

OTHER PROCUREMENT, AIR FORCE 

For procurement and modification of 
equipment (including ground guidance and 
electronic control equipment, and ground 
electronic and communication equipment), 
and supplies, materials, and spare parts 
therefor, not otherwise provided for; the pur-
chase of not to exceed 173 passenger motor 
vehicles for replacement only, and the pur-
chase of one vehicle required for physical se-
curity of personnel, notwithstanding price 
limitations applicable to passenger vehicles 
but not to exceed $230,000; lease of passenger 
motor vehicles; and expansion of public and 
private plants, Government-owned equip-
ment and installation thereof in such plants, 
erection of structures, and acquisition of 
land, for the foregoing purposes, and such 
lands and interests therein, may be acquired, 
and construction prosecuted thereon, prior 
to approval of title; reserve plant and Gov-
ernment and contractor-owned equipment 
layaway, $7,778,997,000, to remain available 
for obligation until September 30, 2003. 

PROCUREMENT, DEFENSE-WIDE 
For expenses of activities and agencies of 

the Department of Defense (other than the 
military departments) necessary for procure-
ment, production, and modification of equip-
ment, supplies, materials, and spare parts 
therefor, not otherwise provided for; the pur-
chase of not to exceed 115 passenger motor 
vehicles for replacement only; the purchase 
of 10 vehicles required for physical security 
of personnel, notwithstanding price limita-
tions applicable to passenger vehicles but 
not to exceed $250,000 per vehicle; expansion 
of public and private plants, equipment, and 
installation thereof in such plants, erection 
of structures, and acquisition of land for the 
foregoing purposes, and such lands and inter-
ests therein, may be acquired, and construc-
tion prosecuted thereon prior to approval of 
title; reserve plant and Government and con-
tractor-owned equipment layaway, 
$2,303,136,000, to remain available for obliga-
tion until September 30, 2003. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. TIERNEY 
Mr. TIERNEY. Mr. Chairman, I offer 

an amendment. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. TIERNEY:
Page 31, line 7, insert after the dollar 

amount the following: ‘‘(reduced by 
$74,530,000)’’. 

Page 35, lines 10 and 11, insert after each 
dollar amount the following: ‘‘(increased by 
$29,000,000)’’.

Mr. TIERNEY. Mr. Chairman, I seek 
to amend the bill by removing funding 
for procurement of the National Mis-
sile Defense and increasing funding for 
the military’s TRICARE senior phar-
macy program, prescription drugs for 
senior retirees. The Department indi-
cates the program is seriously under-
funded despite Congress’ expressed de-
sire to fund it. This is not the time for 
us to be spending money on actual pro-
curement. Already we have substantial 
appropriations for research and devel-
opment of NMD. This amendment 
would not affect those funds. Research 
and development would continue. 

But to start down the path of spend-
ing on procurement is premature and 
inappropriate. Any decision to embark 
on such a plan should only come after 
serious, informed national debate 
about the effect of such a decision on a 
multiple of important national inter-
ests. Foremost should be a determina-
tion if we really desire to alter our his-
toric reliance first on the theory of 
mutually assured destruction now, cou-
pled with serious and somewhat suc-
cessful efforts at nuclear nonprolifera-
tion. Are we fully prepared to face the 
likely consequences of that decision 
without first considering its wisdom? 

Here are some of the other consider-
ations that should be fully deliberated, 
debated, and determined before we 
leave the R&D phase and start procure-
ment: Are we overreacting to the 
threat that has been identified? Have 
we adequately considered that the 
costs and development together with 
the United States withdrawal from the 
ABM treaty might be more dangerous 
than any potential rogue state threat? 

Our largest nuclear arsenal threat is 
in Russia which fears that the National 
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Missile Defense is a precursor to a larg-
er system directed at them. With-
drawal from the ABM would essentially 
end the strategic arms reduction proc-
ess which ought to be our real goal. 
Russia would feel forced to design its 
force to assure penetration of future 
National Missile Defense by retaining 
its MIRV land-based ICBMs, already 
banned under START II. China could 
be expected to accelerate its strategic 
modernization program, since even the 
first phase limited NMD could defend 
against Chinese missiles and survive a 
preemptive strike. If China acceler-
ated, what would we expect India and 
then Pakistan to do? Acting so precipi-
tously to violate the ABM or to lead to 
withdrawal from it would be a serious 
blow to United States credibility as the 
leader in efforts to control nuclear 
weapons and to strengthen the nuclear 
nonproliferation regime. 

Our allies and our friends as well as 
our potential allies and friends see 
NMD as unnecessary and provocative. 
We should proceed only with caution. 
Have we fully analyzed and accepted 
the cost of building the National Mis-
sile Defense? The first phase is esti-
mated to cost $20 to $30 billion. All 
three phases in the current plan will 
probably cost two times that much. 
History shows that far less demanding 
high technology systems have gone 
well beyond original predictions, so we 
can expect the numbers to double. 
Commencing procurement before we 
have a true demonstration of readiness 
will encourage and whet the appetite of 
the true NMD believers, and they will 
press for a more comprehensive system 
a la Star Wars, costing some $100 to 
$200 billion. 

Have we truly satisfied ourselves 
that the proposed system is suffi-
ciently analyzed and demonstrated to 
be ready? Is it unworkable? Before 
turning the arms policy of this country 
inside out, this topic warrants a discus-
sion about whether the system will ac-
tually work and whether or not it is 
now at a stage where there is reason-
able assurance that it will, in fact, 
work. The development and testing of 
NMD are simply not mature enough for 
the United States to make a confident 
deployment decision this year. We 
should not be directing our resources 
for procurement until that level of con-
fidence is obtained. The key problem 
will be to get the defense to work 
against an enemy who is trying to foil 
the system, and any attacker can do so 
with technology much simpler than 
that needed for the defense system 
itself. 

We have all seen the papers from ex-
perts clearly depicting at least three of 
the many countermeasures that could 
defeat any such system. The Pentagon 
has divided the missile problem into 
two parts, getting the system to work 
without realistic countermeasures and 
getting the system to work with real-

istic countermeasures. It is our job to 
insist that we not commit procurement 
funds year after year until we are tech-
nically ready to meet both parts of 
that equation. This summer’s tests are 
not the answer. They lack realistic 
countermeasures. Starting to commit 
funds for procurement now is, as one 
expert says, like deciding to build a 
bridge to the Moon. Instead of assess-
ing feasibility of the full project before 
moving forward, we are deciding in-
stead to start building the on-ramps 
because that is the part we actually 
know how to do. 

Air Force Lieutenant General Ron 
Kadish, commander of the Pentagon’s 
Ballistic Missile Defense Organization 
admits the lack of operational tests for 
the complex system of radars, inter-
ceptor missiles, and high-speed com-
puters is anomalous for the Defense 
Department. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Massachusetts (Mr. 
TIERNEY) has expired. 

(By unanimous consent, Mr. TIERNEY 
was allowed to proceed for 1 additional 
minute.) 

Mr. TIERNEY. He said that it would 
be sometime in the 2004 time frame be-
fore all elements of the missile defense 
system could be tested together and 
then we can make a decision on wheth-
er to fully put it on full alert. He said 
that we are going to be working on 
simulations and hypothetical data. 

So when do we begin to learn? As Er-
nest Fitzgerald, Air Force financial an-
alyst used to tell us, there are only two 
phases of a weapons program: too early 
to tell and too late to stop. 

Mr. Chairman, this is the time for us 
to stop on the procurement and pro-
ceed with the R&D. We have other 
needs. One of those is the TRICARE 
senior pharmacy program while the 
R&D continues.

Mr. MURTHA. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in opposition to the amendment. As 
the gentleman knows, this is long, long 
lead money. This is money the Presi-
dent requested. The President will 
make a decision this fall. I predict his 
decision will probably be to put it off 
until the next President. But the point 
is this is not the time to cut out that 
money. If the President makes a deci-
sion, whichever way the test goes we 
will have ample opportunity when we 
are in conference to eliminate this 
money. But this is money that has to 
be spent early on in order to continue 
the program, in order to allow the or-
derly decision by the President this fall 
in order to decide one way or the other. 
The money, though, will not be spent 
until sometime way into the end of 
next year. This is premature to make 
this cut. I oppose the amendment.

Mr. KUCINICH. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in support of the Tierney amendment. I 
think it is a wise amendment because 
the idea of limiting money for procure-
ment on a system that we already have 

preliminary information about cannot 
possibly work is a service to the tax-
payers, and I certainly want to support 
such an amendment. 

There are many who say right now in 
the scientific community that the sys-
tem simply cannot work, that it is a 
waste of taxpayers’ dollars. Now, let us 
say that there is a warhead coming in 
from this system. Right now as it is 
being developed, and that as it is com-
ing in, the missile is launched to inter-
cept it, and the way we hope it works 
is that, in an ideal world, the missile 
touches the warhead and destroys it. 
That is what this is all about. However, 
what has actually happened according 
to the New York Times, a test was 
taken and the warhead simulation goes 
up, the missile intercept goes at it; but 
what happens is it actually missed the 
warhead and hits a decoy. Now, if it 
hits a decoy, what happens to the war-
head? The warhead continues on to-
wards its target and good-bye whatever 
city it is headed towards. 

The problem according to the tech-
nology that is being discussed right 
now, which is why the Tierney amend-
ment on procurement is so good, is 
that the technology does not exist to 
tell the difference between a warhead 
or a decoy. So the missiles will go up, 
and the chances are they are not going 
to do the job of intercepting. 

Now, there is a further complication 
to this and that is that on the one time 
that a test was said to be successful, 
there are creditable reports which 
again have been reported publicly by 
the New York Times which suggest 
that so-called successful test actually 
was achieved through refiguring the 
test results and in effect jimmying the 
test results, tricking them up, if you 
will, fraudulently putting the test re-
sults together and then passing that off 
as a successful test. That, by the way, 
has been communicated to the White 
House.

b 1730 
We ought to be concerned about 

whether or not a system works or 
whether it can work. 

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. KUCINICH. I yield to the gen-
tleman from California. 

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chair-
man, I appreciate my colleague, the 
gentleman from Ohio (Mr. KUCINICH), 
for yielding. I think, as the gentleman 
knows, it is just possible that reporters 
even of an esteemed newspaper like the 
New York Times do not have access to 
all of the material that might be avail-
able that is pertinent to this discus-
sion. I think the gentleman further 
knows that every Member of the House 
does have the opportunity to go to the 
intelligence room, to read the material 
that is there, that is a clear evaluation 
of that which has been suggested by a 
number of sources, some of which are 
very, very poorly developed sources. 
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I would urge my colleague to take 

advantage of both your responsibility, 
but also your opportunity to go to the 
intelligence room and read that mate-
rial for literally the protection of 
America’s involvement, and so I would 
appreciate my colleague considering 
that. 

Mr. KUCINICH. Mr. Chairman, I re-
claim my time and I respect the gen-
tleman’s suggestions. As a matter of 
fact, I have been following this for 15 
years. And the United States taxpayers 
have paid $60 billion over that 15 years, 
and we do not have a system that 
works. 

Now, think about that. Mr. and Mrs. 
American Taxpayer has paid over $60 
billion. Here, it is warheads up, missile 
comes up, shoo, $60 billion. How far can 
this keep going before it becomes a 
farce? I think we are already at that 
point. That is why I support the 
amendment of the gentleman from 
Massachusetts (Mr. TIERNEY). 

Mr. Chairman, I followed this for 15 
years. This is not Buck Rogers, folks. 
This is real tax dollars going for a sys-
tem that does not work, and now there 
is claims of fraud on the only test that 
was said to have worked. I think that 
the gentleman from Massachusetts 
(Mr. TIERNEY) raises a good point about 
cutting procurement. I think that the 
issue of destabilization of our relations 
with China and Russia ought to be of 
concern. I think that we could con-
clude that national security is being 
diminished here; that it would dimin-
ish global stability; that it is techno-
logically unproven; that the threat is 
exaggerated; and that it would under-
mine arms agreement.

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Chairman, I move to strike the last 
word and hopefully the program. 

Mr. Chairman, I, like many Members 
here, have became a student of the 
eminent gentleman from Pennsylvania, 
(Mr. MURTHA), the ranking Democrat 
and once a future chairman I hope of 
this subcommittee; and he always does 
a wonderful job. And I am particularly 
impressed because he has managed to 
classify all amendments that would cut 
defense spending into two categories: 
some are premature and others come 
too late. 

The gentleman from Pennsylvania 
(Mr. MURTHA) has in my time here suc-
cessfully managed to consign every 
amendment to either too soon or too 
late. We never quite hit the moment. 
Indeed, if there is anything less likely 
than that ballistic missile system that 
is going to hit a missile, it is that it 
will hit the right time, according to 
the gentleman from Pennsylvania (Mr. 
MURTHA.) 

I do not think either is very likely. 
They could not comment that failure 
in both cases is very expensive. If we do 
not meet the gentleman’s timetable, 
there goes a few billion. If we do not 
hit the missile, there goes a few more 
billion, sometimes in the same billion. 

Now one of the arguments for not 
adopting this amendment to move the 
spending is that the money it seeks to 
spend will not be spent. The fact that 
money will not be spent until very late 
in the year and maybe never because a 
new President will come in and make a 
decision, it is hardly a reason to do it. 

We have paid a lot of lip service to 
TRICARE. Indeed, any veteran who has 
lip problems is probably in great shape, 
any Member of the military, because 
we have done a lot for the lip area; but 
we have not done a lot for some of the 
other health areas. Previously, I did 
not get a chance to respond, the gen-
tleman from Indiana said, well, you 
know, we are under a tough situation 
now, because the bear, the Soviet 
Union, has been replaced by the vipers. 
Well, I challenge that history. 

If we listen to that statement, there 
is an assertion that we used to have the 
Soviet Union, and then when it dis-
appeared, a new threat came up, North 
Korea, Libya, Iran, Iraq. It is not my 
impression that any of those countries 
sprang into being in 1991. 

We used to have the bear and the vi-
pers, to use that metaphor. Now we 
know longer have the bear; we have the 
vipers. And as I look at this, I think 
the business of many of my colleagues 
in many of the defense spending a very 
profitable business has had their vision 
clouded. They cannot adjust to the fact 
that the Cold War is over; and the fact 
is that, yes, there are countries out 
there run by people who are unstable, 
who are evil, who wish us harm; but 
their capacity to do us harm is much 
less. 

Now, let us take the situation which 
we are told we confront here that 
North Korea might decide to launch a 
missile against us. My own view is that 
the people who run North Korea are 
immoral, but not totally suicidal; for 
any nation as weakly armed as any of 
the vipers to attack the United States 
consciously is to expect total devasta-
tion. 

We are not talking here about mutu-
ally assured destruction; that was the 
U.S. and the Soviet Union. We are talk-
ing now about very poor countries, 
none of which could do more than pro-
voke great retaliation against the 
United States. 

I want us to have the capacity to 
continue to deter that, but spending ul-
timately hundreds of billions of dollars 
on a technologically very unlikely 
scheme to try to prevent North Korea 
from attacking America when there 
are a number of other ways in which 
we can prevent North Korea from at-
tacking America is a mistake. 

We are told the next President is 
going to decide it. Let us then deal 
with it at that point. But I will tell my 
colleagues what will help because pre-
mature and too late will come forward. 
Now, we will be told, as we have been, 
that it is premature to strike the 

money. By the time that the next 
President gets around to it, we will be 
told it is too late, because we will have 
already spent the money and after all 
you do not want to spend the money 
for no good purpose, unless you are in 
the Pentagon, which you will do occa-
sionally. 

We have a tight budget. We have 
unmet needs in this country. Let’s say 
this, I may differ from some of my col-
leagues, if someone wanted to give me 
this ballistic missile defense system for 
free, I would accept it. The Chinese 
would not like it, some others will not 
like it, but I will accept it. Paying, 
however, tens of billions of dollars at a 
time when we are denying ourselves so 
many important necessary programs 
domestically makes no sense. It makes 
no sense, in particular, to begin to 
commit now to a vast amount of 
money to deter North Korea from at-
tacking the United States; that is what 
we are talking about. 

We are talking about deterring North 
Korea from attacking the United 
States. I believe we have far superior, 
more cost-effective methods of pre-
venting North Korea from attacking 
the United States. Committing our-
selves to this ballistic missile defense 
system, and that is what we will be 
doing, the rhetoric now will be this is 
very tentative, but tentative will be-
come a decision already made when we 
attach it later. 

By the way, it is only when we are 
dealing with the defense budget that 
we can talk about spending a few hun-
dred million or a couple of billion ten-
tatively. Tentativeness of the Pen-
tagon is, of course, the entire budget of 
many important programs. 

I commend my colleague, the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts (Mr. 
TIERNEY). It is a very thoughtful 
amendment. My colleagues say we are 
not getting really ready to make a de-
cision; let us put it into health care 
where we need it, and let us once try to 
hit the mean between premature and 
too late.

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, I move to 
strike the requisite number of words, 
and I rise in opposition to the amend-
ment, but I do want to say to the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts (Mr. 
FRANK) and the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts (Mr. TIERNEY) that I think 
this is a much closer call on the viabil-
ity of this program. 

General Kadish, who is the person 
who runs this office, says very clearly 
that this is a high-risk proposition. 
And we have not done enough testing 
yet to really make a deployment deci-
sion. 

The gentleman from South Carolina 
(Mr. SPRATT) and I have been looking 
into this in great detail. And, frankly, 
I am a bit concerned about the time 
schedule here for a decision. Appar-
ently, we are going to have an addi-
tional test sometime this summer; and 
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after that, the President in August is 
going to make a decision about wheth-
er we go forward with deployment, or 
as the gentleman from Pennsylvania 
(Mr. MURTHA) has suggested, he may 
decide that we do not have enough in-
formation and that the criteria that 
was laid out last year in the bill that 
talks about costs, risk and what this 
means to all of our allies and what does 
it mean to the Russians. 

I mean, there is a real question here, 
I believe, about, you know, how much 
this is going to add to our defense, and 
whether it is going to set off a chain 
reaction with the Chinese wanting to 
increase their weapons, then India, 
Pakistan. This has got tremendous 
ramifications that need to be consid-
ered. 

Frankly, the President was trying to 
work out an agreement with Mr. Putin 
in his recent trip to the Soviet Union, 
and he was unsuccessful in getting a 
limited amendment to the ABM agree-
ment so that we could do our hundred 
interceptors, but not abrogate the trea-
ty. Now, the problem is we have got 
money in the military construction bill 
to start on the X ban radar site in 
Alaska. 

In order to start, if we are going to 
abrogate the treaty or whatever we are 
going to do with the treaty, we have to 
notify the Russians in November of 
this year that we are going to do some-
thing that goes outside the agreement. 
Now, some people have suggested 
maybe there is a way to finesse that, 
and that really starting this construc-
tion is not really an abrogation, but 
this gets into very legalistic deter-
minations. 

So I think the thing to do here is 
that we should make a point, all of us, 
with this administration, just as we 
said on the F–22, Mr. Chairman, that 
we need more testing. We need to look 
at the question of can this thing handle 
the decoys and can it handle these 
other threats that are presented. 

I must say, I have always been a 
strong believer in our triad, our stra-
tegic deterrent; and although I am 
rarely persuaded by the gentleman 
from Massachusetts (Mr. FRANK) on 
these matters, I do believe there is a 
strong case that anybody would be act-
ing suicidally and insanely to try to 
launch one or two weapons at the 
United States. 

I do believe my own judgment is de-
terrence will continue to work for a 
reasonable period of time into the fu-
ture. It is going to take us at least 5 
years before we have this system any-
way, so let us do it right. Let us get 
the testing; let us make sure we have 
got this thing done. We have already 
spent $60 billion. We are going to spend 
a lot more; probably we are going to do 
this. So let us take the time to do it 
right. 

I am still going to stay with the com-
mittee on this particular amendment, 

but I did want to say this today be-
cause I think the gentleman has a very 
thoughtful amendment and has ap-
proached this in a very constructive 
way. 

Mr. TIERNEY. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. DICKS. I yield to the gentleman 
from Massachusetts.

Mr. TIERNEY. Mr. Chairman, first of 
all, I want to thank the gentleman for 
his comments, and I thank the gen-
tleman for all time that we spent dis-
cussing this and expressing his views. 
The concern I have, obviously, is the 
fact that we seem once again when it 
comes to a military procurement to be 
spending the money to start building 
something before all of the appropriate 
testing is done and before we know 
that we are realistically going to be 
able to perform the act. 

I think too often we have had insuffi-
cient and unrealistic testing, and as 
the GAO has said, along with over-
stated performance claims and under-
stated cost reports. And I think this 
procurement since it is not anticipated 
as the gentleman from Pennsylvania 
(Mr. MURTHA) said to be really spent 
this fiscal year or at least not until the 
very end of it, why not take this oppor-
tunity to not start down this path 
where we are putting the cart before 
the horse, put the money where it is 
really needed in the TRICARE, where 
we know that is an expense we are 
going to have, and allow the research 
and development to get us to that 
point, if it ever does, where we can say 
that now both ends, both the idea of 
getting the missile up to work without 
deception and one that works with de-
ception in place, that would be the 
time to move forward. Otherwise, I 
think we are recreating a scenario that 
we saw with Star Wars since 1984, it 
was mentioned, all this time later, $50 
billion-plus later, we find ourselves 
still without anything tangible for it. 

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, reclaim-
ing my time, I do agree with the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts (Mr. 
TIERNEY) that this is a high-risk ven-
ture. Even the proponents of it recog-
nize that, but I think we need to keep 
moving this thing. I think what we 
need to see does the next test work and 
can the President do anything dip-
lomatically. If not, I hope, frankly, 
that he pushes this off until the next 
Presidency. I think it would be much 
better for the next President to make 
this decision. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Washington (Mr. 
DICKS) has expired. 

(By unanimous consent, Mr. DICKS 
was allowed to proceed for 1 additional 
minute.) 

Mr. DOGGETT. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. DICKS. I yield to the gentleman 
from Texas. 

Mr. DOGGETT. Mr. Chairman, is it 
correct that there are no plans to test 

the capability of this system to deal 
with decoys even scheduled until the 
year 2005, as has been reported in the 
press? 

Mr. DICKS. No, no, they have tested 
it already against decoys. They used a 
balloon. I hope this is not classified. Is 
this classified? 

MR. LEWIS of California. Be careful. 
Mr. DICKS. Okay. I cannot get into 

any classified information. 
Mr. DOGGETT. I do not want to get 

into anything classified. 
Mr. DICKS. I strike those words. We 

have tested it against some decoys. 
Mr. DOGGETT. Not the major tests? 
Mr. DICKS. It is not against a high-

up? 
Mr. DOGGETT. The major test is 

scheduled for 2005 according to pub-
lished reports in the press within the 
last month. 

Mr. MURTHA. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. DICKS. I yield to the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. MURTHA. Mr. Chairman, I sug-
gest to the gentleman from Wash-
ington (Mr. DICKS) that we not get into 
this.

b 1745 

Mr. DEFAZIO. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of the 
amendment. I do not understand how 
anybody can object to meeting a real 
need with health care and not putting 
up money for beginning procurement of 
a system that is not yet known, it is 
not a known quantity; it has not had, 
as far as we know, any successful test. 

Now, it is true they claim to have 
had a successful test, but an employee 
of the contractor filed suit saying, in 
fact, they had faked the tests and the 
data. An expert on this sort of missile 
technology, Ted Postal at MIT, ob-
tained the data, analyzed it, and wrote 
a letter and said, in fact, she was right, 
they had faked up the data, it did not 
work, it could not discriminate among 
decoys. This is all in the public realm. 
The first response of the Pentagon and 
the White House was that Mr. Postal 
was absolutely wrong, he was working 
with the wrong data set, his analysis 
was bad, and they would prove him 
wrong. But before they proved him 
wrong, they classified his critique and 
they now are not trying to prove him 
wrong, so I guess his critique was right. 

In fact, the data was faked out by the 
contractor and, in fact, the system 
does not work; after $60 billion, it still 
does not work, a couple more billion 
this year, and now let us move to pro-
curement. Let us vitiate the only via-
ble arms control we have ever had in 
terms of the agreements we have 
reached with the former Soviet Union 
and vitiate the ABM Treaty and start a 
new arms race with China and what is 
left of the Soviet Union, Russia and 
whoever else can produce these things. 
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Mr. Chairman, this is madness. This 

is madness. It is almost as mad as the 
thought that the dictator of North 
Korea is going to build a missile, if he 
could, that could possibly wobble its 
way over to the United States and hit 
us with one missile, and then if he had 
that thing, he would shoot it, which 
would be detected 30 seconds after 
launch, and the retaliation would turn 
his country into glass. I do not think 
he is going to shoot that missile. 

There are other ways that a dictator 
or terrorist can threaten our security, 
and it is not with a missile that can be 
detected. And, if they were not going 
to use a missile, then it would be some-
one who is a little more advanced who 
would shoot underneath the system. It 
cannot work against cruise missiles 
which can carry nuclear warheads; it 
cannot work against depressed sub-
marine-launched missiles, depressed 
trajectory missiles. Everyone admits 
that. No one is saying they are trying 
to design a system to do that, so we al-
ready know. They can use counter-
measures, they can bring in ICBMs. If 
they do not want to use ICBMs, they 
can use a much cheaper cruise missile, 
they can use a much cheaper sub-
marine missile, they can go under it, 
but I do not even think that is a real 
threat. 

Mr. Chairman, I am on the Sub-
committee on Coast Guard and Mari-
time Transportation. We have a real 
threat. Today, anybody can steam a 
tramp steamer under a bizarre foreign 
flag, Libya or some other country that 
does not exist that has a phoney reg-
istry, into any port in this Nation 
without being checked. Well, that 
might present a real threat to the secu-
rity of this country, and I am not going 
to go on very much more about that, 
but that is something we ought to be 
thinking about. 

We are not dealing with the real 
threats here. We are dealing with a 
program that was cynically designed to 
put expenditures in three-quarters of 
the congressional districts of this 
country to provide some profits to 
some defense contractors and some em-
ployment to some scientists that can-
not ever successfully defend our Na-
tion. 

Mr. Chairman, it is time to stop 
wasting the money. If we want to go 
ahead and continue to waste the money 
on testing, do not lock us into procure-
ment, do not vitiate the ABM Treaty, 
and do not lock us into procurement on 
a system that has yet to have a suc-
cessful, honest test.

Mr. WELDON of Pennsylvania. Mr. 
Chairman, I move to strike the req-
uisite number of words. 

Mr. Chairman, first I want to con-
gratulate the distinguished chairman 
and ranking member for their leader-
ship on this issue and my colleagues on 
both sides of the aisle for working in a 
bipartisan manner. 

Let us get some facts straight, first 
of all. The gentleman raised a point 
about the need to deal with weapons of 
mass destruction. Let us make the case 
and let us put the facts where they are, 
if the gentleman will listen to me. We 
are spending $11 billion this year, $11 
billion on weapons of mass destruction 
and the consequence management to 
deal with those threats, $11 billion. To 
say that we are not doing anything is 
poppy cock. 

The second point the gentleman said 
is that there is no need to defend 
against missiles. Well, let us face the 
facts, I say to my colleagues. The 
weapon of choice today is a missile. 
When Saddam Hussein wanted to reign 
terror on the Jewish folks in Israel, he 
did not choose a truck bomb, he did not 
choose to put a ship up in the harbor, 
he fired the Scud missiles that he got 
from North Korea and Russia into 
Israel; and we could not defend against 
it. When those two dozen young Ameri-
cans, half of them from my friend’s dis-
trict came back home in body bags 9 
years ago because they were killed in 
the largest loss of life in the last 10 
years, it was not because of a truck 
bomb, it was because Saddam Hussein 
chose to try to neutralize America by 
firing a Scud missile that we could not 
defend against, into a barracks, while 
young men and women from our 
friend’s district, half of them, from 
Greensburg, Pennsylvania, were mas-
sacred. 

Mr. Chairman, this amendment is a 
disastrous amendment. We cannot de-
ploy a missile defense system next 
year. That is all rhetoric, and all of our 
colleagues who attended the 150 classi-
fied briefings and closed hearings know 
that over the past 6 years. We cannot 
deploy under the President’s planning 
system until 2005. 

But, Mr. Chairman, there are certain 
things we have to do now to be ready to 
make that decision. The money that is 
in this bill for national missile defense 
is for radar, it is for preparing a site, it 
is for integration of systems. We can-
not wait until the very end to do those 
things. 

So if we pass this amendment, we kill 
the program. Let us be honest about it. 
We all want successful intercepts. My 
colleague said we have not had some 
successful intercepts. Well, let me just 
again correct the RECORD and let me 
point out what, in fact, we have done 
since 1999 in March. We have had six 
successful intercepts. We had, using 
hit-to-kill technology, one with our 
NND program, two with THAAD, our 
Army program, and three with PAC 3. 
In fact, the Israelis have had similar 
successful intercepts with the ARROW 
program. 

Mr. Chairman, we are making 
progress. Have we solved all of the 
problems? No. But it is a challenge 
that the scientists who are dealing 
with these issues feel that we can 
meet. 

The gentleman says it is a pork bar-
rel program. I do not have any missile 
defense contractors in my district. I do 
not have any. I do not have any favor-
ite programs. I am willing to let the 
administration decide what is the best 
option. Some of my colleagues want 
sea based, some want land based, and 
some want space based. I am willing to 
let the administration make those de-
cisions. This amendment ruins all of 
those options. 

We have worked hard in a bipartisan 
way to get to where we are today. 
Democrats and Republicans have 
joined together for what is best for this 
country. This Sunday, I will leave for 
Russia, for Moscow with Secretary 
Cohen at his invitation. I am going to 
go to Moscow and miss votes because I 
think it is important, as I did before 
our bill came up last March, to brief 
the Russians on why we are doing what 
we are doing. We are not trying to back 
Russia into a corner, and the gen-
tleman knows that. We have a con-
certed effort to work with the Rus-
sians. And when I go to Moscow with 
Secretary Cohen on Monday and Tues-
day and Wednesday, I will sit there 
with the members of the Duma, with 
General Sergeyev, the Minister of De-
fense in Russia and we will sit there 
with the Minister of Foreign Affairs 
from Russia. And we will tell them 
that the threat is not Russia, but the 
threat is from the rogue states of Iran, 
Iraq, Syria, Libya and North Korea. 

When the North Koreans test 
launched the Taepo Dong I 3-stage mis-
sile on August the 31st of 1998 over Ja-
pan’s territory, the CIA acknowledged 
that that missile can now hit the U.S.; 
and we have no defense against that. If 
this amendment is passed, we will not 
be able to keep a time frame in place 
to move toward a 2005 deployment 
date. This is a wrecking amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I urge my colleagues 
on both sides of the aisle, my good 
Democrat friends like my colleague 
and friend, the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania (Mr. MURTHA), and the gen-
tleman from Washington (Mr. DICKS), 
the gentleman from South Carolina 
(Mr. SPRATT), all of those who have 
come together on this program; the 
gentleman from Virginia (Mr. PICK-
ETT), the gentleman from Virginia (Mr. 
SISISKY), the gentleman from Texas 
(Mr. REYES), all of them; the gen-
tleman from Hawaii (Mr. ABER-
CROMBIE), all of my colleagues who 
have worked hard, to continue to sup-
port the program that my gentleman’s 
President wants from his party, and I 
acknowledge that he is our leader, and 
that is a program to move forward to a 
deployment date in the year 2005. Pass-
ing this amendment stops that process. 
Passing this amendment does severe 
damage. 

My friend would say well, we want to 
make sure the program works. Well, we 
do too, and that is why in the last bill 
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we punished the Lockheed Corporation 
because they were not successfully 
testing a THAAD program. We put in 
$10 million hits every time they were 
unsuccessful.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania (Mr. 
WELDON) has expired. 

(By unanimous consent, Mr. WELDON 
of Pennsylvania was allowed to proceed 
for 2 additional minutes.) 

Mr. WELDON of Pennsylvania. Mr. 
Chairman, when we had a problem with 
the THAAD program, the Members of 
Congress in both committees, the Com-
mittee on Appropriations and the au-
thorization committee, from both sides 
came together and they said, we do not 
want to fund programs that do not 
work; we do not want companies mak-
ing big bucks and not being held ac-
countable. So what did we do? 

My friend and my leader up there, 
the gentleman from South Carolina 
(Mr. SPENCE), working with the gen-
tleman from Missouri (Mr. SKELTON), 
with the gentleman from California 
(Mr. LEWIS), and working with the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania (Mr. MUR-
THA), told the Lockheed Martin Com-
pany, if you do not get your act to-
gether and straighten out the quality 
control issues in the THAAD program, 
we are going to punish you. We have 
put language in the defense bill that 
said, every unsuccessful intercept 
would cost them $10 million out of 
their corporate pockets, out of their 
profits, and that allowed then Lock-
heed to get their program together and 
their act together and the THAAD pro-
gram has now had three successful 
intercepts in a row. 

So when my colleague points out 
that we all want successful tests, he is 
right. I would just urge our colleagues 
on both sides of the aisle to over-
whelmingly reject this amendment, 
support the request of President Clin-
ton, support the request of Secretary 
Cohen, and allow this program to move 
to the next step. If we do that together, 
in the end, we will have a viable pro-
gram that will provide the protection 
for America that will prevent similar 
situations like we had 9 years ago when 
those Americans came home in body 
bags because we could not defend a 
low-class missile from hitting and kill-
ing them while they were asleep in 
their barracks. 

Ms. LEE. Mr. Chairman, I move to 
strike the requisite number of words. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise to support the 
Tierney amendment and thank him for 
introducing it and engaging in this de-
bate. 

Today, we are debating a defense bill 
that includes billions of dollars for a 
national missile defense system that is 
profoundly flawed. Now, I had the 
privilege to work with my predecessor, 
Congressman Ron Dellums, for many 
years, and I remember and many of us 
remember his vigilance, his dedication 

and his careful analysis and profound 
arguments against star wars. Well, 
here we are again. 

In the 1980s, critics of star wars 
rightly argued that it would cost bil-
lions, restart the nuclear arms race 
and ultimately not work. National mis-
sile defense is star wars with a new 
name, and all of the old problems. This 
program will cost billions of dollars at 
a time when we have failed to solve 
deep and far-reaching social problems 
here at home. We will be putting bil-
lions of dollars into an unproven mili-
tary system when we have some 275,000 
homeless veterans living on the streets 
of our cities and 44 million uninsured 
Americans with no health care. 

This year’s appropriation will be fol-
lowed by billions more if we go down 
this road. We will be putting billions of 
dollars into a system in the name of 
national defense that will actually cre-
ate greater international instability 
and accelerate nuclear proliferation. 
National missile defense, or Star Wars 
II, undermines the antiballistic missile 
treaty with Russia and, in all likeli-
hood, it will probably convince the Chi-
nese to expand their nuclear arsenal. 
National missile defense escalates the 
international arms race and escalates 
and accelerates nuclear proliferation, 
and it will not protect us from the 
most likely nuclear threat. In all prob-
ability, a nuclear assault will not come 
as an ICBM but as a suitcase bomb that 
Star Wars systems will never see and 
will never shoot down. 

Finally, we will be putting billions of 
dollars into a system that expert after 
expert has told us will not work, even 
against attacks from ICBMs.

b 1800 

For example, the Union of Concerned 
Scientists and the American Physical 
Society have both pointed out that in 
addition to moral questions, in addi-
tion to geopolitical questions, in addi-
tion to economic questions, national 
missile defense systems will not work. 
These physicists tell us that MMD can 
be fooled by countermeasures that can 
be produced by any country that is ca-
pable of building a nuclear bomb in the 
first place. 

Understand, I am not opposed to en-
suring our national security. What I 
am opposed to is this national missile 
defense system, Star Wars II. Nor am I 
alone in making this distinction. The 
United States has failed to respond to 
the new realities of the post-Cold War. 

Let me give a quote which I recently 
discovered: ‘‘It is as if [President] Bill 
Clinton’s military was structured to go 
to war with [President] Ronald Rea-
gan’s, rather than that of Iraq or North 
Korea.’’ 

This quote comes from an organiza-
tion, Business Leaders for Sensible Pri-
orities, a group that includes retired 
brigadier generals, rear admirals, and 
some of the Nation’s foremost busi-

nessmen and women. It is leading the 
way in calling for sensible, rational, 
and necessary budget cuts. 

This organization commissioned 
President Ronald Reagan’s Assistant 
Secretary of Defense to analyze today’s 
military budget. In their report, ‘‘a 
Cold War Budget Without a Cold War,’’ 
they convincingly argued that the pro-
posed ballistic missile spending and the 
defense budget as a whole are excessive 
and out of sync with actual security 
needs. 

The 20th century was really stamped 
and we are still dealing with the im-
print, I would say, of the Cold War. But 
it is our responsibility really to forge 
safer and sounder and saner policies in 
the 21st century. National missile de-
fense is really not the way to do that. 
Rather, we should do what this amend-
ment does. We should ensure that there 
are adequate funds to ensure that our 
retirees, for example, have access to 
medicines and to pharmaceuticals 
which they so deserve.

Mr. DOGGETT. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of 
this amendment and in opposition to 
the fantasy that is properly called ‘‘the 
Star Wars Missile Defense System.’’ I 
commend the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts for his courage in advancing 
this amendment. 

It is not too early for the Congress to 
debate this important issue. Indeed, it 
is quickly becoming too late to have a 
meaningful debate about a national 
missile defense system. The United 
States has already spent over $100 bil-
lion dollars, on Star Wars. Now we are 
told that for a mere $60 billion more, 
according to the Republican Congres-
sional Budget Office, we can have a 
‘‘limited missile defense system.’’ 

Of course, the many advocates of 
Star Wars, who say that a mere $60 bil-
lion system would be too limited, rec-
ommend spending two or three times 
that amount. They mistakenly search 
for absolute security by absolutely 
draining the taxpayer for a very ques-
tionable venture. 

Without the amendment of the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts (Mr. 
TIERNEY), this debate is limited to 
choosing between bad and worse, be-
tween an ultra expensive program and 
a larger, more outlandishly and even 
more expensive program. 

There are multiple problems with 
Star Wars. 

First, Star Wars does not work. The 
supporters are really saying, ‘‘do not 
let good science get in the way of good 
politics;’’ ‘‘Deploy first and then see if 
it works later.’’ 

Hitting a bullet with a bullet is a sig-
nificant, technical challenge. The ad-
vocates of this plan promise that it 
will shield the entire country when, in 
fact, it cannot dependably destroy even 
one incoming missile. Nor can this sys-
tem adequately detect the difference 
between missiles and decoys. 
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The second problem with Star Wars 

is that it does not adequately deal with 
what is a very real threat from rogue 
nations and terrorist groups. An enemy 
that wants to detonate a weapon of 
mass destruction does not need to de-
velop an intercontinental missile sys-
tem. They can rely on a smart bomb, 
which can little more than a suitcase 
and a fanatic. A human being with a 
nuclear or biological weapon can do 
great damage. But this defense at $60, 
$120, perhaps $200 billion offers abso-
lutely no ability to defend against that 
kind of threat. 

The third and perhaps most impor-
tant problem is that Star Wars is coun-
terproductive. It actually jeopardizes 
our security. 

In Asia, Star Wars even the possi-
bility of deployment is already encour-
aging the Chinese, to produce even 
more missiles and to plan for MIRVing 
existing missiles with multiple war-
heads. A much larger Chinese nuclear 
force will be the natural result of the 
deployment of even a so-called ‘‘lim-
ited’’ system. 

As China expands its nuclear capa-
bility, India will feel threatened. As 
India expands its nuclear capability, 
Pakistan will feel threatened. In short, 
Star Wars will create the very reality, 
the very threat that it seeks to avoid. 

In Europe, we send forth a message of 
division. All of our major allies for 
whom this ‘‘limited’’ deployment offers 
absolutely no protection are left to 
fend for themselves. That is one of the 
reasons that they have consistently ob-
jected to even a limited, ill-advised 
Star Wars system. 

With the foolish decision that was 
made in this Capitol last year to reject 
the Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty, 
and the refusal to ratify other arms 
control agreements, a decision to de-
ploy now sends a Cold War message to 
Russia when we should be seizing an 
historic opportunity to dramatically 
reduce the number of nuclear weapons 
on this planet. 

Deploying Star Wars, whether on a 
limited, complete, or in between basis, 
will fuel a world arms race that will 
make this Earth a much more dan-
gerous place for all of our families. It 
substitutes political arrogance for good 
sense and good science. In short, Star 
Wars means that American families 
will pay more taxes for much less secu-
rity. I urge adoption of the amend-
ment.

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chair-
man, I move to strike the requisite 
number of words. 

Mr. Chairman, we are at a very, very 
critical time in America’s history. 
There is little doubt that in the past, 
as Ronald Reagan raised the question 
of a strategic defense initiative and a 
thing dubbed, by some, Star Wars, that 
one of the fall-outs of all of that dis-
cussion is that media across the coun-
try would make a mockery of the sug-

gestion that we might be challenged by 
way of a missile threat. 

Over time, the public came to the 
point of believing that we actually had 
a missile defense system. They actu-
ally, in sizeable percentages, think we 
have this in place. The reality is that 
these are very hard things that we are 
about. The business of hitting a missile 
with a missile or a bullet with a bullet 
is very difficult stuff. 

But we have technology moving for-
ward that offers huge potential in 
terms of America’s capability to defend 
itself from an errant missile attack, 
from a rogue Nation reacting in a fash-
ion that would make no sense. None-
theless, this President, William Jeffer-
son Clinton, has asked us to put in this 
budget a dollar amount for long lead 
procurement, for development, laying 
the foundation for us to have the sen-
sors and other equipment in place to 
measure whether this kind of defense 
system actually has potential to pro-
tect our people. He is not doing that 
lightly. 

At the same time, the President has 
just finished a personal round of dis-
cussions with Mr. Putin. We all know 
that President Clinton is a very per-
suasive fellow, especially when he is 
one on one, and as of this moment, Mr. 
Putin is reconsidering the role of a 
shield in terms of Russia’s interests as 
well as our interests. They are not 
rigid on this matter, and in no small 
part because I believe this President is 
very persuasive. 

All of the experts that I have had the 
privilege of spending a lot of time with 
in recent years suggest to me that per-
haps America has no near peer in the 
world for maybe as long as 10 years. I 
believe that that is likely the case. 
Over time there is a chance that China 
may come online and that India indeed 
might develop a competitive spirit in 
Asia. 

Laying the foundation for that, Mr. 
Chairman, it seems to me there lies the 
strongest argument for this $288.5 bil-
lion bill, is to set the stage for America 
to be ready to defend our country if we 
need to long-term. 

Our actual purpose is not that. Our 
purpose is to set the stage that causes 
those leaders in Asia to know that 
America is so good and so able to de-
fend herself that there must be other 
avenues to making it to a successful 
path in this shrinking world. What we 
hope is that the future leaders of China 
and India, indeed, will look around and 
say, wait a minute, why should we 
waste our resources following that 
pathway when the marketplace itself 
will work? Indeed, what we are about 
here is seeking to provide leadership 
for peace. 

We talked about costs a while ago. 
Some of the costs that were discussed 
would suggest that we should not put a 
lot of money in R&D to make sure we 
are the best of the best in the future. 

The F–22, for example, will cost in just 
a short time ahead some $61 billion as 
we go out to make sure this tactical 
fighter system will work. Peace and 
building for peace is not cheap, Mr. 
Chairman. 

This bill reflects the only real reason 
to have a national government; that is, 
to make sure that we are prepared to 
fight if we need to, but most impor-
tantly, to pursue those pathways to 
peace. 

I must conclude my remarks by sug-
gesting to all my colleagues that peace 
indeed is very, very expensive, and the 
most serious of our responsibilities as a 
national government. But we cannot 
begin to calculate the cost of war, Mr. 
Chairman. What America’s leadership 
is about is to lay a foundation that will 
almost guarantee that leaders of com-
mon sense in the future will not want 
to follow a pathway that follows con-
frontation and war. 

Mr. HOLT. Mr. Chairman, I move to 
strike the requisite number of words. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of the 
Tierney amendment. The national mis-
sile defense as proposed would not be 
effective. We have heard that over and 
over again today. It would be costly to 
deploy and easily circumvented. 

The proposed missile defense system 
probably would not work as designed, 
and wishing so will not overcome the 
physics. I speak with some background 
in the area. It could be confused with 
decoys. It could be bypassed with suit-
case bombs and pick-up trucks and sea-
launched missiles. 

It would be not just billions of dol-
lars down the drain. It is not just a di-
version of precious resources that 
could be used for TRICARE or other 
such things. But we are told that this 
is going to provide a defense for us. No, 
it is worse than a waste. Simple stra-
tegic analysis tells us that a provoca-
tive yet permeable defense system is 
destabilizing and actually leads to re-
duced security. 

In fact, the more effective the system 
turned out to be, the worse an idea it 
would be, because of the increase in in-
stability and the damage done to our 
efforts to reduce weapons around the 
world. 

Mr. Chairman, this is a weapons sys-
tem in search of a cooperative enemy. 
Sure, it is a shield. We have heard 
about shields of the knights of yore. 
But where do the knights use those 
shields? Not around the house. They 
uses them in battle. They use them in 
battle because they can thrust and 
parry from behind that shield. 

We say, no, no, this is just a defen-
sive shield. Those other countries do 
not need to be concerned what we are 
doing behind our shield. Well, only a 
cooperative enemy would believe us. 
Only a cooperative enemy would not 
try to use technically easily accessible 
decoys to defeat the system. 

Therefore, I think we should defeat 
the Star Wars, Star Wars II, Star Wars 
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Lite, Star Wars again program and use 
those resources for other, more human-
itarian, much saner uses, and in the 
process, increase our security. 

Mr. WELDON of Pennsylvania. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HOLT. I yield to the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. WELDON of Pennsylvania. Mr. 
Chairman, is the gentleman aware that 
Russia, which he has alluded to, has an 
operational ABM system, which he said 
is not necessary, and they have up-
graded it three times? Is the gentleman 
aware of that? 

Mr. HOLT. I am aware of the 1968 
ABM treaty. 

Mr. WELDON of Pennsylvania. I am 
not talking about treaty, but an ABM 
system that protects 75 percent of the 
Russian people surrounding Moscow, 
upgraded three times. Is the gentleman 
aware of that? 

Mr. HOLT. I am aware that there is a 
system. It does not protect 75 percent 
of the Russian people. 

Mr. WELDON of Pennsylvania. Mr. 
Chairman, I would ask the gentleman, 
has the gentleman ever come to one of 
our 145 briefings on the issue? I have 
not seen him at one. 

Mr. HOLT. I have had classified brief-
ings on the subject. 

Mr. WELDON of Pennsylvania. Per-
sonal briefings. I thank the gentleman. 

Mr. HOLT. I do know something 
about the subject having studied and 
taught physics over many years. 

In the vacuum above the Earth’s at-
mosphere, it is almost trivial to set up 
decoys that would spoof such a system. 

Mr. WELDON of Pennsylvania. Is the 
gentleman aware that we had a test 
occur October 2, 1999, where we 
launched an interceptor from Kwaja-
lein that carried a 120-pound 
EXOatmospheric kill vehicle that 
intercepted a reentry vehicle and dis-
tinguished it from a decoy, distin-
guished it from a decoy successfully at 
16,000 miles per hour 140 miles above 
the Pacific Ocean? 

Is the gentleman aware of the test? 
Mr. HOLT. I believe, if I am not mis-

taken, that was the test where the 
intercept vehicle tracked the decoy for 
a while. 

Mr. WELDON of Pennsylvania. The 
thing is, it successfully distinguished 
the decoy from the reentry vehicle, hit 
it, and knocked it out, which is exactly 
the challenge we are pursuing. The 
gentleman just said we cannot do that. 
We have done it. If the gentleman 
would contact his own administration, 
he would find the facts.

b 1815 

Mr. HOLT. Mr. Chairman, I am aware 
of that test. I do not find it convincing 
and I certainly do not find the many 
failures that preceded and followed 
that convincing. 

Mr. TIERNEY. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HOLT. I yield to the gentleman 
from Massachusetts. 

Mr. TIERNEY. Mr. Chairman, the 
point just is there was a statement 
made earlier that passing of this 
amendment would kill the program. I 
think that is a bit of an exaggeration 
on that. I cannot imagine for a second 
that if this amendment passed, that 
next year we would not see these num-
bers back in here and another attempt 
to put it in. 

This amendment, according to the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania (Mr. 
MURTHA), this money may not be spent 
this fiscal year and likely will not be 
spent this year. So surely that is not 
going to kill it. 

Mr. Chairman, we ought to talk 
about what this is. It is an amendment 
to reduce the procurement money to 
keep the R&D. And clearly, the re-
search shows that it cannot work.

Mr. MARKEY. Mr. Chairman, the amend-
ment offered by Representative TIERNEY and 
myself is quite simple. It would strike $74.5 
million from the ‘‘Defense-Wide Procurement’’ 
funds in this defense appropriations act and 
return $29 million to the Defense Health Pro-
gram. The only program that it would reduce 
is the National Missile Defense System. 

Sixteen years ago we started this debate on 
a national missile defense system. Back then 
we had fanciful names for the components of 
the proposed missile defense system. We had 
‘‘brilliant pebbles’’ to blind our senses with the 
wonders of our technological imagination. Of 
course, you had to have rocks in your head to 
believe it. This system was so imaginative we 
even named it ‘‘Star Wars’’. This umbrella of 
hydrogen-bomb-pumped lasers and kinetic kill 
vehicles was supposed to protect us against a 
full-scale Soviet nuclear missile attack. 

Well, Mr. Chairman, there was a reason the 
name was based on Hollywood—the system 
was—and is—pure fiction. With time—and lots 
of money spent—only the names have 
changed. Today we are talking about pro-
curing hardware for upgrades to early warning 
radars and X-band radars. Hardly the exotic 
names of the past. But the system is no less 
fanciful, just less effective. 

No longer are we trying to protect against 
thousands of warheads. Now we hope to 
shoot down just ten or twenty. It seems the 
more money we spend, the less we plan to 
hit. With $60 billion in past research and de-
velopment and another $60 billion in planned 
investment, we may be able to protect our 
country against 30 missiles. 

Even after all this investment the technology 
still has a long way to go. In the simple tests 
we conducted, the system has not performed 
well. In one test the interceptor failed to hit the 
dummy target. In the other test, there was a 
hit, but only because the interceptor found the 
decoy, not the warhead. So today we’re talk-
ing about procuring equipment for a system 
that still doesn’t work, that has cost $60 billion 
and will cost at least another $30 billion. Most 
importantly, the Administration hasn’t even 
made the decision to go forward with this lat-
est summer rerun of ‘‘Star Wars’’. 

Now there is one thing this system will defi-
nitely do. You see we are being asked to pro-

cure parts for a national missile defense sys-
tem that might defend our country against a 
ballistic missile attack from a nation such as 
North Korea or Iran but will promote nuclear 
proliferation in Russia, China and other non-
nuclear states eyeing the advisability of jump-
ing the nuclear fence. In this case, it will be 
the vertical proliferation that characterized the 
arms build-up of the 80s. 

Russia, we know, opposes any unilateral 
deployment of a National Missile Defense sys-
tem that would violate the Anti-Ballistic Missile 
Treaty. If we go ahead and deploy unilaterally, 
the Russians have promised to withdraw from 
the arms control agreements that finally put a 
ceiling on the rising nuclear arms skyscrapers 
and started to take them down floor by floor. 
Eliminating this system of treaties would have 
severe consequences for the safety and secu-
rity of the United States. It could re-ignite the 
arms build-up that we have worked so hard to 
stop. 

The opposition of China to a missile de-
fense system could be an even bigger prob-
lem. Only two weeks ago this body voted to 
grant permanent normal trade relations with 
China, to increase and improve their economy. 
Are we going to spark a new arms spiral to 
make sure that their new economy is con-
sumed by new weapons? 

China has indicated that they will likely re-
spond to a National Missile Defense system 
with an increase in missiles. On May 12, in 
the Washington Times, Sha Zukang, director 
of arms control and disarmament at the Chi-
nese Foreign Ministry indicated, ‘‘The pro-
posed U.S. National Missile Defense could 
neutralize China’s . . . arsenal and already 
has prompted Russia and China to begin dis-
cussions on ways to overcome it.’’

How does this supposed ‘‘defense’’ system 
increase our security, if it leads to an offensive 
response from nations with proven nuclear 
ballistic missile systems? Remember, the 
greatest threat to U.S. security is still the 
mammoth nuclear arsenals in Russia and 
China. These are real rockets capable of real 
destruction not the maybe missiles of North 
Korea. 

The American people understand this. In a 
recent poll conducted by the Pew Research 
Center For the People and The Press and the 
Pew Charitable Trust, when asked how they 
felt about missile defense if it jeopardizes 
arms reduction talks with Russia, 55% of re-
spondents opposed missile defense and only 
35% support it. The people have spoken, now 
it is time for this Congress to listen. 

I urge members to support this amendment 
and halt the initial procurement for the national 
missile defense system. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts (Mr. 
TIERNEY). 

The amendment was rejected. 
The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read. 
The Clerk read as follows:

DEFENSE PRODUCTION ACT PURCHASES 

For activities by the Department of De-
fense pursuant to sections 108, 301, 302, and 
303 of the Defense Production Act of 1950 (50 
U.S.C. App. 2078, 2091, 2092, and 2093), 
$3,000,000 only for microwave power tubes 
and to remain available until expended. 

VerDate jul 14 2003 14:41 Sep 16, 2004 Jkt 079102 PO 00000 Frm 00071 Fmt 0688 Sfmt 0634 E:\BR00\H07JN0.002 H07JN0



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE9836 June 7, 2000
TITLE IV 

RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST AND 
EVALUATION 

RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST AND 
EVALUATION, ARMY 

For expenses necessary for basic and ap-
plied scientific research, development, test 
and evaluation, including maintenance, re-
habilitation, lease, and operation of facili-
ties and equipment, $6,025,057,000, to remain 
available for obligation until September 30, 
2002. 

RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST AND 
EVALUATION, NAVY 

For expenses necessary for basic and ap-
plied scientific research, development, test 
and evaluation, including maintenance, re-
habilitation, lease, and operation of facili-
ties and equipment, $9,222,927,000, to remain 
available for obligation until September 30, 
2002: Provided, That funds appropriated in 
this paragraph which are available for the V–
22 may be used to meet unique requirements 
of the Special Operation Forces. 

RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST AND 
EVALUATION, AIR FORCE 

For expenses necessary for basic and ap-
plied scientific research, development, test 
and evaluation, including maintenance, re-
habilitation, lease, and operation of facili-
ties and equipment, $13,760,689,000, to remain 
available for obligation until September 30, 
2002: Provided, That none of the funds in this 
Act may be used to develop an ejection seat 
for the Joint Strike Fighter other than those 
developed under the Joint Ejection Seat 
Progam. 

RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST AND 
EVALUATION, DEFENSE-WIDE 

For expenses of activities and agencies of 
the Department of Defense (other than the 
military departments), necessary for basic 
and applied scientific research, development, 
test and evaluation; advanced research 
projects as may be designated and deter-
mined by the Secretary of Defense, pursuant 
to law; maintenance, rehabilitation, lease, 
and operation of facilities and equipment, 
$10,918,997,000, to remain available for obliga-
tion until September 30, 2002. 

AMENDMENT NO. 8 OFFERED BY MR. KUCINICH 
Mr. KUCINICH. Mr. Chairman, I offer 

an amendment. 
The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-

ignate the amendment. 
The text of the amendment is as fol-

lows:
Amendment No. 8 offered by Mr. KUCINICH:
Page 33, line 5, insert ‘‘(reduced by 

$174,024,000)’’ after the dollar amount. 
Page 35, lines 10 and 11, insert ‘‘(increased 

by $174,024,000)’’ after the dollar amount. 

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chair-
man, I reserve a point of order on the 
gentleman’s amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from California (Mr. LEWIS) reserves a 
point of order. 

Mr. KUCINICH. Mr. Chairman, my 
amendment would reduce spending for 
research, development and testing for 
the National Missile Defense System 
by 10 percent, about the same amount 
of the increase made by the committee 
for the Ballistic Missile Defense Orga-
nization over the budget request. It 
would increase the budget for the De-
fense Health Program by the same 
amount. 

This bill includes a provision for $1.8 
billion for a boondoggle called the Na-
tional Missile Defense System. First, 
the system is a fraud on the taxpayer 
and a danger to arms reduction. 

Second, the technology is not fea-
sible, not testable, and therefore not 
reliable. 

Third, it does not protect against 
real threats. 

Fourth, it will destabilize our rela-
tions with our allies worldwide and will 
spark a new and expanded armed race. 

Fifth, it violates years of work to-
wards disarmament and nonprolifera-
tion. 

And sixth, its sole purpose seems to 
be to line the pockets of military con-
tractors. 

Let me deal with a few of the many 
reasons why this whole idea is wrong. 
As many of my colleagues know, the 
National Missile Defense System de-
pends on the system’s ability to dis-
criminate between the target warhead 
of an incoming missile and decoys. But 
according to the New York Times, the 
system failed those tests. 

Quote from the Times: ‘‘The Pen-
tagon hailed the first intercept try as a 
success, but later conceded that the in-
terceptor had initially drifted off 
course and picked out a decoy balloon 
rather than a warhead.’’ That is be-
cause according to the Times, the sys-
tem cannot tell the difference between 
warheads and decoys. 

Experiments with the National De-
fense System have revealed that the 
system is ‘‘inherently unable to make 
the distinction,’’ and that is between 
the target warhead and decoys. The 
New York Times characterized the MIT 
scientists as saying that the signals 
from the ‘‘mock warheads and decoys 
fluctuated in a varied and totally un-
predictable way, revealing no feature 
that could be used to distinguish one 
object from the other.’’ Indeed, The 
New York Times reported that ‘‘the 
test showed that warheads and decoys 
are so similar that sensors might never 
be able to tell them apart.’’ 

So in other words, Mr. Chairman, the 
National Missile Defense does not work 
and cannot work because it inherently 
cannot tell the difference between war-
heads and decoys. 

While the National Missile Defense is 
a technological failure and a fraud, it 
could potentially succeed in setting the 
stage for a worldwide arms race and 
dismantle past arms treaties. The NMD 
violates the central principle of the 
ABM Treaty, which is a ban on the de-
ployment of strategic missile defenses. 
It will undermine the Nuclear Non-
proliferation Treaty. It will negate the 
Anti-Ballistic Missile Treaty. 

It will frustrate SALT II and SALT 
III. It will lead directly to proliferation 
by the nuclear nations. It will lead to-
ward transitions toward nuclear arms 
for the nonnuclear nations. It will 
make the world less safe. It will lead to 

impoverishment of people of many na-
tions as budgets are refashioned for nu-
clear arms expenditures. 

That the United States would be will-
ing to risk a showdown with Russia or 
China and the rest of the world over 
the unlikely possibility that North 
Korea may one day have a missile 
which can touch the continental 
United States argues for talks with 
North Korea, not the beginning of a 
new worldwide arms race. 

President Clinton has recently re-
turned from Russia and Europe in an 
effort to convince our allies that a U.S. 
Star Wars system is in their best inter-
est, but many say this is simply not 
true. Many officials in the intelligence 
and scientific community have said 
otherwise. According to an article in 
the L.A. Times, high-ranking intel-
ligence officials are set to offer a re-
port that states deploying a Star Wars 
system could result in destabilizing 
events worldwide. I think this is sig-
nificant, when the President’s advisors 
and the intelligence community are 
saying that it could result in insta-
bility and insecurity worldwide. 

The Times indicates that the report 
is expected to state, and I agree, that 
such a deployment may result in a 
buildup of nuclear missiles worldwide 
and the spread of missile technology. 

Mr. Chairman, we spent over $60 bil-
lion as a Nation on this failed system 
since 1985. Why spend another $60 bil-
lion? This system does not work. Here 
we are 15 years later, a scientist con-
ducting a review says he could prove it 
does not work. Worst, claims have been 
made that the tests were fraudulently 
interpreted, which means that not only 
is there a question of fraud on the tax-
payers, but a fraud on our national de-
fense. 

Scientists have sent letters to the 
White House regarding the fraud. The 
New York Times has printed articles 
about claims of fraud. After the arti-
cles were published, the Department of 
Defense slapped a ‘‘classified’’ label on 
the letter, so I cannot read that letter. 
I cannot read about the claims of fraud 
to this Congress, even though the 
claims have already been reported on 
by national newspapers of record, even 
though documented claims of fraud 
have been made by reputable scientists 
on a matter currently before this 
House.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Ohio (Mr. KUCINICH) 
has expired. 

(By unanimous consent, Mr. KUCINICH 
was allowed to proceed for 1 additional 
minute.) 

Mr. KUCINICH. Mr. Chairman, on a 
matter currently before this House 
where we are ready to appropriate 
nearly $2 billion for an antimissile sys-
tem which does not work. We have a 
classification label slapped onto this to 
cover up what? Fraud? 

Not only has the system already cost 
$60 billion. At this very moment, this 
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House and the taxpayers are going to 
fork over another $2 billion now and 
another $58 million later? 

The American taxpayers and this 
Congress have a right to know about 
claims of fraud, about claims of a 
tricked-up test result, about whether 
those tests have been rigged to defraud 
the American taxpayer. The House has 
a right to know. The taxpayers have a 
right to know. Why the secrecy about 
claims of fraud on the taxpayer? 

Mr. Chairman, if my colleagues are 
for this antimissile system, it is their 
obligation to find out if it works and if 
there is fraud.

POINT OF ORDER 
The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman 

from California (Mr. LEWIS) insist on 
his point of order? 

Mr. LEWIS of California. I do, Mr. 
Chairman. I make a point of order 
against the amendment because it is in 
violation of section 302(f) of the Con-
gressional Budget Act, as amended. 

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman 
from Ohio (Mr. KUCINICH) wish to be 
heard on the point of order? 

Mr. KUCINICH. Mr. Chairman, I do. 
The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman may 

proceed. 
Mr. KUCINICH. Mr. Chairman, I 

would like to respond. This amendment 
is merely perfecting the number on an 
unauthorized account by increasing it. 
This is within the rule, because it 
merely perfects a number. The rule 
waives points of order against provi-
sions in the bill for failure to comply 
with clause 2 of rule XXI prohibiting 
unauthorized or legislative provisions 
in a general appropriations bill and 
prohibiting reappropriations in a gen-
eral appropriations bill. Therefore, an 
appropriations bill put in breach by the 
rule is allowed to remain. 

Mr. Chairman, I will read that again. 
An appropriations bill put in breach by 
the rule is allowed to remain, so 
amendments that increase are per-
mitted. 

Clause 2(f) of rule XXI states that 
when we are reaching ahead to increase 
a program, the CBO must determine 
budget authority and outlay neu-
trality. This amendment has been 
scored by the CBO and has the CBO-de-
termined budget authority and outlay 
neutrality. This amendment is within 
the rules of this House. I have the CBO 
table for the record. 

On the note of that according to 
CBO, if one looks at the entire effect of 
this amendment, it is outlay neutral. 
In the end, there is no outlay effect. 
But for each individual year, there may 
be an outlay effect. 

I would ask a question of the Parlia-
mentarian, and that is if an amend-
ment has an effect on outlays per year 
but does not change the overall end ef-
fect of the bill, is it outlay neutral? 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will not 
entertain the question to the Parlia-
mentarian. The gentleman may con-
tinue discussing the point of order. 

Mr. KUCINICH. Mr. Chairman, I 
would state then my insistence that 
this amendment is in order. That if the 
Parliamentarian had reviewed it, or did 
review it, he would see that the amend-
ment has an effect on outlays per year, 
but does not change the overall end ef-
fect of the bill. It is outlay neutral. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair is pre-
pared to rule on the point of order. The 
gentleman from California makes a 
point of order under section 302(f) of 
the Budget Act which constrains budg-
et authority. 

The amendment provides no net new 
budget authority. That it may not be 
neutral on outlays is of no moment 
under section 302(f) of the Budget Act. 
The point of order is overruled.

Mr. WELDON of Pennsylvania. Mr. 
Chairman, I move to strike the last 
word. I am not going to take the full 5 
minutes, but this is another amend-
ment that is in my opinion a mis-
chievous amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, we have had 145, 150 
classified hearings, open hearings, and 
briefings. The gentleman from Ohio 
mentioned that there were some se-
crets. I have never seen the gentleman, 
my good friend and colleague, at any 
briefing in 150 of them over 6 years. 
Not one on missile defense. I have 
chaired them all. I have not seen him 
at one. 

Now, that does not mean he is not a 
good Member, because he is a friend of 
mine. But if he wants to have access to 
classified information, he can have all 
the classified information he wants. If 
he wants a letter that is classified, we 
will get it for him. If he wants to have 
a classified briefing, as we did on the 
House floor last year, he can get it. All 
of that information is available. 

Mr. Chairman, in the committee, 
Members of both parties have attended. 
All of those briefings were attended by 
Members of both parties. It was not 
like the Republicans only did a briefing 
without the minority. The minority 
has been in the lead on some of these 
investigations. 

To say that somehow that we are try-
ing to keep something secret, or that 
one scientist out of perhaps a couple 
hundred thousand has the answer, I 
think is a little shortsighted and naive. 

In terms of what this amendment 
would do, the gentleman takes the 
money out of the research accounts. 
We have already cut the research ac-
counts in the military budget by 25 
percent over the past 8 years. There 
has been a 25 percent reduction. I want 
to remind my colleague, the bulk of 
the money that we have cut in terms of 
R&D goes to universities. The 6.1, 6.2, 
and 6.3 account lines of the Defense 
budget are all R&D in the science and 
technology account lines. They go to 
all of our universities. They go to Har-
vard, and they go for basic research in 
basic technology areas, in the compos-
ites area, in physics. 

The other thing I would say to the 
gentleman from Ohio, my colleague 
and my friend, is that he mentioned 
the research on missile defense. I would 
cite at least six examples that I have in 
front of me that I jotted down off the 
top of my head of technology that is 
used for medical purposes that would 
not have been developed except it was 
spun off from technology being used to 
develop missile defense capabilities. 

One of those technologies developed 
through an SBIR program allows us 
now to understand the problems of 
nearsightedness. Using technology that 
was developed for our missile defense 
system now helps people be treated 
that have nearsightedness problems. 
There are many breakthroughs that 
have occurred from the spin-offs of 
these technologies that would be cut 
by this, besides the original intent of 
this, which is to allow us to fully fund 
a robust R&D program.

b 1830 

I agree with the gentleman. We do 
not want to waste money. I do not 
want to waste money. He understands, 
and he and I both know that. I do not 
want to do anything to create a provo-
cation with the Russians. My friend 
and colleague knows that. We went to 
Vienna together. We sat across the 
table from the Russian leadership for 2 
days. 

Mr. KUCINICH. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. WELDON of Pennsylvania. I am 
happy to yield to the gentleman from 
Ohio. 

Mr. KUCINICH. Mr. Chairman, I 
would like to state my affection for the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania (Mr. 
WELDON), my respect for his sagacity, 
his knowledge of these issues. I think 
this is an important debate. I think 
that those of us who, for the last 15 
years, have been watching this who 
perhaps have not had the opportunity 
to attend any of the gentleman’s meet-
ings can still develop a point of view 
based on information that we receive 
independently that can achieve a level 
of debate which this House is entering 
into. 

Of course my main point is what we 
know right now. We have a lot of infor-
mation that suggests there is serious 
questions as to whether the system 
works or not which is even before we 
get into the feasibility of it on a na-
tional defense basis. 

But I want to reiterate my great re-
spect for the gentleman from Pennsyl-
vania (Mr. WELDON), and my apprecia-
tion for his commitment to the defense 
of our country. 

Mr. WELDON of Pennsylvania. Mr. 
Chairman, I would just say in closing, 
I will invite the gentleman from Ohio 
(Mr. KUCINICH) to attend any session he 
wants. I will arrange for a full-scale 
briefing with every leader in this pro-
gram in his office at a classified level 
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to answer any question the gentleman 
has.

Ms. MCKINNEY. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

Mr. Chairman, I strongly support 
real steps to protect the American pub-
lic from nuclear holocaust such as the 
de-alerting of nuclear weapons, the 
START process, the Cooperative 
Threat Reduction Program. And the 
most significant obstacle to meaning-
ful nuclear arms control right now is 
the National Missile Defense program, 
the sequel to President Reagan’s Star 
Wars fantasy. 

The administration has told us that 
the decision on whether to deploy Star 
Wars II will be based on four criteria: 
the technical progress of the system, 
the cost, an assessment of the threat, 
and the impact of deployment on exist-
ing treaties, and arms control efforts. I 
believe in each of these areas, the evi-
dence clearly leads to a decision to re-
ject deployment. 

With respect to the impact of deploy-
ment on arms control, the proposed 
missile defense clearly violates the 
ABM treaty which is the foundation of 
real arms control efforts, including the 
START reductions. Deployment will 
also violate the spirit, if not the letter 
of the Non-Proliferation Treaty, par-
ticularly Article VI. 

Even our closest allies in Europe 
have voiced opposition to deployment. 
A February 15 article in the Inter-
national Herald Tribune reported that 
‘‘European governments without excep-
tion oppose the U.S. anti-missile 
project.’’ 

With respect to the real or perceived 
threat, the threat of a limited missile 
attack from a rogue state is over-
stated. The CIA’s own analysis is re-
vealing. They reported that ‘‘U.S. ter-
ritory is probably more likely to be at-
tacked with weapons of mass destruc-
tion by nonmissile delivery means than 
by missiles, primarily because nonmis-
sile delivery means are less costly and 
more reliable and accurate.’’ 

The last point is very important be-
cause Star Wars II advocates must ig-
nore reality and assume two things. 
First, that the threat of massive retal-
iation by the United States is no 
longer a valid deterrent. Second, that a 
country with the advanced technical 
capability to build a weapon of mass 
destruction and the missile technology 
to deliver it will not be able to figure 
out how to sneak a bomb into the 
United States on a boat. 

With respect to the cost, since Presi-
dent Reagan announced his strategic 
defense initiative, we have spent more 
than $60 billion on researching tech-
nical means of hitting a bullet with a 
bullet. The current estimate for de-
ployment is another $60 billion, bring-
ing the total cost to the program at 
least $120 billion. 

While such a staggering sum is un-
doubtedly of considerable interest to 

the weapons industry, it is also, in the 
final sense, a theft from programs de-
signed to meet human needs. In fact, if 
we decide to pursue this program, in 
the end, it will cost every American 
family $1,760.56. This is welfare for 
some of the wealthiest corporations in 
the country paid for by working Ameri-
cans. 

With respect to technological assess-
ment, the most recent independent 
analysis, a study conducted by the 
Union of Concerned Scientists and MIT 
found that the hit-to-kill technology of 
NMD can be easily fooled by counter-
measures using existing technology. 

An independent panel headed by re-
tired Air Force General Larry Welch 
said that the deployment decision 
should not be made until 2003, after 
testing how the various components of 
the system work together. The panel 
characterized Congress’ push for early 
deployment as a rush to failure. 

I believe the jury is regarding each of 
these criteria. To date, proven arms 
control efforts have eliminated thou-
sands of Russian nuclear weapons 
aimed at American cities, saving the 
taxpayers billions of dollars. Con-
versely, despite the billions wasted on 
development, NMD has not eliminated 
a single missile, and it never really 
will. 

Mr. Chairman, there are active and 
robust government and nongovernment 
programs in place that are doing more 
to reduce the threats from rogue states 
or terrorists right now than Star Wars 
ever will. They include efforts by 
USAID, USIA, the State Department, 
National Endowment for Democracy, 
the Asia Foundation. U.S. NGOs, in-
cluding the Carter Center, universities, 
unions, faith-based organizations, re-
search and policy institutions are 
among the most active in the world in 
promoting democracy and goodwill. 

Ultimately the security of America is 
not served by a neo-isolationist for-
tress America type of foreign policy. If 
we truly seek to promote democracy 
and enhance the security of all Ameri-
cans, we should divert some of the bil-
lions that we waste on programs like 
this and instead invest it on agencies 
and organizations that are capable of 
doing the job. 

I urge a yes vote on the Kucinich 
amendment.

Ms. LEE. Mr. Chairman, I move to 
strike the requisite number of words, 
and I rise to support this amendment. 

Sooner or later, this Congress will 
come to grips on what really defines 
our national security and realize that 
it is not billions and billions of dollars 
to build a national defense system that 
will not work. A national defense sys-
tem or Star Wars II will create greater 
instability and accelerate nuclear pro-
liferation. 

As I mentioned earlier, the Union of 
Concerned Scientists and the American 
Physical Society have both pointed out 

that, in addition to economic ques-
tions, in addition to geo-political ques-
tions, and in addition to moral ques-
tions, it just will not work. 

Our national security needs really 
should be defined by how our budget 
priorities guarantee the security of our 
children and our families. Two hundred 
seventy-five thousand homeless vet-
erans do not go to bed at night secure. 
Forty-four million Americans with no 
health insurance do not go to bed at 
night secure. Children who have no fu-
ture because we have not invested in 
their education do not go to bed at 
night secure. 

During the 1970s and 1980s and 1990s, 
we listened to my predecessor Con-
gressman Ron Dellums set forth a clear 
analysis and profound arguments in op-
position to an escalating military 
budget and to Star Wars and to raise 
our awareness to the fact that a strong 
and secure America is not based upon 
how many missiles we build but rather 
upon how secure Americans are from 
within our own borders. 

It was true then. It is true now. 
Spending billions and billions of dol-
lars on a national missile defense sys-
tem that will not work takes us in the 
wrong direction. 

Ms. WOOLSEY. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise today in support 
of the amendment of the gentleman 
from Ohio (Mr. KUCINICH) to the de-
fense bill. Like my colleague, I have 
grave concerns about this bill’s funding 
commitment for ballistic missile de-
fense programs. 

But before I tell my colleagues what 
my reservations are, I have to make an 
observance. This observance is that we 
could take the investment we make in 
the ballistic missile defense program, 
and that alone would be a great down 
payment in waging peace. We do not 
even talk about that on this floor. 

What if we invested an equal amount 
of time debating how we can get to 
peace, we the United States and the 
rest of the global community? That 
would be a real investment, Mr. Chair-
man. That would be an investment in 
our national security. 

Now, about this anti-missile system 
program. Let us face it, this program is 
not anti-missile. It is anti-woman, 
anti-children, and anti-family. It takes 
valuable resources from urgent civilian 
needs that also affect national secu-
rity. 

Instead of investing in a national 
missile defense program, we should be 
spending our scarce financial resources 
in our real domestic needs, like our 
children’s education, our seniors and 
their health care, our families and 
their security, and a debate on waging 
peace. 

Our current nuclear arsenal costs 
about $35 billion annually. It is ap-
proximately 13 times the budget for the 
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National Cancer Institute. It is also 120 
times the amount spent annually on 
domestic violence, on battered wom-
en’s shelters, and on runaway youths. 

Mr. Chairman, if the past is prologue, 
prior poor management and oversight 
of nuclear weapons programs have cost 
hundreds of billions of dollars that con-
tributed little or nothing to defense 
and deterrence. I wonder what the 
American tax payers are going to get 
from this investment. 

Since 1940, the United States has 
spent $5.8 trillion on nuclear weapons 
programs, more than any single pro-
gram except Social Security. The U.S. 
has already spent more than $100 bil-
lion on missile defenses with very little 
to show, if anything. So why would we 
continue to throw good money after 
bad? 

For example, the U.S. spent over $21 
billion on the safeguard anti-ballistic 
missile system that was ultimately 
cancelled because high operational 
costs eclipsed the limited defense bene-
fits. We also wasted $12.5 billion on the 
development of the B–1A bomber that 
was cancelled, and $12.5 billion for four 
B–1A bomber planes, two of which 
crashed. 

Also, the nuclear aircraft propulsion 
program cost taxpayers $7 billion, only 
to be cancelled due to poor manage-
ment, technical problems, and the lack 
of a clear mission. Finally, the Midget-
man, small ICBM, cost taxpayers over 
$5.5 billion, only to be cancelled due to 
a lack of need and the end of the Cold 
War. 

Considering this poor track record, it 
is outrageous that funding for ballistic 
missile defense programs is still being 
debated. Even more so considering sev-
eral Pentagon officials studying the 
NMD proposal have expressed reserva-
tion that it is unnecessary and it would 
be ineffective. 

The last reason for my concern, Mr. 
Chairman, about the national missile 
defense program is its grave implica-
tions for current arms control agree-
ments. In order for this administration 
to proceed with a national missile de-
fense, the anti-ballistic missile treaty 
may have to be modified. 

For the past several decades, this 
treaty has been the cornerstone of ef-
forts to contain, reduce, and abolish 
nuclear weapons. We should all be con-
cerned about funding a program that 
requires any thought of abandoning 
our prior commitments to nuclear dis-
armament agreements. 

Mr. Chairman, I have come to the 
well of this House to comment on our 
misplaced priorities as far as nuclear 
weapons programs are concerned. I 
commend the gentleman from Ohio 
(Mr. KUCINICH) for offering this amend-
ment that will free up funds in 
unneeded nuclear weapons funding. 

I urge my colleagues to support this 
amendment.

b 1845 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Ohio (Mr. KUCINICH). 

The amendment was rejected. 
The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read. 
The Clerk read as follows:

OPERATIONAL TEST AND EVALUATION, 
DEFENSE 

For expenses, not otherwise provided for, 
necessary for the independent activities of 
the Director, Operational Test and Evalua-
tion in the direction and supervision of oper-
ational test and evaluation, including initial 
operational test and evaluation which is con-
ducted prior to, and in support of, production 
decisions; joint operational testing and eval-
uation; policy and guidance for the Depart-
ment’s overall test and evaluation functions; 
test and evaluation infrastructure invest-
ment and oversight; specialized assessment 
capabilities; and administrative expenses in 
connection therewith, $242,560,000, to remain 
available for obligation until September 30, 
2002. 

TITLE V 
REVOLVING AND MANAGEMENT FUNDS 

DEFENSE WORKING CAPITAL FUNDS 
For the Defense Working Capital Funds, 

$916,276,000: Provided, That during fiscal year 
2001, funds in the Defense Working Capital 
Funds may be used for the purchase of not to 
exceed 330 passenger carrying motor vehicles 
for replacement only for the Defense Secu-
rity Service. 

NATIONAL DEFENSE SEALIFT FUND 
For National Defense Sealift Fund pro-

grams, projects, and activities, and for ex-
penses of the National Defense Reserve 
Fleet, as established by section 11 of the 
Merchant Ship Sales Act of 1946 (50 U.S.C. 
App. 1744), $400,658,000, to remain available 
until expended: Provided, That none of the 
funds provided in this paragraph shall be 
used to award a new contract that provides 
for the acquisition of any of the following 
major components unless such components 
are manufactured in the United States: aux-
iliary equipment, including pumps, for all 
shipboard services; propulsion system com-
ponents (that is; engines, reduction gears, 
and propellers); shipboard cranes; and 
spreaders for shipboard cranes: Provided fur-
ther, That the exercise of an option in a con-
tract awarded through the obligation of pre-
viously appropriated funds shall not be con-
sidered to be the award of a new contract: 
Provided further, That the Secretary of the 
military department responsible for such 
procurement may waive the restrictions in 
the first proviso on a case-by-case basis by 
certifying in writing to the Committees on 
Appropriations of the House of Representa-
tives and the Senate that adequate domestic 
supplies are not available to meet Depart-
ment of Defense requirements on a timely 
basis and that such an acquisition must be 
made in order to acquire capability for na-
tional security purposes. 

TITLE VI 
OTHER DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 

PROGRAMS 
DEFENSE HEALTH PROGRAM 

For expenses, not otherwise provided for, 
for medical and health care programs of the 
Department of Defense, as authorized by law, 
$12,143,029,000, of which $11,525,143,000 shall be 
for Operation and maintenance, of which not 
to exceed 2 percent shall remain available 
until September 30, 2002; of which 

$290,006,000, to remain available for obliga-
tion until September 30, 2003, shall be for 
Procurement; of which $327,880,000, to remain 
available for obligation until September 30, 
2002, shall be for Research, development, test 
and evaluation, and of which $10,000,000 shall 
be available for HIV prevention educational 
activities undertaken in connection with 
U.S. military training, exercises, and hu-
manitarian assistance activities conducted 
in African nations. 

CHEMICAL AGENTS AND MUNITIONS 
DESTRUCTION, ARMY 

For expenses, not otherwise provided for, 
necessary for the destruction of the United 
States stockpile of lethal chemical agents 
and munitions in accordance with the provi-
sions of section 1412 of the Department of 
Defense Authorization Act, 1986 (50 U.S.C. 
1521), and for the destruction of other chem-
ical warfare materials that are not in the 
chemical weapon stockpile, $927,100,000, of 
which $607,200,000 shall be for Operation and 
maintenance to remain available until Sep-
tember 30, 2002, $105,700,000 shall be for Pro-
curement to remain available until Sep-
tember 30, 2003, and $214,200,000 shall be for 
Research, development, test and evaluation 
to remain available until September 30, 2002: 
Provided, That of the funds available under 
this heading, $1,000,000 shall be available 
until expended each year only for a Johnston 
Atoll off-island leave program: Provided fur-
ther, That the Secretaries concerned shall, 
pursuant to uniform regulations, prescribe 
travel and transportation allowances for 
travel by participants in the off-island leave 
program.

DRUG INTERDICTION AND COUNTER-DRUG 
ACTIVITIES, DEFENSE 

(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS) 
For drug interdiction and counter-drug ac-

tivities of the Department of Defense, for 
transfer to appropriations available to the 
Department of Defense for military per-
sonnel of the reserve components serving 
under the provisions of title 10 and title 32, 
United States Code; for Operation and main-
tenance; for Procurement; and for Research, 
development, test and evaluation, 
$812,200,000: Provided, That the funds appro-
priated under this heading shall be available 
for obligation for the same time period and 
for the same purpose as the appropriation to 
which transferred: Provided further, That the 
transfer authority provided under this head-
ing is in addition to any other transfer au-
thority contained elsewhere in this Act. 

OFFICE OF THE INSPECTOR GENERAL 
For expenses and activities of the Office of 

the Inspector General in carrying out the 
provisions of the Inspector General Act of 
1978, as amended, $147,545,000, of which 
$144,245,000 shall be for Operation and main-
tenance, of which not to exceed $700,000 is 
available for emergencies and extraordinary 
expenses to be expended on the approval or 
authority of the Inspector General, and pay-
ments may be made on the Inspector Gen-
eral’s certificate of necessity for confidential 
military purposes; and of which $3,300,000 to 
remain available until September 30, 2003, 
shall be for Procurement. 

TITLE VII 
RELATED AGENCIES 

CENTRAL INTELLIGENCE AGENCY RETIREMENT 
AND DISABILITY SYSTEM FUND 

For payment to the Central Intelligence 
Agency Retirement and Disability System 
Fund, to maintain proper funding level for 
continuing the operation of the Central In-
telligence Agency Retirement and Disability 
System, $216,000,000. 
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INTELLIGENCE COMMUNITY MANAGEMENT 

ACCOUNT 
(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS) 

For necessary expenses of the Intelligence 
Community Management Account, 
$224,181,000, of which $22,577,000 for the Ad-
vanced Research and Development Com-
mittee shall remain available until Sep-
tember 30, 2002: Provided, That of the funds 
appropriated under this heading, $33,100,000 
shall be transferred to the Department of 
Justice for the National Drug Intelligence 
Center to support the Department of De-
fense’s counter-drug intelligence responsibil-
ities, and of the said amount, $1,500,000 for 
Procurement shall remain available until 
September 30, 2003, and $1,000,000 for Re-
search, development, test and evaluation 
shall remain available until September 30, 
2002. 
PAYMENT TO KAHO’OLAWE ISLAND CONVEY-

ANCE, REMEDIATION, AND ENVIRONMENTAL 
RESTORATION FUND 
For payment to Kaho’olawe Island Convey-

ance, Remediation, and Environmental Res-
toration Fund, as authorized by law, 
$25,000,000, to remain available until ex-
pended. 
NATIONAL SECURITY EDUCATION TRUST FUND 
For the purposes of title VIII of Public 

Law 102–183, $6,950,000, to be derived from the 
National Security Education Trust Fund, to 
remain available until expended. 

TITLE VIII 
GENERAL PROVISIONS 

SEC. 8001. No part of any appropriation 
contained in this Act shall be used for pub-
licity or propaganda purposes not authorized 
by the Congress. 

SEC. 8002. During the current fiscal year, 
provisions of law prohibiting the payment of 
compensation to, or employment of, any per-
son not a citizen of the United States shall 
not apply to personnel of the Department of 
Defense: Provided, That salary increases 
granted to direct and indirect hire foreign 
national employees of the Department of De-
fense funded by this Act shall not be at a 
rate in excess of the percentage increase au-
thorized by law for civilian employees of the 
Department of Defense whose pay is com-
puted under the provisions of section 5332 of 
title 5, United States Code, or at a rate in ex-
cess of the percentage increase provided by 
the appropriate host nation to its own em-
ployees, whichever is higher: Provided fur-
ther, That this section shall not apply to De-
partment of Defense foreign service national 
employees serving at United States diplo-
matic missions whose pay is set by the De-
partment of State under the Foreign Service 
Act of 1980: Provided further, That the limita-
tions of this provision shall not apply to for-
eign national employees of the Department 
of Defense in the Republic of Turkey. 

SEC. 8003. No part of any appropriation 
contained in this Act shall remain available 
for obligation beyond the current fiscal year, 
unless expressly so provided herein. 

SEC. 8004. No more than 20 percent of the 
appropriations in this Act which are limited 
for obligation during the current fiscal year 
shall be obligated during the last 2 months of 
the fiscal year: Provided, That this section 
shall not apply to obligations for support of 
active duty training of reserve components 
or summer camp training of the Reserve Of-
ficers’ Training Corps.

(TRANSFER OF FUNDS) 
SEC. 8005. Upon determination by the Sec-

retary of Defense that such action is nec-
essary in the national interest, he may, with 

the approval of the Office of Management 
and Budget, transfer not to exceed 
$2,000,000,000 of working capital funds of the 
Department of Defense or funds made avail-
able in this Act to the Department of De-
fense for military functions (except military 
construction) between such appropriations 
or funds or any subdivision thereof, to be 
merged with and to be available for the same 
purposes, and for the same time period, as 
the appropriation or fund to which trans-
ferred: Provided, That such authority to 
transfer may not be used unless for higher 
priority items, based on unforeseen military 
requirements, than those for which origi-
nally appropriated and in no case where the 
item for which funds are requested has been 
denied by the Congress: Provided further, 
That the Secretary of Defense shall notify 
the Congress promptly of all transfers made 
pursuant to this authority or any other au-
thority in this Act: Provided further, That no 
part of the funds in this Act shall be avail-
able to prepare or present a request to the 
Committees on Appropriations for re-
programming of funds, unless for higher pri-
ority items, based on unforeseen military re-
quirements, than those for which originally 
appropriated and in no case where the item 
for which reprogramming is requested has 
been denied by the Congress.

(TRANSFER OF FUNDS) 
SEC. 8006. During the current fiscal year, 

cash balances in working capital funds of the 
Department of Defense established pursuant 
to section 2208 of title 10, United States 
Code, may be maintained in only such 
amounts as are necessary at any time for 
cash disbursements to be made from such 
funds: Provided, That transfers may be made 
between such funds: Provided further, That 
transfers may be made between working cap-
ital funds and the ‘‘Foreign Currency Fluc-
tuations, Defense’’ appropriation and the 
‘‘Operation and Maintenance’’ appropriation 
accounts in such amounts as may be deter-
mined by the Secretary of Defense, with the 
approval of the Office of Management and 
Budget, except that such transfers may not 
be made unless the Secretary of Defense has 
notified the Congress of the proposed trans-
fer. Except in amounts equal to the amounts 
appropriated to working capital funds in this 
Act, no obligations may be made against a 
working capital fund to procure or increase 
the value of war reserve material inventory, 
unless the Secretary of Defense has notified 
the Congress prior to any such obligation. 

SEC. 8007. Funds appropriated by this Act 
may not be used to initiate a special access 
program without prior notification 30 cal-
endar days in session in advance to the con-
gressional defense committees. 

SEC. 8008. None of the funds provided in 
this Act shall be available to initiate: (1) a 
multiyear contract that employs economic 
order quantity procurement in excess of 
$20,000,000 in any 1 year of the contract or 
that includes an unfunded contingent liabil-
ity in excess of $20,000,000; or (2) a contract 
for advance procurement leading to a 
multiyear contract that employs economic 
order quantity procurement in excess of 
$20,000,000 in any 1 year, unless the congres-
sional defense committees have been notified 
at least 30 days in advance of the proposed 
contract award: Provided, That no part of 
any appropriation contained in this Act shall 
be available to initiate a multiyear contract 
for which the economic order quantity ad-
vance procurement is not funded at least to 
the limits of the Government’s liability: Pro-
vided further, That no part of any appropria-
tion contained in this Act shall be available 

to initiate multiyear procurement contracts 
for any systems or component thereof if the 
value of the multiyear contract would ex-
ceed $500,000,000 unless specifically provided 
in this Act: Provided further, That no 
multiyear procurement contract can be ter-
minated without 10-day prior notification to 
the congressional defense committees: Pro-
vided further, That the execution of 
multiyear authority shall require the use of 
a present value analysis to determine lowest 
cost compared to an annual procurement. 

Funds appropriated in title III of this Act 
may be used for multiyear procurement con-
tracts as follows: 

M2A3 Bradley fighting vehicle; DDG–51 de-
stroyer; and UH–60/CH–60 aircraft. 

SEC. 8009. Within the funds appropriated 
for the operation and maintenance of the 
Armed Forces, funds are hereby appropriated 
pursuant to section 401 of title 10, United 
States Code, for humanitarian and civic as-
sistance costs under chapter 20 of title 10, 
United States Code. Such funds may also be 
obligated for humanitarian and civic assist-
ance costs incidental to authorized oper-
ations and pursuant to authority granted in 
section 401 of chapter 20 of title 10, United 
States Code, and these obligations shall be 
reported to the Congress on September 30 of 
each year: Provided, That funds available for 
operation and maintenance shall be avail-
able for providing humanitarian and similar 
assistance by using Civic Action Teams in 
the Trust Territories of the Pacific Islands 
and freely associated states of Micronesia, 
pursuant to the Compact of Free Association 
as authorized by Public Law 99–239: Provided 
further, That upon a determination by the 
Secretary of the Army that such action is 
beneficial for graduate medical education 
programs conducted at Army medical facili-
ties located in Hawaii, the Secretary of the 
Army may authorize the provision of med-
ical services at such facilities and transpor-
tation to such facilities, on a nonreimburs-
able basis, for civilian patients from Amer-
ican Samoa, the Commonwealth of the 
Northern Mariana Islands, the Marshall Is-
lands, the Federated States of Micronesia, 
Palau, and Guam. 

SEC. 8010. (a) During fiscal year 2001, the ci-
vilian personnel of the Department of De-
fense may not be managed on the basis of 
any end-strength, and the management of 
such personnel during that fiscal year shall 
not be subject to any constraint or limita-
tion (known as an end-strength) on the num-
ber of such personnel who may be employed 
on the last day of such fiscal year. 

(b) The fiscal year 2002 budget request for 
the Department of Defense as well as all jus-
tification material and other documentation 
supporting the fiscal year 2002 Department of 
Defense budget request shall be prepared and 
submitted to the Congress as if subsections 
(a) and (b) of this provision were effective 
with regard to fiscal year 2002. 

(c) Nothing in this section shall be con-
strued to apply to military (civilian) techni-
cians. 

SEC. 8011. Notwithstanding any other pro-
vision of law, none of the funds made avail-
able by this Act shall be used by the Depart-
ment of Defense to exceed, outside the 50 
United States, its territories, and the Dis-
trict of Columbia, 125,000 civilian workyears: 
Provided, That workyears shall be applied as 
defined in the Federal Personnel Manual: 
Provided further, That workyears expended in 
dependent student hiring programs for dis-
advantaged youths shall not be included in 
this workyear limitation. 

SEC. 8012. None of the funds made available 
by this Act shall be used in any way, directly 
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or indirectly, to influence congressional ac-
tion on any legislation or appropriation mat-
ters pending before the Congress. 

SEC. 8013. (a) None of the funds appro-
priated by this Act shall be used to make 
contributions to the Department of Defense 
Education Benefits Fund pursuant to section 
2006(g) of title 10, United States Code, rep-
resenting the normal cost for future benefits 
under section 3015(d) of title 38, United 
States Code, for any member of the armed 
services who, on or after the date of the en-
actment of this Act, enlists in the armed 
services for a period of active duty of less 
than 3 years, nor shall any amounts rep-
resenting the normal cost of such future ben-
efits be transferred from the Fund by the 
Secretary of the Treasury to the Secretary 
of Veterans Affairs pursuant to section 
2006(d) of title 10, United States Code; nor 
shall the Secretary of Veterans Affairs pay 
such benefits to any such member: Provided, 
That these limitations shall not apply to 
members in combat arms skills or to mem-
bers who enlist in the armed services on or 
after July 1, 1989, under a program continued 
or established by the Secretary of Defense in 
fiscal year 1991 to test the cost-effective use 
of special recruiting incentives involving not 
more than 19 noncombat arms skills ap-
proved in advance by the Secretary of De-
fense: Provided further, That this subsection 
applies only to active components of the 
Army. 

(b) None of the funds appropriated by this 
Act shall be available for the basic pay and 
allowances of any member of the Army par-
ticipating as a full-time student and receiv-
ing benefits paid by the Secretary of Vet-
erans Affairs from the Department of De-
fense Education Benefits Fund when time 
spent as a full-time student is credited to-
ward completion of a service commitment: 
Provided, That this subsection shall not 
apply to those members who have reenlisted 
with this option prior to October 1, 1987: Pro-
vided further, That this subsection applies 
only to active components of the Army. 

SEC. 8014. None of the funds appropriated 
by this Act shall be available to convert to 
contractor performance an activity or func-
tion of the Department of Defense that, on 
or after the date of the enactment of this 
Act, is performed by more than 10 Depart-
ment of Defense civilian employees until a 
most efficient and cost-effective organiza-
tion analysis is completed on such activity 
or function and certification of the analysis 
is made to the Committees on Appropria-
tions of the House of Representatives and 
the Senate: Provided, That this section and 
subsections (a), (b), and (c) of 10 U.S.C. 2461 
shall not apply to a commercial or industrial 
type function of the Department of Defense 
that: (1) is included on the procurement list 
established pursuant to section 2 of the Act 
of June 25, 1938 (41 U.S.C. 47), popularly re-
ferred to as the Javits-Wagner-O’Day Act; (2) 
is planned to be converted to performance by 
a qualified nonprofit agency for the blind or 
by a qualified nonprofit agency for other se-
verely handicapped individuals in accordance 
with that Act; or (3) is planned to be con-
verted to performance by a qualified firm 
under 51 percent Native American ownership.

(TRANSFER OF FUNDS) 
SEC. 8015. Funds appropriated in title III of 

this Act for the Department of Defense Pilot 
Mentor-Protege Program may be transferred 
to any other appropriation contained in this 
Act solely for the purpose of implementing a 
Mentor-Protege Program developmental as-
sistance agreement pursuant to section 831 
of the National Defense Authorization Act 

for Fiscal Year 1991 (Public Law 101–510; 10 
U.S.C. 2301 note), as amended, under the au-
thority of this provision or any other trans-
fer authority contained in this Act. 

SEC. 8016. None of the funds in this Act 
may be available for the purchase by the De-
partment of Defense (and its departments 
and agencies) of welded shipboard anchor and 
mooring chain 4 inches in diameter and 
under unless the anchor and mooring chain 
are manufactured in the United States from 
components which are substantially manu-
factured in the United States: Provided, That 
for the purpose of this section manufactured 
will include cutting, heat treating, quality 
control, testing of chain and welding (includ-
ing the forging and shot blasting process): 
Provided further, That for the purpose of this 
section substantially all of the components 
of anchor and mooring chain shall be consid-
ered to be produced or manufactured in the 
United States if the aggregate cost of the 
components produced or manufactured in the 
United States exceeds the aggregate cost of 
the components produced or manufactured 
outside the United States: Provided further, 
That when adequate domestic supplies are 
not available to meet Department of Defense 
requirements on a timely basis, the Sec-
retary of the service responsible for the pro-
curement may waive this restriction on a 
case-by-case basis by certifying in writing to 
the Committees on Appropriations that such 
an acquisition must be made in order to ac-
quire capability for national security pur-
poses. 

SEC. 8017. None of the funds appropriated 
by this Act available for the Civilian Health 
and Medical Program of the Uniformed Serv-
ices (CHAMPUS) or Tricare shall be avail-
able for the reimbursement of any health 
care provider for inpatient mental health 
service for care received when a patient is 
referred to a provider of inpatient mental 
health care or residential treatment care by 
a medical or health care professional having 
an economic interest in the facility to which 
the patient is referred: Provided, That this 
limitation does not apply in the case of inpa-
tient mental health services provided under 
the program for persons with disabilities 
under subsection (d) of section 1079 of title 
10, United States Code, provided as partial 
hospital care, or provided pursuant to a 
waiver authorized by the Secretary of De-
fense because of medical or psychological 
circumstances of the patient that are con-
firmed by a health professional who is not a 
Federal employee after a review, pursuant to 
rules prescribed by the Secretary, which 
takes into account the appropriate level of 
care for the patient, the intensity of services 
required by the patient, and the availability 
of that care. 

SEC. 8018. Funds available in this Act may 
be used to provide transportation for the 
next-of-kin of individuals who have been 
prisoners of war or missing in action from 
the Vietnam era to an annual meeting in the 
United States, under such regulations as the 
Secretary of Defense may prescribe. 

SEC. 8019. Notwithstanding any other pro-
vision of law, during the current fiscal year, 
the Secretary of Defense may, by executive 
agreement, establish with host nation gov-
ernments in NATO member states a separate 
account into which such residual value 
amounts negotiated in the return of United 
States military installations in NATO mem-
ber states may be deposited, in the currency 
of the host nation, in lieu of direct monetary 
transfers to the United States Treasury: Pro-
vided, That such credits may be utilized only 
for the construction of facilities to support 

United States military forces in that host 
nation, or such real property maintenance 
and base operating costs that are currently 
executed through monetary transfers to such 
host nations: Provided further, That the De-
partment of Defense’s budget submission for 
fiscal year 2002 shall identify such sums an-
ticipated in residual value settlements, and 
identify such construction, real property 
maintenance or base operating costs that 
shall be funded by the host nation through 
such credits: Provided further, That all mili-
tary construction projects to be executed 
from such accounts must be previously ap-
proved in a prior Act of Congress: Provided 
further, That each such executive agreement 
with a NATO member host nation shall be 
reported to the congressional defense com-
mittees, the Committee on International Re-
lations of the House of Representatives and 
the Committee on Foreign Relations of the 
Senate 30 days prior to the conclusion and 
endorsement of any such agreement estab-
lished under this provision. 

SEC. 8020. None of the funds available to 
the Department of Defense may be used to 
demilitarize or dispose of M–1 Carbines, M–1 
Garand rifles, M–14 rifles, .22 caliber rifles, 
.30 caliber rifles, or M–1911 pistols. 

SEC. 8021. No more than $500,000 of the 
funds appropriated or made available in this 
Act shall be used during a single fiscal year 
for any single relocation of an organization, 
unit, activity or function of the Department 
of Defense into or within the National Cap-
ital Region: Provided, That the Secretary of 
Defense may waive this restriction on a case-
by-case basis by certifying in writing to the 
congressional defense committees that such 
a relocation is required in the best interest 
of the Government. 

SEC. 8022. In addition to the funds provided 
elsewhere in this Act, $8,000,000 is appro-
priated only for incentive payments author-
ized by section 504 of the Indian Financing 
Act of 1974 (25 U.S.C. 1544): Provided, That 
contractors participating in the test pro-
gram established by section 854 of Public 
Law 101–189 (15 U.S.C. 637 note) shall be eligi-
ble for the program established by section 
504 of the Indian Financing Act of 1974 (25 
U.S.C. 1544). 

SEC. 8023. During the current fiscal year, 
funds appropriated or otherwise available for 
any Federal agency, the Congress, the judi-
cial branch, or the District of Columbia may 
be used for the pay, allowances, and benefits 
of an employee as defined by section 2105 of 
title 5, United States Code, or an individual 
employed by the government of the District 
of Columbia, permanent or temporary indefi-
nite, who—

(1) is a member of a Reserve component of 
the Armed Forces, as described in section 
10101 of title 10, United States Code, or the 
National Guard, as described in section 101 of 
title 32, United States Code; 

(2) performs, for the purpose of providing 
military aid to enforce the law or providing 
assistance to civil authorities in the protec-
tion or saving of life or property or preven-
tion of injury—

(A) Federal service under sections 331, 332, 
333, or 12406 of title 10, United States Code, 
or other provision of law, as applicable; or 

(B) full-time military service for his or her 
State, the District of Columbia, the Com-
monwealth of Puerto Rico, or a territory of 
the United States; and 

(3) requests and is granted—
(A) leave under the authority of this sec-

tion; or 
(B) annual leave, which may be granted 

without regard to the provisions of sections 
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5519 and 6323(b) of title 5, United States Code, 
if such employee is otherwise entitled to 
such annual leave:
Provided, That any employee who requests 
leave under subsection (3)(A) for service de-
scribed in subsection (2) of this section is en-
titled to such leave, subject to the provisions 
of this section and of the last sentence of 
section 6323(b) of title 5, United States Code, 
and such leave shall be considered leave 
under section 6323(b) of title 5, United States 
Code. 

SEC. 8024. None of the funds appropriated 
by this Act shall be available to perform any 
cost study pursuant to the provisions of OMB 
Circular A–76 if the study being performed 
exceeds a period of 24 months after initiation 
of such study with respect to a single func-
tion activity or 48 months after initiation of 
such study for a multi-function activity. 

SEC. 8025. Funds appropriated by this Act 
for the American Forces Information Service 
shall not be used for any national or inter-
national political or psychological activities. 

SEC. 8026. Notwithstanding any other pro-
vision of law or regulation, the Secretary of 
Defense may adjust wage rates for civilian 
employees hired for certain health care occu-
pations as authorized for the Secretary of 
Veterans Affairs by section 7455 of title 38, 
United States Code. 

Sec. 8027. None of the funds appropriated or 
made available in this Act shall be used to 
reduce or disestablish the operation of the 
53rd Weather Reconnaissance Squadron of 
the Air Force Reserve, if such action would 
reduce the WC–130 Weather Reconnaissance 
mission below the levels funded in this Act. 

SEC. 8028. (a) Of the funds for the procure-
ment of supplies or services appropriated by 
this Act, qualified nonprofit agencies for the 
blind or other severely handicapped shall be 
afforded the maximum practicable oppor-
tunity to participate as subcontractors and 
suppliers in the performance of contracts let 
by the Department of Defense. 

(b) During the current fiscal year, a busi-
ness concern which has negotiated with a 
military service or defense agency a subcon-
tracting plan for the participation by small 
business concerns pursuant to section 8(d) of 
the Small Business Act (15 U.S.C. 637(d)) 
shall be given credit toward meeting that 
subcontracting goal for any purchases made 
from qualified nonprofit agencies for the 
blind or other severely handicapped. 

(c) For the purpose of this section, the 
phrase ‘‘qualified nonprofit agency for the 
blind or other severely handicapped’’ means 
a nonprofit agency for the blind or other se-
verely handicapped that has been approved 
by the Committee for the Purchase from the 
Blind and Other Severely Handicapped under 
the Javits-Wagner-O’Day Act (41 U.S.C. 46–
48). 

SEC. 8029. During the current fiscal year, 
net receipts pursuant to collections from 
third party payers pursuant to section 1095 of 
title 10, United States Code, shall be made 
available to the local facility of the uni-
formed services responsible for the collec-
tions and shall be over and above the facili-
ty’s direct budget amount. 

SEC. 8030. During the current fiscal year, 
the Department of Defense is authorized to 
incur obligations of not to exceed $350,000,000 
for purposes specified in section 2350j(c) of 
title 10, United States Code, in anticipation 
of receipt of contributions, only from the 
Government of Kuwait, under that section: 
Provided, That upon receipt, such contribu-
tions from the Government of Kuwait shall 
be credited to the appropriations or fund 
which incurred such obligations. 

SEC. 8031. (a) None of the funds appro-
priated in this Act are available to establish 
a new Department of Defense (department) 
federally funded research and development 
center (FFRDC), either as a new entity, or as 
a separate entity administrated by an orga-
nization managing another FFRDC, or as a 
nonprofit membership corporation con-
sisting of a consortium of other FFRDCs and 
other non-profit entities. 

(b) No member of a Board of Directors, 
Trustees, Overseers, Advisory Group, Special 
Issues Panel, Visiting Committee, or any 
similar entity of a defense FFRDC, and no 
paid consultant to any defense FFRDC, ex-
cept when acting in a technical advisory ca-
pacity, may be compensated for his or her 
services as a member of such entity, or as a 
paid consultant by more than one FFRDC in 
a fiscal year: Provided, That a member of any 
such entity referred to previously in this 
subsection shall be allowed travel expenses 
and per diem as authorized under the Federal 
Joint Travel Regulations, when engaged in 
the performance of membership duties. 

(c) Notwithstanding any other provision of 
law, none of the funds available to the de-
partment from any source during fiscal year 
2001 may be used by a defense FFRDC, 
through a fee or other payment mechanism, 
for construction of new buildings, for pay-
ment of cost sharing for projects funded by 
Government grants, for absorption of con-
tract overruns, or for certain charitable con-
tributions, not to include employee partici-
pation in community service and/or develop-
ment. 

(d) Notwithstanding any other provision of 
law, of the funds available to the department 
during fiscal year 2001, not more than 6,227 
staff years of technical effort (staff years) 
may be funded for defense FFRDCs: Provided, 
That of the specific amount referred to pre-
viously in this subsection, not more than 
1,009 staff years may be funded for the de-
fense studies and analysis FFRDCs. 

(e) The Secretary of Defense shall, with the 
submission of the department’s fiscal year 
2002 budget request, submit a report pre-
senting the specific amounts of staff years of 
technical effort to be allocated for each de-
fense FFRDC during that fiscal year. 

SEC. 8032. None of the funds appropriated 
or made available in this Act shall be used to 
procure carbon, alloy or armor steel plate for 
use in any Government-owned facility or 
property under the control of the Depart-
ment of Defense which were not melted and 
rolled in the United States or Canada: Pro-
vided, That these procurement restrictions 
shall apply to any and all Federal Supply 
Class 9515, American Society of Testing and 
Materials (ASTM) or American Iron and 
Steel Institute (AISI) specifications of car-
bon, alloy or armor steel plate: Provided fur-
ther, That the Secretary of the military de-
partment responsible for the procurement 
may waive this restriction on a case-by-case 
basis by certifying in writing to the Commit-
tees on Appropriations of the House of Rep-
resentatives and the Senate that adequate 
domestic supplies are not available to meet 
Department of Defense requirements on a 
timely basis and that such an acquisition 
must be made in order to acquire capability 
for national security purposes: Provided fur-
ther, That these restrictions shall not apply 
to contracts which are in being as of the date 
of the enactment of this Act. 

SEC. 8033. For the purposes of this Act, the 
term ‘‘congressional defense committees’’ 
means the Armed Services Committee of the 
House of Representatives, the Armed Serv-
ices Committee of the Senate, the Sub-

committee on Defense of the Committee on 
Appropriations of the Senate, and the Sub-
committee on Defense of the Committee on 
Appropriations of the House of Representa-
tives. 

SEC. 8034. During the current fiscal year, 
the Department of Defense may acquire the 
modification, depot maintenance and repair 
of aircraft, vehicles and vessels as well as the 
production of components and other Defense-
related articles, through competition be-
tween Department of Defense depot mainte-
nance activities and private firms: Provided, 
That the Senior Acquisition Executive of the 
military department or defense agency con-
cerned, with power of delegation, shall cer-
tify that successful bids include comparable 
estimates of all direct and indirect costs for 
both public and private bids: Provided further, 
That Office of Management and Budget Cir-
cular A–76 shall not apply to competitions 
conducted under this section. 

SEC. 8035. (a)(1) If the Secretary of Defense, 
after consultation with the United States 
Trade Representative, determines that a for-
eign country which is party to an agreement 
described in paragraph (2) has violated the 
terms of the agreement by discriminating 
against certain types of products produced in 
the United States that are covered by the 
agreement, the Secretary of Defense shall re-
scind the Secretary’s blanket waiver of the 
Buy American Act with respect to such 
types of products produced in that foreign 
country. 

(2) An agreement referred to in paragraph 
(1) is any reciprocal defense procurement 
memorandum of understanding, between the 
United States and a foreign country pursu-
ant to which the Secretary of Defense has 
prospectively waived the Buy American Act 
for certain products in that country. 

(b) The Secretary of Defense shall submit 
to the Congress a report on the amount of 
Department of Defense purchases from for-
eign entities in fiscal year 2001. Such report 
shall separately indicate the dollar value of 
items for which the Buy American Act was 
waived pursuant to any agreement described 
in subsection (a)(2), the Trade Agreement 
Act of 1979 (19 U.S.C. 2501 et seq.), or any 
international agreement to which the United 
States is a party. 

(c) For purposes of this section, the term 
‘‘Buy American Act’’ means title III of the 
Act entitled ‘‘An Act making appropriations 
for the Treasury and Post Office Depart-
ments for the fiscal year ending June 30, 
1934, and for other purposes’’, approved 
March 3, 1933 (41 U.S.C. 10a et seq.). 

SEC. 8036. Appropriations contained in this 
Act that remain available at the end of the 
current fiscal year as a result of energy cost 
savings realized by the Department of De-
fense shall remain available for obligation 
for the next fiscal year to the extent, and for 
the purposes, provided in section 2865 of title 
10, United States Code.

(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS) 
SEC. 8037. Amounts deposited during the 

current fiscal year to the special account es-
tablished under 40 U.S.C. 485(h)(2) and to the 
special account established under 10 U.S.C. 
2667(d)(1) are appropriated and shall be avail-
able until transferred by the Secretary of 
Defense to current applicable appropriations 
or funds of the Department of Defense under 
the terms and conditions specified by 40 
U.S.C. 485(h)(2)(A) and (B) and 10 U.S.C. 
2667(d)(1)(B), to be merged with and to be 
available for the same time period and the 
same purposes as the appropriation to which 
transferred. 

SEC. 8038. The President shall include with 
each budget for a fiscal year submitted to 
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the Congress under section 1105 of title 31, 
United States Code, materials that shall 
identify clearly and separately the amounts 
requested in the budget for appropriation for 
that fiscal year for salaries and expenses re-
lated to administrative activities of the De-
partment of Defense, the military depart-
ments, and the defense agencies. 

SEC. 8039. Notwithstanding any other pro-
vision of law, funds available for ‘‘Drug 
Interdiction and Counter-Drug Activities, 
Defense’’ may be obligated for the Young 
Marines program. 

(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS) 
SEC. 8040. During the current fiscal year, 

amounts contained in the Department of De-
fense Overseas Military Facility Investment 
Recovery Account established by section 
2921(c)(1) of the National Defense Authoriza-
tion Act of 1991 (Public Law 101–510; 10 U.S.C. 
2687 note) shall be available until expended 
for the payments specified by section 
2921(c)(2) of that Act: Provided, That none of 
the funds made available for expenditure 
under this section may be transferred or ob-
ligated until 30 days after the Secretary of 
Defense submits a report which details the 
balance available in the Overseas Military 
Facility Investment Recovery Account, all 
projected income into the account during fis-
cal years 2001 and 2002, and the specific ex-
penditures to be made using funds trans-
ferred from this account during fiscal year 
2001. 

SEC. 8041. Of the funds appropriated or oth-
erwise made available by this Act, not more 
than $119,200,000 shall be available for pay-
ment of the operating costs of NATO Head-
quarters: Provided, That the Secretary of De-
fense may waive this section for Department 
of Defense support provided to NATO forces 
in and around the former Yugoslavia. 

SEC. 8042. During the current fiscal year, 
appropriations which are available to the De-
partment of Defense for operation and main-
tenance may be used to purchase items hav-
ing an investment item unit cost of not more 
than $100,000. 

SEC. 8043. (a) During the current fiscal 
year, none of the appropriations or funds 
available to the Department of Defense 
Working Capital Funds shall be used for the 
purchase of an investment item for the pur-
pose of acquiring a new inventory item for 
sale or anticipated sale during the current 
fiscal year or a subsequent fiscal year to cus-
tomers of the Department of Defense Work-
ing Capital Funds if such an item would not 
have been chargeable to the Department of 
Defense Business Operations Fund during fis-
cal year 1994 and if the purchase of such an 
investment item would be chargeable during 
the current fiscal year to appropriations 
made to the Department of Defense for pro-
curement. 

(b) The fiscal year 2002 budget request for 
the Department of Defense as well as all jus-
tification material and other documentation 
supporting the fiscal year 2002 Department of 
Defense budget shall be prepared and sub-
mitted to the Congress on the basis that any 
equipment which was classified as an end 
item and funded in a procurement appropria-
tion contained in this Act shall be budgeted 
for in a proposed fiscal year 2002 procure-
ment appropriation and not in the supply 
management business area or any other area 
or category of the Department of Defense 
Working Capital Funds. 

SEC. 8044. None of the funds appropriated 
by this Act for programs of the Central In-
telligence Agency shall remain available for 
obligation beyond the current fiscal year, ex-
cept for funds appropriated for the Reserve 

for Contingencies, which shall remain avail-
able until September 30, 2002: Provided, That 
funds appropriated, transferred, or otherwise 
credited to the Central Intelligence Agency 
Central Services Working Capital Fund dur-
ing this or any prior or subsequent fiscal 
year shall remain available until expended. 

SEC. 8045. Notwithstanding any other pro-
vision of law, funds made available in this 
Act for the Defense Intelligence Agency may 
be used for the design, development, and de-
ployment of General Defense Intelligence 
Program intelligence communications and 
intelligence information systems for the 
Services, the Unified and Specified Com-
mands, and the component commands. 

SEC. 8046. Of the funds appropriated by the 
Department of Defense under the heading 
‘‘Operation and Maintenance, Defense-
Wide’’, not less than $8,000,000 shall be made 
available only for the mitigation of environ-
mental impacts, including training and tech-
nical assistance to tribes, related adminis-
trative support, the gathering of informa-
tion, documenting of environmental damage, 
and developing a system for prioritization of 
mitigation and cost to complete estimates 
for mitigation, on Indian lands resulting 
from Department of Defense activities. 

SEC. 8047. Amounts collected for the use of 
the facilities of the National Science Center 
for Communications and Electronics during 
the current fiscal year pursuant to section 
1459(g) of the Department of Defense Author-
ization Act, 1986, and deposited to the special 
account established under subsection 
1459(g)(2) of that Act are appropriated and 
shall be available until expended for the op-
eration and maintenance of the Center as 
provided for in subsection 1459(g)(2). 

SEC. 8048. None of the funds appropriated in 
this Act may be used to fill the commander’s 
position at any military medical facility 
with a health care professional unless the 
prospective candidate can demonstrate pro-
fessional administrative skills. 

SEC. 8049. (a) None of the funds appro-
priated in this Act may be expended by an 
entity of the Department of Defense unless 
the entity, in expending the funds, complies 
with the Buy American Act. For purposes of 
this subsection, the term ‘‘Buy American 
Act’’ means title III of the Act entitled ‘‘An 
Act making appropriations for the Treasury 
and Post Office Departments for the fiscal 
year ending June 30, 1934, and for other pur-
poses’’, approved March 3, 1933 (41 U.S.C. 10a 
et seq.). 

(b) If the Secretary of Defense determines 
that a person has been convicted of inten-
tionally affixing a label bearing a ‘‘Made in 
America’’ inscription to any product sold in 
or shipped to the United States that is not 
made in America, the Secretary shall deter-
mine, in accordance with section 2410f of 
title 10, United States Code, whether the per-
son should be debarred from contracting 
with the Department of Defense. 

(c) In the case of any equipment or prod-
ucts purchased with appropriations provided 
under this Act, it is the sense of the Congress 
that any entity of the Department of De-
fense, in expending the appropriation, pur-
chase only American-made equipment and 
products, provided that American-made 
equipment and products are cost-competi-
tive, quality-competitive, and available in a 
timely fashion. 

SEC. 8050. None of the funds appropriated 
by this Act shall be available for a contract 
for studies, analysis, or consulting services 
entered into without competition on the 
basis of an unsolicited proposal unless the 
head of the activity responsible for the pro-
curement determines—

(1) as a result of thorough technical eval-
uation, only one source is found fully quali-
fied to perform the proposed work; 

(2) the purpose of the contract is to explore 
an unsolicited proposal which offers signifi-
cant scientific or technological promise, rep-
resents the product of original thinking, and 
was submitted in confidence by one source; 
or 

(3) the purpose of the contract is to take 
advantage of unique and significant indus-
trial accomplishment by a specific concern, 
or to insure that a new product or idea of a 
specific concern is given financial support:
Provided, That this limitation shall not 
apply to contracts in an amount of less than 
$25,000, contracts related to improvements of 
equipment that is in development or produc-
tion, or contracts as to which a civilian offi-
cial of the Department of Defense, who has 
been confirmed by the Senate, determines 
that the award of such contract is in the in-
terest of the national defense. 

SEC. 8051. (a) Except as provided in sub-
sections (b) and (c), none of the funds made 
available by this Act may be used—

(1) to establish a field operating agency; or 
(2) to pay the basic pay of a member of the 

Armed Forces or civilian employee of the de-
partment who is transferred or reassigned 
from a headquarters activity if the member 
or employee’s place of duty remains at the 
location of that headquarters. 

(b) The Secretary of Defense or Secretary 
of a military department may waive the lim-
itations in subsection (a), on a case-by-case 
basis, if the Secretary determines, and cer-
tifies to the Committees on Appropriations 
of the House of Representatives and Senate 
that the granting of the waiver will reduce 
the personnel requirements or the financial 
requirements of the department. 

(c) This section does not apply to field op-
erating agencies funded within the National 
Foreign Intelligence Program. 

SEC. 8052. Funds appropriated by this Act 
and in Public Law 105–277, or made available 
by the transfer of funds in this Act and in 
Public Law 105–277 for intelligence activities 
are deemed to be specifically authorized by 
the Congress for purposes of section 504 of 
the National Security Act of 1947 (50 U.S.C. 
414) during fiscal year 2001 until the enact-
ment of the Intelligence Authorization Act 
for Fiscal Year 2001. 

SEC. 8053. Notwithstanding section 303 of 
Public Law 96–487 or any other provision of 
law, the Secretary of the Navy is authorized 
to lease real and personal property at Naval 
Air Facility, Adak, Alaska, pursuant to 10 
U.S.C. 2667(f ), for commercial, industrial or 
other purposes: Provided, That notwith-
standing any other provision of law, the Sec-
retary of the Navy may remove hazardous 
materials from facilities, buildings, and 
structures at Adak, Alaska, and may demol-
ish or otherwise dispose of such facilities, 
buildings, and structures. 

(RESCISSIONS) 
SEC. 8054. Of the funds provided in Depart-

ment of Defense Appropriations Acts, the 
following funds are hereby rescinded as of 
the date of enactment of this Act, or October 
1, 2000, whichever is later, from the following 
accounts in the specified amounts: 

‘‘Aircraft Procurement, Army, 2000/2002’’, 
$7,000,000; 

‘‘Missile Procurement, Army, 2000/2002’’, 
$6,000,000; 

‘‘Procurement of Weapons and Tracked 
Combat Vehicles, Army, 2000/2002’’, $7,000,000; 

‘‘Procurement of Ammunition, Army, 2000/
2002’’, $5,000,000; 

‘‘Other Procurement, Army, 2000/2002’’, 
$16,000,000; 
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‘‘Aircraft Procurement, Air Force, 2000/

2002’’, $32,700,000; 
‘‘Missile Procurement, Air Force, 2000/

2002’’, $5,500,000; 
‘‘Other Procurement, Air Force, 2000/2002’’, 

$6,400,000; 
‘‘Research, Development, Test and Evalua-

tion, Army, 2000/2001’’, $19,000,000; 
‘‘Research, Development, Test and Evalua-

tion, Air Force, 2000/2001’’, $42,000,000; and 
‘‘Research, Development, Test and Evalua-

tion, Defense-Wide, 2000/2001’’, $33,900,000: 
Provided, That these reductions shall be ap-
plied proportionally to each budget activity, 
activity group and subactivity group and 
each program, project and activity within 
each appropriation account: Provided further, 
That the following additional amounts are 
hereby rescinded as of the date of enactment 
of this Act, or October 1, 2000, whichever is 
later, from the following accounts in the 
specified amounts: 

‘‘Shipbuilding and Conversion, Navy, 1998/
2002’’, SSN–21 attack submarine program, 
$74,000,000; 

‘‘Other Procurement, Army, 1999/2001’’, 
$3,000,000; 

‘‘Weapons Procurement, Navy, 1999/2001’’, 
$22,000,000; 

‘‘Aircraft Procurement, Air Force, 1999/
2001’’, $12,300,000; 

‘‘Missile Procurement, Air Force, 1999/
2001’’, $20,000,000; 

‘‘Other Procurement, Air Force, 1999/2001’’, 
$8,000,000; 

‘‘Missile Procurement, Army, 2000/2002’’, 
$150,000,000; 

‘‘Procurement of Weapons and Tracked 
Combat Vehicles, Army, 2000/2002’’, 
$60,000,000; 

‘‘Other Procurement, Army, 2000/2002’’, 
$29,000,000; 

‘‘Aircraft Procurement, Navy, 2000/2002’’, 
$6,500,000; 

‘‘Missile Procurement, Air Force, 2000/
2002’’, $6,192,000; 

‘‘Other Procurement, Air Force, 2000/2002’’, 
$20,000,000; 

‘‘Research, Development, Test and Evalua-
tion, Army, 2000/2001’’, $52,000,000; 

‘‘Research, Development, Test and Evalua-
tion, Air Force, 2000/2001’’, $30,000,000; and 

‘‘Reserve Mobilization Income Insurance 
Fund’’, $17,000,000. 

SEC. 8055. None of the funds available in 
this Act may be used to reduce the author-
ized positions for military (civilian) techni-
cians of the Army National Guard, the Air 
National Guard, Army Reserve and Air Force 
Reserve for the purpose of applying any ad-
ministratively imposed civilian personnel 
ceiling, freeze, or reduction on military (ci-
vilian) technicians, unless such reductions 
are a direct result of a reduction in military 
force structure. 

SEC. 8056. None of the funds appropriated 
or otherwise made available in this Act may 
be obligated or expended for assistance to 
the Democratic People’s Republic of North 
Korea unless specifically appropriated for 
that purpose. 

SEC. 8057. During the current fiscal year, 
funds appropriated in this Act are available 
to compensate members of the National 
Guard for duty performed pursuant to a plan 
submitted by a Governor of a State and ap-
proved by the Secretary of Defense under 
section 112 of title 32, United States Code: 
Provided, That during the performance of 
such duty, the members of the National 
Guard shall be under State command and 
control: Provided further, That such duty 
shall be treated as full-time National Guard 
duty for purposes of sections 12602(a)(2) and 
(b)(2) of title 10, United States Code. 

SEC. 8058. Funds appropriated in this Act 
for operation and maintenance of the Mili-
tary Departments, Combatant Commands 
and Defense Agencies shall be available for 
reimbursement of pay, allowances and other 
expenses which would otherwise be incurred 
against appropriations for the National 
Guard and Reserve when members of the Na-
tional Guard and Reserve provide intel-
ligence or counterintelligence support to 
Combatant Commands, Defense Agencies and 
Joint Intelligence Activities, including the 
activities and programs included within the 
National Foreign Intelligence Program 
(NFIP), the Joint Military Intelligence Pro-
gram (JMIP), and the Tactical Intelligence 
and Related Activities (TIARA) aggregate: 
Provided, That nothing in this section au-
thorizes deviation from established Reserve 
and National Guard personnel and training 
procedures. 

SEC. 8059. During the current fiscal year, 
none of the funds appropriated in this Act 
may be used to reduce the civilian medical 
and medical support personnel assigned to 
military treatment facilities below the Sep-
tember 30, 2000 level: Provided, That the 
Service Surgeons General may waive this 
section by certifying to the congressional de-
fense committees that the beneficiary popu-
lation is declining in some catchment areas 
and civilian strength reductions may be con-
sistent with responsible resource steward-
ship and capitation-based budgeting.

(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS) 

SEC. 8060. None of the funds appropriated in 
this Act may be transferred to or obligated 
from the Pentagon Reservation Maintenance 
Revolving Fund, unless the Secretary of De-
fense certifies that the total cost for the 
planning, design, construction and installa-
tion of equipment for the renovation of the 
Pentagon Reservation will not exceed 
$1,222,000,000. 

SEC. 8061. (a) None of the funds available to 
the Department of Defense for any fiscal 
year for drug interdiction or counter-drug 
activities may be transferred to any other 
department or agency of the United States 
except as specifically provided in an appro-
priations law. 

(b) None of the funds available to the Cen-
tral Intelligence Agency for any fiscal year 
for drug interdiction and counter-drug ac-
tivities may be transferred to any other de-
partment or agency of the United States ex-
cept as specifically provided in an appropria-
tions law.

(TRANSFER OF FUNDS) 

SEC. 8062. Appropriations available in this 
Act under the heading ‘‘Operation and Main-
tenance, Defense-Wide’’ for increasing en-
ergy and water efficiency in Federal build-
ings may, during their period of availability, 
be transferred to other appropriations or 
funds of the Department of Defense for 
projects related to increasing energy and 
water efficiency, to be merged with and to be 
available for the same general purposes, and 
for the same time period, as the appropria-
tion or fund to which transferred. 

SEC. 8063. None of the funds appropriated 
by this Act may be used for the procurement 
of ball and roller bearings other than those 
produced by a domestic source and of domes-
tic origin: Provided, That the Secretary of 
the military department responsible for such 
procurement may waive this restriction on a 
case-by-case basis by certifying in writing to 
the Committees on Appropriations of the 
House of Representatives and the Senate, 
that adequate domestic supplies are not 
available to meet Department of Defense re-

quirements on a timely basis and that such 
an acquisition must be made in order to ac-
quire capability for national security pur-
poses. 

SEC. 8064. Notwithstanding any other pro-
vision of law, funds available to the Depart-
ment of Defense shall be made available to 
provide transportation of medical supplies 
and equipment, on a nonreimbursable basis, 
to American Samoa, and funds available to 
the Department of Defense shall be made 
available to provide transportation of med-
ical supplies and equipment, on a non-
reimbursable basis, to the Indian Health 
Service when it is in conjunction with a 
civil-military project. 

SEC. 8065. None of the funds in this Act 
may be used to purchase any supercomputer 
which is not manufactured in the United 
States, unless the Secretary of Defense cer-
tifies to the congressional defense commit-
tees that such an acquisition must be made 
in order to acquire capability for national se-
curity purposes that is not available from 
United States manufacturers. 

SEC. 8066. Notwithstanding any other pro-
vision of law, the Naval shipyards of the 
United States shall be eligible to participate 
in any manufacturing extension program fi-
nanced by funds appropriated in this or any 
other Act. 

SEC. 8067. Notwithstanding any other pro-
vision of law, each contract awarded by the 
Department of Defense during the current 
fiscal year for construction or service per-
formed in whole or in part in a State (as de-
fined in section 381(d) of title 10, United 
States Code) which is not contiguous with 
another State and has an unemployment 
rate in excess of the national average rate of 
unemployment as determined by the Sec-
retary of Labor, shall include a provision re-
quiring the contractor to employ, for the 
purpose of performing that portion of the 
contract in such State that is not contiguous 
with another State, individuals who are resi-
dents of such State and who, in the case of 
any craft or trade, possess or would be able 
to acquire promptly the necessary skills: 
Provided, That the Secretary of Defense may 
waive the requirements of this section, on a 
case-by-case basis, in the interest of national 
security. 

SEC. 8068. During the current fiscal year, 
the Army shall use the former George Air 
Force Base as the airhead for the National 
Training Center at Fort Irwin: Provided, 
That none of the funds in this Act shall be 
obligated or expended to transport Army 
personnel into Edwards Air Force Base for 
training rotations at the National Training 
Center. 

SEC. 8069. (a) The Secretary of Defense 
shall submit, on a quarterly basis, a report 
to the congressional defense committees, the 
Committee on International Relations of the 
House of Representatives and the Committee 
on Foreign Relations of the Senate setting 
forth all costs (including incremental costs) 
incurred by the Department of Defense dur-
ing the preceding quarter in implementing 
or supporting resolutions of the United Na-
tions Security Council, including any such 
resolution calling for international sanc-
tions, international peacekeeping oper-
ations, and humanitarian missions under-
taken by the Department of Defense. The 
quarterly report shall include an aggregate 
of all such Department of Defense costs by 
operation or mission. 

(b) The Secretary of Defense shall detail in 
the quarterly reports all efforts made to seek 
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credit against past United Nations expendi-
tures and all efforts made to seek compensa-
tion from the United Nations for costs in-
curred by the Department of Defense in im-
plementing and supporting United Nations 
activities. 

SEC. 8070. (a) LIMITATION ON TRANSFER OF 
DEFENSE ARTICLES AND SERVICES.—Notwith-
standing any other provision of law, none of 
the funds available to the Department of De-
fense for the current fiscal year may be obli-
gated or expended to transfer to another na-
tion or an international organization any de-
fense articles or services (other than intel-
ligence services) for use in the activities de-
scribed in subsection (b) unless the congres-
sional defense committees, the Committee 
on International Relations of the House of 
Representatives, and the Committee on For-
eign Relations of the Senate are notified 15 
days in advance of such transfer. 

(b) COVERED ACTIVITIES.—This section ap-
plies to—

(1) any international peacekeeping or 
peace-enforcement operation under the au-
thority of chapter VI or chapter VII of the 
United Nations Charter under the authority 
of a United Nations Security Council resolu-
tion; and 

(2) any other international peacekeeping, 
peace-enforcement, or humanitarian assist-
ance operation. 

(c) REQUIRED NOTICE.—A notice under sub-
section (a) shall include the following: 

(1) A description of the equipment, sup-
plies, or services to be transferred. 

(2) A statement of the value of the equip-
ment, supplies, or services to be transferred. 

(3) In the case of a proposed transfer of 
equipment or supplies—

(A) a statement of whether the inventory 
requirements of all elements of the Armed 
Forces (including the reserve components) 
for the type of equipment or supplies to be 
transferred have been met; and 

(B) a statement of whether the items pro-
posed to be transferred will have to be re-
placed and, if so, how the President proposes 
to provide funds for such replacement. 

SEC. 8071. To the extent authorized by sub-
chapter VI of chapter 148 of title 10, United 
States Code, the Secretary of Defense may 
issue loan guarantees in support of United 
States defense exports not otherwise pro-
vided for: Provided, That the total contingent 
liability of the United States for guarantees 
issued under the authority of this section 
may not exceed $15,000,000,000: Provided fur-
ther, That the exposure fees charged and col-
lected by the Secretary for each guarantee 
shall be paid by the country involved and 
shall not be financed as part of a loan guar-
anteed by the United States: Provided fur-
ther, That the Secretary shall provide quar-
terly reports to the Committees on Appro-
priations, Armed Services, and Foreign Rela-
tions of the Senate and the Committees on 
Appropriations, Armed Services, and Inter-
national Relations in the House of Rep-
resentatives on the implementation of this 
program: Provided further, That amounts 
charged for administrative fees and depos-
ited to the special account provided for 
under section 2540c(d) of title 10, shall be 
available for paying the costs of administra-
tive expenses of the Department of Defense 
that are attributable to the loan guarantee 
program under subchapter VI of chapter 148 
of title 10, United States Code. 

SEC. 8072. None of the funds available to 
the Department of Defense under this Act 
shall be obligated or expended to pay a con-
tractor under a contract with the Depart-
ment of Defense for costs of any amount paid 
by the contractor to an employee when—

(1) such costs are for a bonus or otherwise 
in excess of the normal salary paid by the 
contractor to the employee; and 

(2) such bonus is part of restructuring costs 
associated with a business combination. 

SEC. 8073. (a) None of the funds appro-
priated or otherwise made available in this 
Act may be used to transport or provide for 
the transportation of chemical munitions or 
agents to the Johnston Atoll for the purpose 
of storing or demilitarizing such munitions 
or agents. 

(b) The prohibition in subsection (a) shall 
not apply to any obsolete World War II 
chemical munition or agent of the United 
States found in the World War II Pacific 
Theater of Operations. 

(c) The President may suspend the applica-
tion of subsection (a) during a period of war 
in which the United States is a party. 

SEC. 8074. None of the funds provided in 
title II of this Act for ‘‘Former Soviet Union 
Threat Reduction’’ may be obligated or ex-
pended to finance housing for any individual 
who was a member of the military forces of 
the Soviet Union or for any individual who is 
or was a member of the military forces of the 
Russian Federation.

(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS) 
SEC. 8075. During the current fiscal year, 

no more than $10,000,000 of appropriations 
made in this Act under the heading ‘‘Oper-
ation and Maintenance, Defense-Wide’’ may 
be transferred to appropriations available for 
the pay of military personnel, to be merged 
with, and to be available for the same time 
period as the appropriations to which trans-
ferred, to be used in support of such per-
sonnel in connection with support and serv-
ices for eligible organizations and activities 
outside the Department of Defense pursuant 
to section 2012 of title 10, United States 
Code. 

SEC. 8076. For purposes of section 1553(b) of 
title 31, United States Code, any subdivision 
of appropriations made in this Act under the 
heading ‘‘Shipbuilding and Conversion, 
Navy’’ shall be considered to be for the same 
purpose as any subdivision under the heading 
‘‘Shipbuilding and Conversion, Navy’’ appro-
priations in any prior year, and the 1 percent 
limitation shall apply to the total amount of 
the appropriation. 

SEC. 8077. During the current fiscal year, in 
the case of an appropriation account of the 
Department of Defense for which the period 
of availability for obligation has expired or 
which has closed under the provisions of sec-
tion 1552 of title 31, United States Code, and 
which has a negative unliquidated or unex-
pended balance, an obligation or an adjust-
ment of an obligation may be charged to any 
current appropriation account for the same 
purpose as the expired or closed account if—

(1) the obligation would have been properly 
chargeable (except as to amount) to the ex-
pired or closed account before the end of the 
period of availability or closing of that ac-
count; 

(2) the obligation is not otherwise properly 
chargeable to any current appropriation ac-
count of the Department of Defense; and 

(3) in the case of an expired account, the 
obligation is not chargeable to a current ap-
propriation of the Department of Defense 
under the provisions of section 1405(b)(8) of 
the National Defense Authorization Act for 
Fiscal Year 1991, Public Law 101–510, as 
amended (31 U.S.C. 1551 note): Provided, That 
in the case of an expired account, if subse-
quent review or investigation discloses that 
there was not in fact a negative unliquidated 
or unexpended balance in the account, any 
charge to a current account under the au-

thority of this section shall be reversed and 
recorded against the expired account: Pro-
vided further, That the total amount charged 
to a current appropriation under this section 
may not exceed an amount equal to 1 percent 
of the total appropriation for that account. 

SEC. 8078. The Under Secretary of Defense 
(Comptroller) shall submit to the congres-
sional defense committees by February 1, 
2001, a detailed report identifying, by 
amount and by separate budget activity, ac-
tivity group, subactivity group, line item, 
program element, program, project, sub-
project, and activity, any activity for which 
the fiscal year 2002 budget request was re-
duced because the Congress appropriated 
funds above the President’s budget request 
for that specific activity for fiscal year 2001. 

SEC. 8079. Funds appropriated in title II of 
this Act and for the Defense Health Program 
in title VI of this Act for supervision and ad-
ministration costs for facilities maintenance 
and repair, minor construction, or design 
projects may be obligated at the time the re-
imbursable order is accepted by the per-
forming activity: Provided, That for the pur-
pose of this section, supervision and adminis-
tration costs includes all in-house Govern-
ment cost. 

SEC. 8080. During the current fiscal year, 
the Secretary of Defense may waive reim-
bursement of the cost of conferences, semi-
nars, courses of instruction, or similar edu-
cational activities of the Asia-Pacific Center 
for Security Studies for military officers and 
civilian officials of foreign nations if the 
Secretary determines that attendance by 
such personnel, without reimbursement, is in 
the national security interest of the United 
States: Provided, That costs for which reim-
bursement is waived pursuant to this section 
shall be paid from appropriations available 
for the Asia-Pacific Center. 

SEC. 8081. (a) Notwithstanding any other 
provision of law, the Chief of the National 
Guard Bureau may permit the use of equip-
ment of the National Guard Distance Learn-
ing Project by any person or entity on a 
space-available, reimbursable basis. The 
Chief of the National Guard Bureau shall es-
tablish the amount of reimbursement for 
such use on a case-by-case basis. 

(b) Amounts collected under subsection (a) 
shall be credited to funds available for the 
National Guard Distance Learning Project 
and be available to defray the costs associ-
ated with the use of equipment of the project 
under that subsection. Such funds shall be 
available for such purposes without fiscal 
year limitation. 

SEC. 8082. Using funds available by this Act 
or any other Act, the Secretary of the Air 
Force, pursuant to a determination under 
section 2690 of title 10, United States Code, 
may implement cost-effective agreements 
for required heating facility modernization 
in the Kaiserslautern Military Community 
in the Federal Republic of Germany: Pro-
vided, That in the City of Kaiserslautern 
such agreements will include the use of 
United States anthracite as the base load en-
ergy for municipal district heat to the 
United States Defense installations: Provided 
further, That at Landstuhl Army Regional 
Medical Center and Ramstein Air Base, fur-
nished heat may be obtained from private, 
regional or municipal services, if provisions 
are included for the consideration of United 
States coal as an energy source. 

SEC. 8083. Notwithstanding 31 U.S.C. 3902, 
during the current fiscal year, interest pen-
alties may be paid by the Department of De-
fense from funds financing the operation of 
the military department or defense agency 
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with which the invoice or contract payment 
is associated. 

SEC. 8084. None of the funds appropriated in 
title IV of this Act may be used to procure 
end-items for delivery to military forces for 
operational training, operational use or in-
ventory requirements: Provided, That this re-
striction does not apply to end-items used in 
development, prototyping, and test activi-
ties preceding and leading to acceptance for 
operational use: Provided further, That this 
restriction does not apply to programs fund-
ed within the National Foreign Intelligence 
Program: Provided further, That the Sec-
retary of Defense may waive this restriction 
on a case-by-case basis by certifying in writ-
ing to the Committees on Appropriations of 
the House of Representatives and the Senate 
that it is in the national security interest to 
do so.

SEC. 8085. Notwithstanding any other pro-
vision in this Act, the total amount appro-
priated in this Act is hereby reduced by 
$800,000,000 to reflect working capital fund 
cash balance and rate stabilization adjust-
ments, to be distributed as follows: 

‘‘Operation and Maintenance, Army’’, 
$40,794,000; 

‘‘Operation and Maintenance, Navy’’, 
$271,856,000; 

‘‘Operation and Maintenance, Marine 
Corps’’, $5,006,000; 

‘‘Operation and Maintenance, Air Force’’, 
$294,209,000; 

‘‘Operation and Maintenance, Defense-
Wide’’, $10,864,000; 

‘‘Operation and Maintenance, Navy Re-
serve’’, $31,669,000; 

‘‘Operation and Maintenance, Marine Corps 
Reserve’’, $563,000; 

‘‘Operation and Maintenance, Air Force 
Reserve’’, $43,974,000; 

‘‘Operation and Maintenance, Army Na-
tional Guard’’, $15,572,000; and 

‘‘Operation and Maintenance, Air National 
Guard’’, $85,493,000.

SEC. 8086. None of the funds made available 
in this Act may be used to approve or license 
the sale of the F–22 advanced tactical fighter 
to any foreign government. 

SEC. 8087. (a) The Secretary of Defense 
may, on a case-by-case basis, waive with re-
spect to a foreign country each limitation on 
the procurement of defense items from for-
eign sources provided in law if the Secretary 
determines that the application of the limi-
tation with respect to that country would in-
validate cooperative programs entered into 
between the Department of Defense and the 
foreign country, or would invalidate recip-
rocal trade agreements for the procurement 
of defense items entered into under section 
2531 of title 10, United States Code, and the 
country does not discriminate against the 
same or similar defense items produced in 
the United States for that country. 

(b) Subsection (a) applies with respect to—
(1) contracts and subcontracts entered into 

on or after the date of the enactment of this 
Act; and 

(2) options for the procurement of items 
that are exercised after such date under con-
tracts that are entered into before such date 
if the option prices are adjusted for any rea-
son other than the application of a waiver 
granted under subsection (a). 

(c) Subsection (a) does not apply to a limi-
tation regarding construction of public ves-
sels, ball and roller bearings, food, and cloth-
ing or textile materials as defined by section 
11 (chapters 50–65) of the Harmonized Tariff 
Schedule and products classified under head-
ings 4010, 4202, 4203, 6401 through 6406, 6505, 
7019, 7218 through 7229, 7304.41 through 

7304.49, 7306.40, 7502 through 7508, 8105, 8108, 
8109, 8211, 8215, and 9404. 

(d) Section 8093(d) of the Department of 
Defense Appropriations Act, 2000 (Public Law 
106–79; 113 Stat. 1253), is amended by insert-
ing ‘‘design, manufacture, or’’ after ‘‘obli-
gated or expended for’’. 

SEC. 8088. Funds made available to the 
Civil Air Patrol in this Act under the head-
ing ‘‘Drug Interdiction and Counter-Drug Ac-
tivities, Defense’’ may be used for the Civil 
Air Patrol Corporation’s counterdrug pro-
gram, including its demand reduction pro-
gram involving youth programs, as well as 
operational and training drug reconnais-
sance missions for Federal, State, and local 
government agencies; for administrative 
costs, including the hiring of Civil Air Patrol 
Corporation employees; for travel and per 
diem expenses of Civil Air Patrol Corpora-
tion personnel in support of those missions; 
and for equipment needed for mission sup-
port or performance: Provided, That of these 
funds, $300,000 shall be made available to es-
tablish and operate a distance learning pro-
gram: Provided further, That the Department 
of the Air Force should waive reimbursement 
from the Federal, State, and local govern-
ment agencies for the use of these funds. 

SEC. 8089. Notwithstanding any other pro-
vision of law, the TRICARE managed care 
support contracts in effect, or in final stages 
of acquisition as of September 30, 2000, may 
be extended for two years: Provided, That 
any such extension may only take place if 
the Secretary of Defense determines that it 
is in the best interest of the Government: 
Provided further, That any contract extension 
shall be based on the price in the final best 
and final offer for the last year of the exist-
ing contract as adjusted for inflation and 
other factors mutually agreed to by the con-
tractor and the Government: Provided fur-
ther, That notwithstanding any other provi-
sion of law, all future TRICARE managed 
care support contracts replacing contracts in 
effect, or in the final stages of acquisition as 
of September 30, 2000, may include a base 
contract period for transition and up to 
seven 1-year option periods. 

SEC. 8090. None of the funds in this Act 
may be used to compensate an employee of 
the Department of Defense who initiates a 
new start program without notification to 
the Office of the Secretary of Defense, the 
Office of Management and Budget, and the 
congressional defense committees, as re-
quired by Department of Defense financial 
management regulations. 

SEC. 8091. TRAINING AND OTHER PROGRAMS. 
(a) PROHIBITION.—None of the funds made 
available by this Act may be used to support 
any training program involving a unit of the 
security forces of a foreign country if the 
Secretary of Defense has received credible 
information from the Department of State 
that the unit has committed a gross viola-
tion of human rights, unless all necessary 
corrective steps have been taken. 

(b) MONITORING.—The Secretary of Defense, 
in consultation with the Secretary of State, 
shall ensure that prior to a decision to con-
duct any training program referred to in sub-
section (a), full consideration is given to all 
credible information available to the Depart-
ment of State relating to human rights vio-
lations by foreign security forces. 

(c) WAIVER.—The Secretary of Defense, 
after consultation with the Secretary of 
State, may waive the prohibition in sub-
section (a) if he determines that such waiver 
is required by extraordinary circumstances. 

(d) REPORT.—Not more than 15 days after 
the exercise of any waiver under subsection 

(c), the Secretary of Defense shall submit a 
report to the congressional defense commit-
tees describing the extraordinary cir-
cumstances, the purpose and duration of the 
training program, the United States forces 
and the foreign security forces involved in 
the training program, and the information 
relating to human rights violations that ne-
cessitates the waiver. 

SEC. 8092. Notwithstanding any other pro-
vision in this Act, the total amount appro-
priated in this Act is hereby reduced by 
$537,600,000 to reflect savings from favorable 
foreign currency fluctuations, to be distrib-
uted as follows: 

‘‘Military Personnel, Army’’, $114,600,000; 
‘‘Military Personnel, Navy’’, $36,900,000; 
‘‘Military Personnel, Marine Corps’’, 

$9,700,000; 
‘‘Military Personnel, Air Force’’, 

$83,600,000; 
‘‘Operation and Maintenance, Army’’, 

$177,500,000; 
‘‘Operation and Maintenance, Navy’’, 

$31,600,000; 
‘‘Operation and Maintenance, Marine 

Corps’’, $1,600,000; 
‘‘Operation and Maintenance, Air Force’’, 

$53,500,000; 
‘‘Operation and Maintenance, Defense-

Wide’’, $15,300,000; and 
‘‘Defense Health Program’’, $13,300,000. 
SEC. 8093. None of the funds appropriated 

or made available in this Act to the Depart-
ment of the Navy shall be used to develop, 
lease or procure the ADC(X) class of ships 
unless the main propulsion diesel engines 
and propulsors are manufactured in the 
United States by a domestically operated en-
tity: Provided, That the Secretary of Defense 
may waive this restriction on a case-by-case 
basis by certifying in writing to the Commit-
tees on Appropriations of the House of Rep-
resentatives and the Senate that adequate 
domestic supplies are not available to meet 
Department of Defense requirements on a 
timely basis and that such an acquisition 
must be made in order to acquire capability 
for national security purposes or there exists 
a significant cost or quality difference. 

SEC. 8094. Of the funds made available in 
this Act, not less than $65,200,000 shall be 
available to maintain an attrition reserve 
force of 23 B–52 aircraft, of which $3,200,000 
shall be available from ‘‘Military Personnel, 
Air Force’’, $36,900,000 shall be available from 
‘‘Operation and Maintenance, Air Force’’, 
and $25,100,000 shall be available from ‘‘Air-
craft Procurement, Air Force’’: Provided, 
That the Secretary of the Air Force shall 
maintain a total force of 94 B–52 aircraft, in-
cluding 23 attrition reserve aircraft, during 
fiscal year 2001: Provided further, That the 
Secretary of Defense shall include in the Air 
Force budget request for fiscal year 2002 
amounts sufficient to maintain a B–52 force 
totaling 94 aircraft.

SEC. 8095. None of the funds appropriated 
or otherwise made available by this or other 
Department of Defense Appropriations Acts 
may be obligated or expended for the purpose 
of performing repairs or maintenance to 
military family housing units of the Depart-
ment of Defense, including areas in such 
military family housing units that may be 
used for the purpose of conducting official 
Department of Defense business. 

SEC. 8096. Notwithstanding any other pro-
vision of law, funds appropriated in this Act 
under the heading ‘‘Research, Development, 
Test and Evaluation, Defense-Wide’’ for any 
advanced concept technology demonstration 
project may only be obligated 30 days after a 
report, including a description of the project 
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and its estimated annual and total cost, has 
been provided in writing to the congressional 
defense committees: Provided, That the Sec-
retary of Defense may waive this restriction 
on a case-by-case basis by certifying to the 
congressional defense committees that it is 
in the national interest to do so. 

SEC. 8097. Notwithstanding any other pro-
vision of law, for the purpose of establishing 
all Department of Defense policies governing 
the provision of care provided by and fi-
nanced under the military health care sys-
tem’s case management program under 10 
U.S.C. 1079(a)(17), the term ‘‘custodial care’’ 
shall be defined as care designed essentially 
to assist an individual in meeting the activi-
ties of daily living and which does not re-
quire the supervision of trained medical, 
nursing, paramedical or other specially 
trained individuals: Provided, That the case 
management program shall provide that 
members and retired members of the mili-
tary services, and their dependents and sur-
vivors, have access to all medically nec-
essary health care through the health care 
delivery system of the military services re-
gardless of the health care status of the per-
son seeking the health care: Provided further, 
That the case management program shall be 
the primary obligor for payment of medi-
cally necessary services and shall not be con-
sidered as secondarily liable to title XIX of 
the Social Security Act, other welfare pro-
grams or charity based care. 

SEC. 8098. During the current fiscal year—
(1) refunds attributable to the use of the 

Government travel card and refunds attrib-
utable to official Government travel ar-
ranged by Government Contracted Travel 
Management Centers may be credited to op-
eration and maintenance accounts of the De-
partment of Defense which are current when 
the refunds are received; and 

(2) refunds attributable to the use of the 
Government Purchase Card by military per-
sonnel and civilian employees of the Depart-
ment of Defense may be credited to accounts 
of the Department of Defense that are cur-
rent when the refunds are received and that 
are available for the same purposes as the 
accounts originally charged. 

SEC. 8099. (a) REGISTERING INFORMATION 
TECHNOLOGY SYSTEMS WITH DOD CHIEF IN-
FORMATION OFFICER.—None of the funds ap-
propriated in this Act may be used for a mis-
sion critical or mission essential informa-
tion technology system (including a system 
funded by the defense working capital fund) 
that is not registered with the Chief Infor-
mation Officer of the Department of Defense. 
A system shall be considered to be registered 
with that officer upon the furnishing to that 
officer of notice of the system, together with 
such information concerning the system as 
the Secretary of Defense may prescribe. An 
information technology system shall be con-
sidered a mission critical or mission essen-
tial information technology system as de-
fined by the Secretary of Defense. 

(b) CERTIFICATIONS AS TO COMPLIANCE WITH 
CLINGER-COHEN ACT.—(1) During the current 
fiscal year, a major automated information 
system may not receive Milestone I ap-
proval, Milestone II approval, or Milestone 
III approval within the Department of De-
fense until the Chief Information Officer cer-
tifies, with respect to that milestone, that 
the system is being developed in accordance 
with the Clinger-Cohen Act of 1996 (40 U.S.C. 
1401 et seq.). The Chief Information Officer 
may require additional certifications, as ap-
propriate, with respect to any such system. 

(2) The Chief Information Officer shall pro-
vide the congressional defense committees 

timely notification of certifications under 
paragraph (1). Each such notification shall 
include, at a minimum, the funding baseline 
and milestone schedule for each system cov-
ered by such a certification and confirma-
tion that the following steps have been 
taken with respect to the system: 

(A) Business process reengineering. 
(B) An analysis of alternatives. 
(C) An economic analysis that includes a 

calculation of the return on investment. 
(D) Performance measures. 
(E) An information assurance strategy con-

sistent with the Department’s Command, 
Control, Communications, Computers, Intel-
ligence, Surveillance, and Reconnaissance 
(C4ISR) Architecture Framework. 

(c) DEFINITIONS.—For purposes of this sec-
tion: 

(1) The term ‘‘Chief Information Officer’’ 
means the senior official of the Department 
of Defense designated by the Secretary of 
Defense pursuant to section 3506 of title 44, 
United States Code. 

(2) The term ‘‘information technology sys-
tem’’ has the meaning given the term ‘‘infor-
mation technology’’ in section 5002 of the 
Clinger-Cohen Act of 1996 (40 U.S.C. 1401). 

(3) The term ‘‘major automated informa-
tion system’’ has the meaning given that 
term in Department of Defense Directive 
5000.1. 

SEC. 8100. During the current fiscal year, 
none of the funds available to the Depart-
ment of Defense may be used to provide sup-
port to another department or agency of the 
United States if such department or agency 
is more than 90 days in arrears in making 
payment to the Department of Defense for 
goods or services previously provided to such 
department or agency on a reimbursable 
basis: Provided, That this restriction shall 
not apply if the department is authorized by 
law to provide support to such department or 
agency on a nonreimbursable basis, and is 
providing the requested support pursuant to 
such authority: Provided further, That the 
Secretary of Defense may waive this restric-
tion on a case-by-case basis by certifying in 
writing to the Committees on Appropria-
tions of the House of Representatives and 
the Senate that it is in the national security 
interest to do so. 

SEC. 8101. None of the funds provided in 
this Act may be used to transfer to any non-
governmental entity ammunition held by 
the Department of Defense that has a center-
fire cartridge and a United States military 
nomenclature designation of ‘‘armor pene-
trator’’, ‘‘armor piercing (AP)’’, ‘‘armor 
piercing incendiary (API)’’, or ‘‘armor-pierc-
ing incendiary-tracer (API–T)’’, except to an 
entity performing demilitarization services 
for the Department of Defense under a con-
tract that requires the entity to dem-
onstrate to the satisfaction of the Depart-
ment of Defense that armor piercing projec-
tiles are either: (1) rendered incapable of 
reuse by the demilitarization process; or (2) 
used to manufacture ammunition pursuant 
to a contract with the Department of De-
fense or the manufacture of ammunition for 
export pursuant to a License for Permanent 
Export of Unclassified Military Articles 
issued by the Department of State. 

SEC. 8102. Notwithstanding any other pro-
vision of law, the Chief of the National 
Guard Bureau, or his designee, may waive 
payment of all or part of the consideration 
that otherwise would be required under 10 
U.S.C. 2667, in the case of a lease of personal 
property for a period not in excess of 1 year 
to any organization specified in 32 U.S.C. 
508(d), or any other youth, social, or fra-

ternal non-profit organization as may be ap-
proved by the Chief of the National Guard 
Bureau, or his designee, on a case-by-case 
basis. 

SEC. 8103. None of the funds appropriated 
by this Act shall be used for the support of 
any nonappropriated funds activity of the 
Department of Defense that procures malt 
beverages and wine with nonappropriated 
funds for resale (including such alcoholic 
beverages sold by the drink) on a military 
installation located in the United States un-
less such malt beverages and wine are pro-
cured within that State, or in the case of the 
District of Columbia, within the District of 
Columbia, in which the military installation 
is located: Provided, That in a case in which 
the military installation is located in more 
than one State, purchases may be made in 
any State in which the installation is lo-
cated: Provided further, That such local pro-
curement requirements for malt beverages 
and wine shall apply to all alcoholic bev-
erages only for military installations in 
States which are not contiguous with an-
other State: Provided further, That alcoholic 
beverages other than wine and malt bev-
erages, in contiguous States and the District 
of Columbia shall be procured from the most 
competitive source, price and other factors 
considered. 

SEC. 8104. In addition to the amounts pro-
vided elsewhere in this Act, the amount of 
$5,000,000 is hereby appropriated for ‘‘Oper-
ation and Maintenance, Defense-Wide’’, to be 
available, notwithstanding any other provi-
sion of law, only for a grant to the High 
Desert Partnership in Academic Excellence 
Foundation, Inc., for the purpose of devel-
oping, implementing, and evaluating a 
standards and performance based academic 
model at schools administered by the De-
partment of Defense Education Activity. 

SEC. 8105. (a) IN GENERAL.—Notwith-
standing any other provision of law, the Sec-
retary of the Air Force may convey at no 
cost to the Air Force, without consideration, 
to Indian tribes located in the States of 
North Dakota, South Dakota, Montana, and 
Minnesota relocatable military housing 
units located at Grand Forks Air Force Base 
and Minot Air Force Base that are excess to 
the needs of the Air Force. 

(b) PROCESSING OF REQUESTS.—The Sec-
retary of the Air Force shall convey, at no 
cost to the Air Force, military housing units 
under subsection (a) in accordance with the 
request for such units that are submitted to 
the Secretary by the Operation Walking 
Shield Program on behalf of Indian tribes lo-
cated in the States of North Dakota, South 
Dakota, Montana, and Minnesota. 

(c) RESOLUTION OF HOUSING UNIT CON-
FLICTS.—The Operation Walking Shield pro-
gram shall resolve any conflicts among re-
quests of Indian tribes for housing units 
under subsection (a) before submitting re-
quests to the Secretary of the Air Force 
under paragraph (b). 

(d) INDIAN TRIBE DEFINED.—In this section, 
the term ‘‘Indian tribe’’ means any recog-
nized Indian tribe included on the current 
list published by the Secretary of Interior 
under section 104 of the Federally Recog-
nized Indian Tribe Act of 1994 (Public Law 
103–454; 108 Stat. 4792; 25 U.S.C. 479a–1).

SEC. 8106. During the current fiscal year, 
the Secretary of Defense shall fully identify 
any health care contract liabilities, requests 
for equitable adjustment, and claims for un-
anticipated healthcare contract costs during 
the budget year of execution: Provided, That 
the Secretary of Defense shall provide a re-
port to the congressional defense commit-
tees which fully details the extent of such 
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health care contract liabilities, requests for 
equitable adjustment and claims for unan-
ticipated healthcare contract costs not later 
than March 1, 2001: Provided further, That the 
Secretary of Defense shall establish an equi-
table and timely process for the adjudication 
of claims, and recognize actual liabilities 
during the Department’s planning, program-
ming and budgeting process: Provided further, 
That nothing in this section should be con-
strued as congressional direction to liq-
uidate or pay any claims that otherwise 
would not have been adjudicated in favor of 
the claimant.

SEC. 8107. Funds available to the Depart-
ment of Defense for the Global Positioning 
System during the current fiscal year may 
be used to fund civil requirements associated 
with the satellite and ground control seg-
ments of such system’s modernization pro-
gram. 

(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS)

SEC. 8108. Of the amounts appropriated in 
this Act under the heading, ‘‘Operation and 
Maintenance, Defense-Wide’’, $115,000,000 
shall remain available until expended: Pro-
vided, That notwithstanding any other provi-
sion of law, the Secretary of Defense is au-
thorized to transfer such funds to other ac-
tivities of the Federal Government. 

SEC. 8109. Notwithstanding any other pro-
vision in this Act, the total amount appro-
priated in this Act is hereby reduced by 
$463,400,000 to reflect stabilization of the bal-
ance available in the ‘‘Foreign Currency 
Fluctuation, Defense’’ account, to be distrib-
uted as follows: 

‘‘Military Personnel, Army’’, $40,200,000; 
‘‘Military Personnel, Navy’’, $70,200,000; 
‘‘Military Personnel, Marine Corps’’, 

$27,700,000; 
‘‘Military Personnel, Air Force’’, 

$92,700,000; 
‘‘Operation and Maintenance, Army’’, 

$137,300,000; 
‘‘Operation and Maintenance, Navy’’, 

$34,800,000; 
‘‘Operation and Maintenance, Marine 

Corps’’, $4,400,000; 
‘‘Operation and Maintenance, Air Force’’, 

$35,500,000; 
‘‘Operation and Maintenance, Defense-

Wide’’, $11,500,000; and 
‘‘Defense Health Program’’, $9,100,000.
SEC. 8110. None of the funds provided in 

title III of this Act may be obligated for F–
16 aircraft modifications until the Secretary 
of the Air Force submits a report to the con-
gressional defense committees detailing a 
plan to assign, no later than the first quarter 
of fiscal year 2002, F–16 Block 40 aircraft, or 
later model F–16 aircraft, to Air National 
Guard units which were deployed to Oper-
ation Desert Storm. 

SEC. 8111. (a) REPORT TO THE CONGRES-
SIONAL DEFENSE COMMITTEES.—Not later 
than May 1, 2001, the Secretary of Defense 
shall submit to the congressional defense 
committees a report on work-related ill-
nesses in the Department of Defense work-
force, including the workforce of Depart-
ment contractors and vendors, resulting 
from exposure to beryllium or beryllium al-
loys. 

(b) PROCEDURE, METHODOLOGY, AND TIME 
PERIODS.—To the maximum extent prac-
ticable, the Secretary shall use the same 
procedures, methodology, and time periods 
in carrying out the work required to prepare 
the report under subsection (a) as those used 
by the Department of Energy to determine 
work-related illnesses in the Department of 
Energy workforce associated with exposure 
to beryllium or beryllium alloys. To the ex-

tent that different procedures, methodology, 
and time periods are used, the Secretary 
shall explain in the report why those dif-
ferent procedures, methodology, or time pe-
riods were used, why they were appropriate, 
and how they differ from those used by the 
Department of Energy. 

(c) REPORT ELEMENTS.—The report shall in-
clude the following: 

(1) A description of the precautions used by 
the Department of Defense and its contrac-
tors and vendors to protect their current em-
ployees from beryllium-related disease. 

(2) Identification of elements of the De-
partment of Defense and of contractors and 
vendors to the Department of Defense that 
use or have used beryllium or beryllium al-
loys in production of products for the De-
partment of Defense. 

(3) The number of employees (or, if an ac-
tual number is not available, an estimate of 
the number of employees) employed by each 
of the Department of Defense elements iden-
tified under paragraph (2) that are or were 
exposed during the course of their Defense-
related employment to beryllium, beryllium 
dust, or beryllium fumes. 

(4) A characterization of the amount, fre-
quency, and duration of exposure for employ-
ees identified under paragraph (3). 

(5) Identification of the actual number of 
instances of acute beryllium disease, chronic 
beryllium disease, or beryllium sensitization 
that have been documented to date among 
employees of the Department of Defense and 
its contractors and vendors. 

(6) The estimated cost if the Department of 
Defense were to provide workers’ compensa-
tion benefits comparable to benefits provided 
under the Federal Employees Compensation 
Act to employees, including former employ-
ees, of Government organizations, contrac-
tors, and vendors who have contracted beryl-
lium-related diseases. 

(7) The Secretary’s recommendations on 
whether compensation for work-related ill-
nesses in the Department of Defense work-
force, including contractors and vendors, is 
justified or recommended. 

(8) Legislative proposals, if any, to imple-
ment the Secretary’s recommendations 
under paragraph (7). 

SEC. 8112. Of the amounts made available 
in title II of this Act for ‘‘Operation and 
Maintenance, Army’’, $1,900,000 shall be 
available only for the purpose of making a 
grant to the San Bernardino County Airports 
Department for the installation of a perim-
eter security fence for that portion of the 
Barstow-Daggett Airport, California, which 
is used as a heliport for the National Train-
ing Center, Fort Irwin, California, and for in-
stallation of other security improvements at 
that airport.

SEC. 8113. The Secretary of Defense may 
during the current fiscal year and hereafter 
carry out the activities and exercise the au-
thorities provided under the demonstration 
program authorized by section 9148 of the 
Department of Defense Appropriations Act, 
1993 (Public Law 102–396; 106 Stat. 1941). 

(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS) 
SEC. 8114. Of the funds appropriated under 

the heading ‘‘Research, Development, Test 
and Evaluation, Army’’ in title IV of the De-
partment of Defense Appropriations Act, 2000 
(Public Law 106–79) for the Grizzly minefield 
breacher program, $15,000,000 is hereby trans-
ferred to ‘‘Procurement of Weapons and 
Tracked Combat Vehicles, Army’’, in title III 
of the Department of Defense Appropriations 
Act, 2000, and shall be available only for the 
Wolverine heavy assault bridge program: 
Provided, That funds transferred pursuant to 

this section shall be merged with and shall 
be available for the same purposes and for 
the same time period as the appropriation to 
which transferred: Provided further, That not 
later than 60 days after the enactment of 
this Act, the Department of the Army shall, 
from within funds available under the head-
ing ‘‘Procurement of Weapons and Tracked 
Combat Vehicles, Army’’, in the Department 
of Defense Appropriations Act, 2000, obligate 
$97,000,000 for procurement of the Wolverine 
heavy assault bridge program.

SEC. 8115. (a)(1) None of the funds described 
in paragraph (2) that are provided in title III 
of this Act for the Department of the Army 
to procure a second brigade set of Interim 
Armored Vehicles (also referred to as the 
Family of Medium Armored Vehicles) and 
other equipment to support the fielding of a 
second new interim brigade combat team 
(hereinafter in this section referred to as a 
‘‘medium brigade’’) may be obligated or ex-
pended until the Secretary of Defense sub-
mits to the congressional defense commit-
tees, after February 1, 2001, a certification of 
the following: 

(A) That the fiscal year 2002 budget of the 
Department of Defense submitted as part of 
the budget of the President for fiscal year 
2002 (including any amendment or supple-
ment to such budget) fully funds the fiscal 
year 2002 procurement costs, development 
costs, and initial year operation and mainte-
nance costs associated with the procurement 
and fielding of two additional new medium 
brigades (in addition to those for which 
funds are provided in this Act and previous 
appropriations Acts). 

(B) That the Future Years Defense Plan 
(FYDP) current at the time of such budget 
submission includes amounts to fully fund 
the procurement costs, the development 
costs, and the operation and maintenance 
costs associated with the procurement and 
fielding of at least two additional medium 
brigades per fiscal year covered by that Fu-
ture Years Defense Plan. 

(C) That the Director of Operational Test 
and Evaluation of the Department of Defense 
has approved the Test and Evaluation Mas-
ter Plan for the Interim Armored Vehicle. 

(2) The funding provided in title III of this 
Act to support the fielding of a second new 
medium brigade that is subject to the limi-
tation in paragraph (1) is the amount of 
$600,000,000 provided under the heading, 
‘‘Procurement of Weapons and Tracked Com-
bat Vehicles, Army’’, and the amount of 
$200,000,000 provided under the heading 
‘‘Other Procurement, Army’’, for procure-
ment of equipment for a second medium bri-
gade, as set forth in the report of the Com-
mittee on Appropriations of the House of 
Representatives accompanying the Depart-
ment of Defense Appropriations Act for fis-
cal year 2001. 

(b) Not later than 90 days after the date of 
the source selection for the Interim Armored 
Vehicle program (also referred to as the 
Family of Medium Armored Vehicles pro-
gram), the Secretary of the Army shall sub-
mit to the congressional defense committees 
a detailed report on that program. The re-
port shall include the following: 

(1) The required research and development 
cost for each variant of the Interim Armored 
Vehicle to be procured and the total research 
and development cost for the program. 

(2) The major milestones for the develop-
ment program for the Interim Armored Vehi-
cle program. 

(3) The production unit cost of each vari-
ant of the Interim Armored Vehicle to be 
procured. 
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(4) The total procurement cost of the In-

terim Armored Vehicle program. 
(c) The Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of 

Staff shall submit to the congressional de-
fense committees a report (in both classified 
and unclassified versions) on the joint 
warfighting requirements to be met by the 
new medium brigades for the Army. The re-
port shall describe any adjustments made to 
operational plans of the commanders of the 
unified combatant commands for use of 
those brigades. The report shall be submitted 
at the time that the President’s budget for 
fiscal year 2002 is transmitted to Congress. 

(d) In this section, any reference to the 
budget of the President for fiscal year 2002 
refers to a budget transmitted to Congress 
under section 1105 of title 31, United States 
Code, after January 20, 2001. 

SEC. 8116. None of the funds made available 
in this Act or the Department of Defense Ap-
propriations Act, 2000 (Public Law 106–79) 
may be used to award a full funding contract 
for low-rate initial production for the F–22 
aircraft program until—

(1) the first flight of an F–22 aircraft incor-
porating Block 3.0 software has been con-
ducted; 

(2) the Secretary of Defense certifies to the 
congressional defense committees that all 
Defense Acquisition Board exit criteria for 
the award of low-rate initial production of 
the aircraft have been met; and 

(3) upon completion of the requirements 
under (1) and (2) above, the Director of Oper-
ational Test and Evaluation submits to the 
congressional defense committees a report 
assessing the adequacy of testing to date to 
measure and predict performance of F–22 avi-
onics systems, stealth characteristics, and 
weapons delivery systems. 

SEC. 8117. (a) The total amount expended 
by the Department of Defense for the F–22 
aircraft program (over all fiscal years of the 
life of the program) for engineering and man-
ufacturing development and for production 
may not exceed $58,028,200,000. The amount 
provided in the preceding sentence shall be 
adjusted by the Secretary of the Air Force in 
the manner provided in section 217(c) of Pub-
lic Law 105–85 (111 Stat. 1660). This section 
supersedes any limitation previously pro-
vided by law on the amount that may be ob-
ligated or expended for engineering and man-
ufacturing development under the F–22 air-
craft program and any limitation previously 
provided by law on the amount that may be 
obligated or expended for the F–22 produc-
tion program. 

(b) The provisions of subsection (a) apply 
during the current fiscal year and subse-
quent fiscal years. 

Mr. LEWIS of California (during the 
reading). Mr. Chairman, I ask unani-
mous consent that the text of the bill 
through page 113, line 25, be considered 
as read, printed in the RECORD, and 
open to amendment at any point. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
California? 

There was no objection. 
The CHAIRMAN. Are there amend-

ments to this portion of the bill? 
If not, the Clerk will read. 
The Clerk read as follows:
SEC. 8118. JOINT STRIKE FIGHTER PRO-

GRAM.—(a) REPORTS.—(1) Not later than 60 
days after the date of the enactment of this 
Act, the Secretary of Defense shall submit to 
the congressional defense committees a re-
port on the Joint Strike Fighter (JSF) air-

craft program. The report shall include a de-
tailed description of any change or modifica-
tion to that program made since the submis-
sion of the President’s budget for fiscal year 
2001, including any such change or modifica-
tion initiated by the Department of Defense 
and any such change or modification result-
ing from congressional action on the fiscal 
year 2001 budget for the Department of De-
fense. The report shall also include the fol-
lowing: 

(A) The acquisition strategy for the Joint 
Strike Fighter program, including the esti-
mated total program costs for development 
and for production, the program develop-
ment schedule, and the planned production 
profile. 

(B) If applicable, the effect of any revisions 
to that acquisition strategy on the average 
unit cost of the Joint Strike Fighter aircraft 
when compared to the original acquisition 
strategy for that program. 

(C) Results derived to date from the con-
cept demonstration/validation phase of the 
program, including available data from 
flight tests of demonstration aircraft. 

(D) An assessment of the degree to which 
the concept demonstration/validation phase 
has addressed key aircraft and aircraft sub-
system performance parameters before a 
source selection decision is made and the en-
gineering and manufacturing development 
(EMD) phase of the program is begun. 

(E) The strategy of the Department for in-
sertion of technology into the Joint Strike 
Fighter aircraft, including details regarding 
when critical subsystems to be incorporated 
on the aircraft are to be demonstrated in a 
prototype configuration (either before or in 
the early stages of Engineering and Manufac-
turing Development). 

(2) Not later than March 30, 2001 (and not 
earlier than February 1, 2001), the Secretary 
of Defense shall submit to the congressional 
defense committees a second report on the 
acquisition plan for the Joint Strike Fighter 
aircraft program. That report shall address 
each of the matters specified in paragraph (1) 
as of the time of that report, as well as any 
additional changes to that acquisition plan 
that have been made as a consequence of the 
fiscal year 2002 Department of Defense budg-
et (as submitted as part of the budget of the 
President for fiscal year 2002 transmitted 
under section 1105 of title 31, United States 
Code, after January 20, 2001) and the accom-
panying Future Years Defense Plan (as well 
as any amendment to the Department of De-
fense budget submitted before the submis-
sion of the report). 

(b) ENGINEERING AND MANUFACTURING DE-
VELOPMENT.—Consistent with funds provided 
in title IV of this Act, none of the funds pro-
vided in this Act may be used to award a 
contract for engineering and manufacturing 
development (EMD) of the Joint Strike 
Fighter aircraft program—

(1) before the later of—
(A) June 1, 2000; and 
(B) the date of the submission of each of 

the reports required by subsection (a); and 
(2) until the Secretary of Defense certifies 

to the congressional defense committees 
that the Joint Strike Fighter engineering 
and manufacturing development program is 
fully funded in the Future-Years Defense 
Plan for each of the principal Department of 
Defense participants in the Joint Strike 
Fighter program. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. DEFAZIO 
Mr. DEFAZIO. Mr. Chairman, I offer 

an amendment. 
The Clerk read as follows:
Amendment offered by Mr. DEFAZIO:

At the end of the bill, insert after the last 
section (preceding the short title) the fol-
lowing new section:

SEC. ll. None of the funds made available 
in this Act may be used to enter into a con-
tract with an entity that has submitted in-
formation to the Secretary of Defense, pur-
suant to the Federal Acquisition Regulation, 
that the entity has, on a total of three or 
more occasions after the date of the enact-
ment of this Act, either been convicted of, or 
had a civil judgment rendered against it 
for—

(1) commission of fraud or a criminal of-
fense in connection with obtaining, attempt-
ing to obtain, or performing a Federal, 
State, or local contract or subcontract; 

(2) violation of Federal or State antitrust 
statutes relating to the submission of offers 
for contracts; or 

(3) commission of embezzlement, theft, for-
gery, bribery, falsification or destruction of 
records, making false statements, or receiv-
ing stolen property.

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chair-
man, I reserve a point of order on the 
gentleman’s amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman re-
serves a point of order, and the gen-
tleman from Oregon (Mr. DEFAZIO) is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. DEFAZIO. Mr. Chairman, I would 
hope the gentleman does not insist on 
his point of order, because the amend-
ment that is before the House now, 
which I am offering, would provide for 
‘‘three strikes and you’re out’’ for de-
fense contractors who are convicted of 
government procurement related fraud 
only. They can have other offenses of 
law against their employees, environ-
mental laws, any other Federal law, 
but more than three government pro-
curement-related fraud convictions 
would suspend them from bidding on 
government contracts. 

I have quite a list of firms here, 
which I am not going to read through 
in its entirety, obviously; but the list, 
from 1988 to 1999, of several hundred 
convictions consists of $1.125 billion in 
penalties on firms for both civil and 
criminal fraud in the area of procure-
ment. 

I believe that if we are talking about 
having the best most effective military 
we can have, the best weapon systems, 
the most cost-effective weapon sys-
tems, and having money adequate to 
provide training for our young men and 
women in uniform, we should do every-
thing we can to squeeze fraud out of 
the system. Fraud is occurring, regu-
larly occurring. Many would be 
shocked by the numbers and the names 
on this list, which is available through 
the Government Accounting Office. 

If the gentleman’s point of order pre-
vails, I will have to offer another 
amendment on this subject which 
would provide for ‘‘one strike and 
you’re out,’’ which is in order and 
would also be retroactive. My legisla-
tion which is before us now would be 
‘‘three strikes and you’re out,’’ and it 
is not retroactive. So these hundreds of 
prior convictions would be forgiven, 
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but the message would be sent to these 
defense contractors that we will no 
longer allow them to freely commit 
fraud in procurement; and if they do, 
the fourth time they do, they would be 
barred from further procurement for 
some period of time. The bill is not spe-
cific on the period of time for which 
they would be barred. There would be 
discretion available under existing law 
to the Secretary. 

I cannot see how anybody could raise 
an argument against this. Yes, some-
one can make a point of order and re-
duce it down to one strike and make it 
retroactive, which would of course dis-
bar most of our existing contractors, 
because many have one, two, three or 
more convictions for prior fraud; but I 
would hope that everybody here is con-
cerned about fraud. 

I believe this amendment could be 
crafted in a way that it would not be 
deleterious to our national defense. I 
would hope that the committee would 
accept the amendment and then per-
haps rework it in a conference com-
mittee. I attempted to offer this 
amendment during the authorizing 
process, and I was precluded by the 
rule in offering a more sophisticated 
version of this amendment which 
would have dealt with a number of the 
questions that I am certain are going 
to be raised by members of the com-
mittee here. I had hoped to be able to 
do that during the authorizing process. 
I was not allowed to offer that amend-
ment by the Committee on Rules, 
though it was submitted on a timely 
basis to the Committee on Rules. 

How can anybody defend continuing 
fraud? We have limited resources. 
Some of the fraud jeopardizes the safe-
ty of our troops; some of it goes to 
quality; some of it goes just to ripping 
off the Federal taxpayers. Either way, 
we cannot defend it; and we should 
bring an end to it. So I would suggest 
strongly that the gentleman withdraw 
his point of order, accept the amend-
ment, and if they have some problems 
with some of the details, certainly 
those details could be provided for in 
conference with the Senate.

POINT OF ORDER 
The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman 

from California insist on his point of 
order? 

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chair-
man, I make a point of order against 
the amendment because it proposes a 
change in existing law and constitutes 
legislation on an appropriations bill 
and, therefore, violates clause 2, rule 
XXI. 

The CHAIRMAN. Does anyone wish 
to be heard on the point of order? 

Mr. DEFAZIO. I do, Mr. Chairman. 
The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 

from Oregon (Mr. DEFAZIO) is recog-
nized. 

Mr. DEFAZIO. Mr. Chairman, the 
amendment does not impose any
new requirements on the Secretary of 

Defense or contracting officers. There-
fore, it is not legislating. 

According to the Federal Acquisition 
Regulations, FAR 9.409(a), when the 
contract value is expected to exceed 
$25,000, contractors are required to dis-
close honestly, they are already re-
quired to disclose honestly, the exist-
ence of indictments, charges, convic-
tions, or civil judgments against them 
in the area of procurement. 

Further, the contracting officer can 
come back to the contractor and re-
quest specific information on the in-
dictments, charges, convictions, or 
civil judgments in order to evaluate 
the business integrity of a contract. 

This is all under existing law. My 
amendment is a limitation amendment 
that merely states if an entity, if a 
contractor, which again they are re-
quired to do under the FAR, admits to 
more than three convictions for civil or 
criminal fraud, then the taxpayer dol-
lars spent by the Pentagon cannot be 
used to support that contractor be-
cause of their criminal behavior. 

The amendment lists a number of of-
fenses that would trigger the contract 
prohibition. These provisions in my 
amendment were taken directly from 
the FAR 9.406–2. So, again, there is no 
new legislating or authorizing going on 
in this amendment. 

I would say that many and most all 
Members of this House voted for ‘‘three 
strikes you’re out’’ on Federal crimes 
against persons or the State. I would 
suggest that it would be appropriate to 
extend that principle to the very crit-
ical area of defense. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair is pre-
pared to rule on the point of order. The 
amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Oregon imposes a new burden on 
the Secretary of Defense by requiring 
him to discover the number of times an 
entity seeking to enter a contract with 
funds under this act has committed 
certain violations of law. While current 
law already imposes a duty on the Sec-
retary to be apprised whether such vio-
lations have occurred, it does not re-
quire him to keep a tally. 

As such, the amendment constitutes 
legislation in violation of clause 2 of 
rule XXI and the amendment is not in 
order. The point of order is sustained. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. DEFAZIO 
Mr. DEFAZIO. Mr. Chairman, I offer 

an amendment. 
The Clerk read as follows:
Amendment offered by Mr. DEFAZIO:
At the end of the bill, insert after the last 

section (preceding the short title) the fol-
lowing new section:

SEC. ll. None of the funds made available 
in this Act may be used to enter into a con-
tract with an entity that has submitted in-
formation to the Secretary of Defense, pur-
suant to the Federal Acquisition Regulation, 
that the entity has, either been convicted of, 
or had a civil judgment rendered against it 
for—

(1) commission of fraud or a criminal of-
fense in connection with obtaining, attempt-

ing to obtain, or performing a Federal, 
State, or local contract or subcontract; 

(2) violation of Federal or State antitrust 
statutes relating to the submission of offers 
for contracts; or 

(3) commission of embezzlement, theft, for-
gery, bribery, falsification or destruction of 
records, making false statements, or receiv-
ing stolen property. 

Mr. DEFAZIO (during the reading). 
Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the amendment be considered 
as read and printed in the RECORD. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Oregon? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. DEFAZIO. Mr. Chairman, I had 

hoped to not be required to offer an 
amendment which would disbar con-
tractors for committing criminal or 
civil fraud in procurement from the 
Federal taxpayers in doing business 
with the Pentagon, and do that with 
only one offense. I was willing to give 
them both the opportunity to amend 
their ways, that is to say, it would not 
be retroactive. And, secondly, that it 
would allow three strikes, the same 
thing allowed in many criminal cases 
against persons under Federal law. 

What message are we sending here 
tonight if the committee objects to 
this amendment? We have had exten-
sive and emotional discussion about 
the lack of resources for our young 
men and women in uniform. What mes-
sage are we sending to them saying the 
next time a contractor provides a piece 
of equipment that does not meet speci-
fications and endangers their lives, 
their mission, that could strand them 
behind enemy lines. 

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. DEFAZIO. I yield to the gen-
tleman from California. 

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chair-
man, I would just advise the gentleman 
that I did not reserve a point of order 
against this wonderful amendment 
that he is now presenting. 

Mr. DEFAZIO. Mr. Chairman, re-
claiming my time, I did not say that 
the gentleman had. What I said is that 
the gentleman prevailed on his point of 
order against the first one, so now I 
must offer one that goes to one strike, 
which I admit is very rigorous. 

But the point I am making is what 
message are we sending to defense con-
tractors who have committed fraud, 
and the list is long and it is ongoing, 
according to the Government Account-
ing Office, if we say to them we are not 
going to crack down on you; keep com-
mitting fraud, fraud that endangers the 
lives of young men and women in the 
military with substandard equipment, 
fraud that drains precious tax dollars 
from the training the gentleman from 
California so eloquently talked about 
earlier, fraud that takes resources 
away from the American people, their 
tax dollars, and diverts it into the cof-
fers that have not been earned by de-
fense contractors? What message are 
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we sending if we cannot crack down on 
fraud? 

I cannot believe that Members would 
vote against such an amendment.

Mr. WELDON of Pennsylvania. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield for 
a point of clarification? 

Mr. DEFAZIO. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. WELDON of Pennsylvania. Mr. 
Chairman, would this amendment 
apply to the allegations against the 
Loral Corporation and Bernard 
Schwartz and the technology transfer 
to China? 

Mr. DEFAZIO. Reclaiming my time, 
Mr. Chairman, we have Loral down 
here on 12/8/89, $1.5 million, procure-
ment fraud. The gentleman asked 
about a specific firm, and I was not 
going to read specific firms, but Loral 
has one conviction in 1989. I am look-
ing to see if there are subsequent con-
victions of Loral. 

Oh, yes. Loral Electric Systems, 
DEFective pricing, 10/95, $1.55 million. 
Loral only seems to have two convic-
tions. So under my previous amend-
ment, they would not have been barred, 
and I do not know if there is pending 
litigation against them, but many 
other firms would be. Although under 
the modified amendment, which is in 
order, they would be barred because 
they have two convictions. 

So I would hope that the gentleman 
from California (Mr. LEWIS) would re-
consider. If he has concerns about bar-
ring firms who have only one criminal 
fraud indictment against them, 
DEFrauding the American taxpayer, 
DEFrauding the military and jeopard-
izing our military security, that then 
he would go back and reconsider, ac-
cept the original amendment, or accept 
this amendment with the idea of going 
to 5 or 10 or 15 or 20 strikes, whatever 
he thinks would be necessary in the 
conference with the other body.

b 1900 
Personally, I think three strikes with 

no retroactivity having been put on no-
tice by the $1.2 billion of fines paid in 
the past would be adequate. 

I would really hate to have to go and 
put Members on record on this vote. I 
think it is a very difficult vote for 
Members to cast. We would hear that 
this would hurt the defense of the 
country because most of our defense 
contractors have committed fraud at 
least once and been convicted of it. 
That is true. That is why I wanted to 
go with three fraud convictions. 

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, I move to 
strike the requisite number of words, 
and I rise in opposition to the amend-
ment. 

Mr. Chairman, first of all, I want to 
say to my friend the gentleman from 
Oregon (Mr. DEFAZIO) that his amend-
ment is strongly opposed by the De-
fense Department because they already 
have the ability to deal with these 
issues. 

Let me give my colleagues what they 
say. This comes over from the comp-
troller:

The Department strongly opposes this pro-
vision since it would supersede the current 
suspension and debarment program estab-
lished in the Federal Acquisition Regulation, 
FAR; unduly burden the procurement proc-
ess; and eliminate the Department’s flexi-
bility in choosing with whom to do business. 

The Department agrees that it should not 
do business with firms or individuals whose 
conduct is unethical or unlawful. To this 
end, the suspension and debarment system 
now in place protects the Government from 
dealing with unscrupulous contractors. It al-
lows for individual debarment determina-
tions based on factors, such as poor perform-
ance or violation of law, and requires due 
process so that exceptions, often in the form 
of settlement agreements, may be made 
when circumstances warrant. 

The Department recommends that the of-
fenses listed continue to be handled through 
the current FAR suspension and debarment 
process. Last year over 800 firms and individ-
uals were suspended or debarred by the DOD. 

Government-wide there are 5,000 firms and 
individuals currently suspended or debarred 
from doing business with the Government. 
The existing FAR system gives the Depart-
ment the flexibility to consider mitigating 
factors and select an appropriate debarment 
period. 

Potential mitigating factors include the 
fact that a firm is the sole source supplier of 
a product or service, that the offense was 
committed several years ago, and that the 
firm has taken steps to prevent a recurrence 
or has removed the individual responsible for 
the improper conduct and educated its work-
force on ethics and integrity. 

The FAR debarment process is well estab-
lished and does not impose undue adminis-
trative burdens or absolutely prohibit doing 
business with critical suppliers. 

The Department already has the authority 
to debar individuals and contractors for com-
mission of offenses, such as the ones indi-
cated, as well as for a general lack of busi-
ness integrity or honesty. 

Making debarment statutory adds nothing 
to the authority DOD already has and re-
moves our ability to tailor the appropriate 
sanctions to individual cases. 

So not only is this not necessary, the 
amendment of the gentleman would 
immediately debar almost all of the de-
fense industry. Now, I know that he 
does not favor the defense industry, 
but getting rid of all of it at once, I 
think, would be overkill. 

Mr. DEFAZIO. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. DICKS. I yield to the gentleman 
from Oregon. 

Mr. DEFAZIO. Mr. Chairman, how 
many strikes would the gentleman ac-
cept? 

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, reclaim-
ing my time, I cannot accept any 
strikes because the gentleman has not 
even gotten close to the plate with this 
amendment. So let us vote it down and 
move along.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Oregon (Mr. DEFAZIO). 

The amendment was rejected. 
Ms. KAPTUR. Mr. Chairman, I move 

to strike the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, I want to take this 
time to thank the gentleman from 
California (Chairman LEWIS) and the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania (Mr. 
MURTHA), the ranking member, for 
their assistance in including language 
in this important bill concerning Be-
ryllium illness and compensation and 
to make it a part of this defense appro-
priations measure. 

The language in the bill requires the 
Department of Defense to report to 
Congress for the first time on the inci-
dence of Beryllium-related diseases 
amongst Department of Defense cur-
rent and former employees, contractor 
employees serving during the Cold War, 
and vendor employees and to do so by 
May of next year. 

This requirement is a complement to 
the work already undertaken by the 
Department of Energy, under the lead-
ership of Secretary Richardson, the dif-
ficulty we are having in getting our ex-
ecutive branch to focus on those work-
ers who are ill who have performed 
work related to Beryllium either in 
Government-run plants, such as DOE 
facilities, or plants that were totally 
100 percent contract shops for the De-
partment of Defense or their vendors. 

The House would have considered the 
defense authorization bill last month 
included a sense of Congress resolution 
stating that Congress and the Federal 
Government has a responsibility to-
ward people suffering from Chronic Be-
ryllium Disease and other occupational 
diseases contracted while performing 
work related to our national security. 
But, of course, there was no actual 
compensation or medical benefits even 
contemplated in that particular meas-
ure. 

I want to place on the RECORD, Mr. 
Chairman, the bill that I have intro-
duced, H.R. 3418, that actually would 
authorize that compensation and med-
ical assistance for people who served in 
the line of duty to this country who are 
dying and who are having the Govern-
ment of the United States turn its 
back on them year after year. 

Let me also state, for the RECORD, 
that Chronic Beryllium Disease is a 
horrendous illness. It is often debili-
tating, and it can be a fatal lung condi-
tion for a small percentage of people 
who worked in this industry, 2 percent. 
But we believe over 1,200 Americans 
have contracted this disease mostly by 
working in defense-related plants and 
some in energy-related facilities. 

What essentially happens is that if 
they have the Beryllium sensitivity, 
their lungs begin to crystallize over a 
period of time and they, essentially, 
are strangled to death. 

One of the people who was so injured 
was a constituent in my district, Mr. 
Gaylen Lemke, who first came to see 
me over 5 years ago to tell me about 
his experience. He worked in a contract 
shop that was on contract to the De-
partment of Defense. Without question, 
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he contributed his work and his life to 
this Nation winning the Cold War; and 
he suffered a slow and cruel death, as 
the disease slowly sapped his ability to 
breathe over the years. 

Gaylen Lemke is as much a veteran 
of this country as anyone who has 
flown an airplane or served on a sub-
marine, and we owe him and his sur-
vivors the kind of treatment and com-
pensation we provide for those who 
have suffered in the service of our Na-
tion, our paralyzed veterans, our dis-
abled veterans. 

I really hope that this Congress will 
find a way to provide the kind of com-
pensation and medical care so these 
families, at one of the most difficult 
times in their lives, do not have to 
worry about the compensation and 
medical care for the person who has 
done so much for the Nation. 

I just again want to thank the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania (Mr. MUR-
THA) and the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Chairman LEWIS) for including 
the language in this bill that pushes us 
forward as a country to understand the 
true costs of freedom. 

Mr. Chairman, I include for the 
RECORD the following time line of 
events on Beryllium disease and what 
we, as a country, have done thus far:

CHRONIC BERYLLIUM DISEASE BACKGROUND 
MEMORANDUM 

U.S. Beryllium production 
Brush Wellman, Inc. in Elmore, Ohio, is 

currently the only company in the country 
that produces beryllium, a strong, light 
metal. Beryllium is of strategic interest to 
the United States because of its unique ap-
plications in the aeronautic and aerospace 
fields. It is also an important component in 
nuclear weapons and nuclear facilities. 

A former Brush facility in Luckey, Ohio, 
was closed in 1958, and it is currently under-
going remediation by the U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers. 

The Brush manufacturing facility in 
Elmore employs about 600 people and pro-
duces both berryllium and beryllium alloy 
products. 

Brush mines and processes beryllium ore 
at its facility in Delta, Utah, and has other 
facilities in Pennsylvania and Arizona. 

Until the mid-1990’s Brush was primarily a 
defense dependent industry with the Depart-
ment of Defense and Department of Energy 
being as much as 90% of its customer base. 
Since then, the company has made a major 
transition toward commercial products, and 
today those alloy products represent the ma-
jority of the company’s production. The 
transition has also resulted in the expansion 
of the Elmore plant and increased employ-
ment there. 
Kaptur legislative initiatives relating to beryl-

lium 
Defense Strategic Metals Classification and 

Defense Conversion: Initiatives in several De-
fense Authorization bills to classify beryl-
lium and related strategic metals as a 
unique set of defense-related materials re-
quiring special attention and the transition 
of defense-related production to commercial 
market applications. 

Medical Research: Appropriations for sci-
entific and medical research on prevention 
and treatment of chronic beryllium disease 
(CBD). 

Victim Compensation: Compensation for the 
victims of CBD at both federal (H.R. 3478) 
and state levels. 
Chronic Beryllium Disease 

Chronic Beryllium Disease is a chronic, 
often debilitating, and sometimes fatal lung 
condition. A relatively small number, per-
haps 10% of the general population are 
uniquely sensitive to exposures to beryllium. 
Of these, perhaps 20% (2 percent of the gen-
eral population) could develop symptoms of 
CBD if exposed. 

Several 9th District constituents, former 
and current Brush Wellman employees suffer 
from CBD. Some of them have asked for as-
sistance on a number of issues. The most 
regular requests are in three areas: 

Screening for beryllium sensitivity, 
Improved disability benefits for people suf-

fering from CBD, 
Additional federal support for scientific re-

search into CBD, and 
A tightening of the exposure limits for per-

sons working with beryllium. 
Benefits 

There is no special program, federal or 
state, for persons suffering from CBD, and 
victims are looking to the federal govern-
ment for relief as virtually all persons who 
have contracted CBD, at least since WWII, 
have either worked for the federal govern-
ment or for employers contracted to the fed-
eral government. They want a special federal 
compensation program for beryllium work-
ers similar to the Brown Lung program for 
coal miners. 

State Workers Compensation or Occupa-
tional Disability laws are woefully inad-
equate in providing compensation for CBD 
largely because of the latency period of the 
disease tends to be longer than the statute of 
limitations on claims. 
Compensation legislation in the 106th Congress, 

1st Session 
H.R. 675: Introduced February 10, 1999, by 

Rep. Paul Kanjorski (D–PA) establishes a 
federal beryllium disease trust fund to pro-
vide a benefit for some former national de-
fense workers who suffer from CBD or for 
their families if they are deceased: 

H.R. 675 establishes the Beryllium Expo-
sure Compensation Trust Fund in the De-
partment of the Treasury. 

The trust fund would pay a one time award 
of $100,000 to persons who worked in the be-
ryllium industry between 1930 and 1980, were 
exposed to significant beryllium hazards in 
the course of that employment, and who de-
veloped a condition known to be related to 
beryllium exposure. 

The bill does not make any provision for 
funding the trust fund. The trust fund if es-
tablished would be dependent on annual ap-
propriations. That is a problem because it 
would establish a federal entitlement with-
out a dedicated revenue source. It makes a 
promise to CBD sufferers without a guar-
antee that the promise will be fulfilled. 

H.R. 675 provides no specific definition of 
covered diseases.

H.R. 675 is cosponsored by Reps. Brady, 
Sherrod Brown, Gilchrest, Gutierrez, Holden, 
Inslee, Tubbs Jones, Klink, Kucinich, Lan-
tos, Manzullo, Pastor, Slaughter, Strickland, 
Tancredo, Mark Udall, and Tom Udall. 

As a solution to the problem of CBD, H.R. 
675 is now no longer under active consider-
ation by the House. 

H.R. 3418: Introduced by Rep. Kanjorski on 
November 17, 1999, on behalf of the Clinton 
Administration. H.R. 3418 reflected the posi-
tion of the Department of Energy at the 
time. 

H.R. 3418 establishes a federal compensa-
tion program for employees of the DOE con-
tractors and vendors who suffer from CBD 
providing wage replacement benefits and 
medical coverage. 

H.R. 3418 provides the choice of retroactive 
compensation for victims of CBD contracted 
before the bills enactment or, at the employ-
ee’s option, a retroactive lump sum award of 
$100,000 to cover previous lost wages and 
medical expenses. 

H.R. 3418 does not provide benefits for con-
tractors or vendors to the Department of De-
fense. 

H.R. 3418 also provides for a pilot project 
to examine the possible relationship between 
workplace exposures to radiation, hazardous 
materials, or both and occupational illness 
or other adverse health conditions. 

H.R. 3418 also provides a compensation pro-
gram similar to the beryllium compensation 
program for workers exposed to radiation 
hazards at the Paducah, Kentucky, gaseous 
diffusion plant. 

H.R. 3418 is cosponsored by Reps. Biggert, 
Brady, Sherrod Brown, DeFazio, Holden, 
Kaptur, Klink, Phelps, Slaughter, Thorn-
berry, Mark Udall, Wamp, and Whitfield. 

H.R. 3478: Introduced by Rep. Kaptur on 
November 18, 1999, provides a more com-
prehensive beryllium compensation bill. 

H.R. 3874 authorizes a federal workers’ 
compensation program for beryllium work-
ers employed by the Department of Energy 
and the Department of Defense, their con-
tractors and vendors who suffer from CBD. 

H.R. 3874 provides for a $200,000 lump sum 
retroactive payment option. 

H.R. 3874 is cosponsored by Reps. Gillmor, 
Kanjorski, and Hansen. 

H.R. 3874 does not address diseases other 
than those related to beryllium. 

S. 1954: Introduced by Senator Jeff Binga-
man (D–NM) on November 17, 1999. This bill 
is essentially identical to Rep. Kanjorski’s 
H.R. 3418. 
Compensation legislation in the 106th Congress, 

2nd Session 
H.R. 4398: Reps. Strickland and Whitfield 

also introduced a compensation bill on May 
9, 2000. 

H.R. 4398 establishes a beryllium com-
pensation program administered by the De-
partment of Labor under contract with the 
Department of Energy. 

H.R. 4398 provides a $200,000 retroactive 
payment option with prospective medical 
benefits. 

H.R. 4398 establishes a similar compensa-
tion program for Department of Energy nu-
clear workers. 

H.R. 4398 directs the Secretary of Energy 
to determine if similar compensation bene-
fits should be provided to DOE contractor 
employees exposed to other toxic materials 
in the course of their work. 

H.R. 4398 does not provide coverage for 
construction subcontractor employees at 
vendor plants. 

S. 2514: Senators Voinovich and DeWine in-
troduced a beryllium compensation bill, S. 
2514, on May 9, 2000, which is essentially the 
same as the Strickland/Whitfield bill. 

H.R. 4205, Defense Authorization Act for 
Fiscal 2001: Kaptur supported a sense of the 
Congress amendment on the House floor 
stating that Congress should act on legisla-
tion providing compensation for Department 
of Energy workers with beryllium disease. 

Defense Appropriation Bill for Fiscal 2001: 
In May 2000, Kaptur secured bill language re-
quiring the Department of Defense to report 
back to Congress by May 2001, on the impact 
of beryllium disease on DOD contractors and 
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recommendations for compensation for these 
employees. 
Research 

The federal government had conducted re-
search into the health effects of beryllium in 
the past, but by the early 1990’s federal sup-
port for such research had lagged. 

In the fiscal 1998 appropriations process, 
Rep. Kaptur raised the issue of the need for 
further research on CBD with Dr. Kenneth 
Olden, Director of the National Institute on 
Environmental Health Sciences (NIEHS). 
She suggested areas where additional re-
search might be useful, among them: 

The standardization of diagnostic criteria 
and clinical pathologic diagnostic modalities 
for CBD; and 

Determination of the physical, chemical, 
and steric properties of beryllium in the 
work place to determine if the size distribu-
tion, the particle number, and/or the particle 
morphology are critical factors in the pro-
duction of CDB in the worker. 

As a result of this inquiry, Rep. Kaptur re-
quested an increase in the appropriation for 
the NIEHS to be used for further research 
into CBD. The appropriation was increased. 

On March 18, 1999, almost solely as a result 
of Rep. Kaptur’s efforts, NIEHS, the Na-
tional Heart, Lung, and Blood Institute, the 
National Institute of Occupational Safety 
and Health, and the Department of Energy 
announced, a major new research initiative 
to the mechanisms of CBD. 
Exposure limits 

CBD support groups have argued that the 
current work place exposure limits for beryl-
lium are too high and result in an unneces-
sarily high incidence of CBD among beryl-
lium workers. 

The current exposure limit is 2 micrograms 
per cubic meter (µg/m3 ), measured as an 8 
hour, time weighted average. 

Rep. Kaptur officially wrote to Charles 
Jeffress, Assistant Secretary of Labor for Oc-
cupational Safety and Health asking the sta-
tus of the current review of OSHA’s current 
beryllium exposure standard. Response re-
ceived July 21, 1999, saying that OSHA is re-
viewing the exposure standard. 

In December 1998, the Department of En-
ergy issued a proposed rule to change the be-
ryllium exposure limits for DOE employees 
to a bifurcated standard. 

The new DOE standard would establish a 
new short-term exposure limit of 10 µg/m3 for 
small-scale, short-duration exposures. 

And lower the 8 hour, time weighted expo-
sure limit to 0.5 µg/m3. 

The public comment period for this pro-
posed new rule ended on March 9, 1999. 

On December 8, 1999, the DOE issued a final 
rule, The Chronic Beryllium Disease Preven-
tion Program for DOE facilities. The new 
regulation retained the 2 µg/m3 PEL but in-
stituted a new action level of 0.5 µg/m3 at 
which a number of engineering and work 
practice precautions must be instituted. 
Defense conversion and materials research 

In 1994, Rep. Kaptur secured $2 million in 
the fiscal 1995 Defense Appropriations bill to 
aid in the companies’ conversion from de-
fense-dependent companies to ones that also 
produce advanced products for the commer-
cial market. Of this, Brush received a few 
hundred thousand dollars which helped in 
the development of copper-beryllium alloy 
products for the electronics and other high-
tech industries Brush Related Defense 
Projects: 

Because beryllium is such a critical na-
tional security resource, Rep. Kaptur has 
acted a number of times behalf to secure our 

nation’s stockpile of strategic metals includ-
ing beryllium. She has also worked to insure 
that important national defense research de-
velopment projects related to beryllium and 
other aerospace metals are funded. 

In May, 1995, Rep. Kaptur requested au-
thorization of $25 million from Sub-
committee on Military Research and Devel-
opment for the continued development of ad-
vanced strategic aerospace metals and other 
lightweight structural materials as a unique 
subset of the strategic materials reserve. She 
also requested a $20 million appropriation for 
this same purpose for fiscal 1996. 

Aerospace Metals Affordability Consor-
tium: In 1998, Rep. Kaptur secured in the fis-
cal 1999 Defense Appropriations bill $5 mil-
lion to initiate this applied research project 
to meet the national security need for ad-
vances in special aerospace metals and metal 
alloys for aircraft and space vehicle struc-
tures, propulsion, components, and weapon 
systems. Ohio firms are leading participants. 
The Consortium is funded through and di-
rected by the Air Force Research Laboratory 
at Wright Patterson AFB in Dayton. For fis-
cal 2000 she secured an additional $5 million 
for the Consortium, and for fiscal 2001, she 
secured $15 million to continue the Consor-
tium’s work. Authorizing language for the 
Aerospace Metals Affordability Consortium 
was included in the fiscal 2001 Defense Au-
thorization bill. 

National Defense Strategic Metals Stock-
pile: Because beryllium is an important na-
tional security resource, Rep. Kaptur has on 
different occasions written to the Armed 
Services Committee and to the Pentagon on 
strategic stockpile issues. 

In May 1997, for instance, she wrote to the 
Pentagon in the spring of 1997 regarding the 
potential sale of beryllium and beryllium-
copper alloy from the National Defense 
Stockpile. The DOD responded that such 
sales were not being contemplated at that 
time. 
Luckey FUSRAP site 

Brush Beryllium, the predecessor company 
to Brush Wellman, operated a plant in 
Luckey, Ohio, as a beryllium production fa-
cility under contract with the Department of 
Energy between 1949 and 1958. 

The site has been included in the Formerly 
Utilized Site Remedial Action Program 
(FUSRAP) currently under the direction of 
the Army Corps of Engineers. A preliminary 
radiological survey at the site showed that 
several areas contain radiation, primarily 
from radium, in excess of applicable guide-
lines. In addition, beryllium concentrations 
in the soil at the site are well above back-
ground levels. 

The Corps is presently conducting an as-
sessment of the project’s scope. The site is 
scheduled to be remediated by 2005. 

AMENDMENT NO. 11 OFFERED BY MR. SANDERS 
Mr. SANDERS. Mr. Chairman, I offer 

an amendment. 
The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-

ignate the amendment. 
The text of the amendment is as fol-

lows:
Amendment No. 11 offered by Mr. SANDERS:
At the end of title VIII (page 116, after line 

22) insert the following new section:
SEC. ll. GRANT TO SUPPORT RESEARCH ON 

EXPOSURE TO HAZARDOUS AGENTS AND MATE-
RIALS BY MILITARY PERSONNEL WHO SERVED 
IN THE PERSIAN GULF WAR. (a) GRANT TO 
SUPPORT ESTABLISHMENT OF RESEARCH FA-
CILITY TO STUDY LOW-LEVEL CHEMICAL SEN-
SITIVITIES.—Of the amounts made available 
in this Act for research, development, test, 

and evaluation, the Secretary of Defense is 
authorized to make a grant in the amount of 
$1,650,000 to a medical research institution 
for the purpose of initial construction and 
equipping of a specialized environmental 
medical facility at that institution for the 
conduct of research into the possible health 
effect of exposure to low levels of hazardous 
chemicals, including chemical warfare 
agents and other substances and the indi-
vidual susceptibility of humans to such expo-
sure under environmentally controlled con-
ditions, and for the conduct of such research, 
especially among persons who served on ac-
tive duty in the Southwest Asia theater of 
operations during the Persian Gulf War. The 
grant shall be made in consultation with the 
Secretary of Veterans Affairs and the Sec-
retary of Health and Human Services. The 
institution to which the grant is to be made 
shall be selected through established acquisi-
tion procedures. 

(b) SELECTION CRITERIA.—To be eligible to 
be selected for a grant under subsection (a), 
an institution must meet each of the fol-
lowing requirements: 

(1) Be an academic medical center and be 
affiliated with, and in close proximity to, a 
Department of Defense medical and a De-
partment of Veterans Affairs medical center. 

(2) Enter into an agreement with the Sec-
retary of Defense to ensure that research 
personnel of those affiliated medical facili-
ties and other relevant Federal personnel 
may have access to the facility to carry out 
research. 

(3) Have demonstrated potential or ability 
to ensure the participation of scientific per-
sonnel with expertise in research on possible 
chemical sensitivities to low-level exposure 
to hazardous chemicals and other sub-
stances. 

(4) Have immediate access to sophisticated 
physiological imaging (including functional 
brain imaging) and other innovative research 
technology that could better define the pos-
sible health effects of low-level exposure to 
hazardous chemicals and other substances 
and lead to new therapies. 

(c) PARTICIPATION BY THE DEPARTMENT OF 
DEFENSE.—The Secretary of Defense shall 
ensure that each element of the Department 
of Defense provides to the medical research 
institution that is awarded the grant under 
subsection (a) any information possessed by 
that element on hazardous agents and mate-
rials to which members of the Armed Forces 
may have been exposed as a result of service 
in Southwest Asia during the Persian Gulf 
War and on the effects upon humans of such 
exposure. To the extent available, the infor-
mation provided shall include unit designa-
tions, locations, and times for those in-
stances in which such exposure is alleged to 
have occurred. 

(d) REPORTS TO CONGRESS.—Not later than 
October 1, 2002, and annually thereafter for 
the period that research described in sub-
section (a) is being carried out at the facility 
constructed with the grant made under this 
section, the Secretary shall submit to the 
congressional defense committees a report 
on the results during the year preceding the 
report of the research and studies carried out 
under the grant. 

Mr. SANDERS. Mr. Chairman, I have 
an amendment at the desk which in a 
moment I am going to ask unanimous 
consent to withdraw. 

I have spoken to leading members of 
the committee and to their staff, and I 
have received assurance that this very 
important matter will, in fact, be 
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taken care of later on during the proc-
ess; and I am happy to accept their as-
surances. I would, however, like to 
take just a moment to raise the issue 
of what this amendment is about. 

Mr. Chairman, since 1993, there has 
been a bipartisan consensus in the 
House that the establishment of an en-
vironmental medical unit and research 
into multiple chemical sensitivity is 
one of the most promising areas in 
terms of understanding and treating 
Gulf War illness. 

In fact, in the fiscal year 1994 Depart-
ment of Defense appropriations bill, 
this House approved money to begin 
construction of that unit. Unfortu-
nately, that funding was greatly re-
duced in the subsequent conference 
committee and the Department of De-
fense chose to ignore the report lan-
guage supporting the establishment of 
that project. 

In other words, 6 years later, and 
after all of the suffering and pain asso-
ciated with Gulf War illness, we still 
have not been able to build a relatively 
inexpensive unit that could give us key 
information about the causes and pos-
sible treatment of Gulf War illness. 
And, frankly, this is unacceptable. 

Mr. Chairman, I will be submitting to 
the committee a letter to the Honor-
able Jesse Brown, who was then Sec-
retary of Defense of Veterans Affairs, 
dated November 19, 1993. This bipar-
tisan letter, which was signed by 
Sonny Montgomery, the gentleman 
from Arizona (Mr. STUMP), Roy Roland, 
the gentleman from New Jersey (Mr. 
SMITH) and Frank Tejeda, Democrats 
and Republicans, asks for that money 
to build this environmental medical 
unit. 

The question is how many years do 
we have to wait before this very impor-
tant project is undertaken? 

Mr. Chairman, as I have indicated, 
this process has dragged on for too 
many years. Gulf War illness is a trag-
edy. It affects close to 100,000 Ameri-
cans. The gentleman from Connecticut 
(Mr. SHAYS), who is chairman of the 
relevant subcommittee has done a ter-
rific job. I have worked with him in 
trying to bring forth witnesses who can 
give us the information about Gulf War 
illness. 

There is widespread belief that mul-
tiple chemical sensitivity is one of the 
causes of Gulf War illness. This unit 
will go a long way in allowing us to un-
derstand the relationship of multiple 
chemical sensitivity and Gulf War ill-
ness. 

I ask for unanimous consent, Mr. 
Chairman, to withdraw this amend-
ment. And I believe that I have assur-
ances from both the chairman and the 
ranking member that we are going to 
proceed on this.

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman 
from Vermont (Mr. SANDERS) withdraw 
his amendment? 

Mr. SANDERS. Yes, Mr. Chairman, I 
withdraw my amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection, 
the amendment is withdrawn. 

There was no objection. 
Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chair-

man, I move to strike the last word. 
Mr. Chairman, I just want to take a 

moment to have the House know that 
this was the end of the first session in 
which Dave Killian has provided a lead-
ership role on the other side of the 
aisle. He is a very able member of the 
Committee on Appropriations staff and 
worked with us for many, many years. 
I want to express our appreciation for 
his efforts this year, as well to express 
my appreciation for all of the staff on 
both sides of the aisle, and in par-
ticular Kevin Roper, who is my staff di-
rector, but especially to Betsy Phillips, 
who has been here all day on her birth-
day.

AMENDMENT NO. 2 OFFERED BY MR. DEFAZIO 
The CHAIRMAN. The pending busi-

ness is the demand for a recorded vote 
on Amendment No. 2 offered by the 
gentleman from Oregon (Mr. DEFAZIO) 
on which further proceedings were 
postponed and on which the noes pre-
vailed by voice vote. 

The Clerk will redesignate the 
amendment. 

The Clerk redesignated the amend-
ment. 

RECORDED VOTE 
The CHAIRMAN. A recorded vote has 

been demanded. 
A recorded vote was refused. 
So the amendment was rejected.
Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, I rise to thank 

the Chairman for his efforts to address the se-
rious problem of toxic waste remaining on the 
island of Bermuda and submit, on behalf of 
myself and the gentleman from New Jersey, 
Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN, for insertion in the 
RECORD, two letters to the chairman on this 
issue, one from the Premier of Bermuda and 
one from the British Ambassador, as well as 
a letter the Chairman wrote to the Secretary of 
the Navy on this topic.

HAMILTON, BERMUDA, 
May 29, 2000. 

Hon. JERRY LEWIS, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Defense, House Ap-

propriations Committee, Washington, DC. 
DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN, I have been advised 

that the House Appropriations Committee is 
now considering report language that would 
require the U.S. Department of Defense to 
work with the Governments of Bermuda and 
the United Kingdom on a resolution of the 
Bermuda base lands clean-up issue. 

In this connection, the Navy has on several 
occasions stated that Bermuda agreed to ac-
cept the reversion of the former Navy prop-
erties in Bermuda in an ‘‘as is’’ condition. I 
wish to advise you unequivocally that this is 
not the case. Bermuda has consistently ex-
pressed its concern directly to the U.S. Navy 
about the contaminated condition of the 
base lands and has never agreed to accept 
the property in its contaminated state. As 
Ambassador Meyer reaffirmed during his 
visit with the Subcommittee recently, the 
British Embassy has also consistently sup-
ported Bermuda’s position in this matter. 

Immediately following notification that 
the properties would be returned, Bermuda 
expended more than $1.5 million on three 

separate environmental assessments of the 
base lands. The assessments showed that 
leaks from the Navy’s storage tanks had cre-
ated major free product plumes that are 
threatening Bermuda’s groundwater sup-
plies. The assessment also showed that 
sludge and raw sewage at the bottom of 
Bassett’s Cave and more than 400 tons of fri-
able asbestos are posing significant health 
risks to Bermuda’s population. Bermuda 
promptly turned over all such studies to the 
Navy. 

On the 14th of December 1994, some eight 
months before the bases were closed, Ber-
muda submitted a formal position paper to 
Captain Tim Bryan, Commanding Officer of 
the Bermuda Naval Air Station. The paper 
detailed the environmental problems at the 
base lands and communicated the view that 
the U.S. should bear full responsibility for 
the contamination and environmental prob-
lems at the U.S. base lands. In a subsequent 
position paper dated 17th May 1995, three 
months before closure, Bermuda formally 
notified the Navy that it would not accept 
the U.S. position concerning abandonment of 
the bases, and that ‘‘the U.S. has moral and 
political obligation for clean-up’’. The Ber-
muda notification also stated that ‘‘Bermuda 
has formally advised the U.S. Navy on two 
occasions that the contamination con-
stitutes an unacceptable imminent risk to 
citizens, residents and visitors to Bermuda’’. 

You will find attached for ease of reference 
Bermuda’s position papers of 14th December 
1994 and 17th May 1995. I hope this informa-
tion is helpful to you. This matter has now 
been protracted over nearly five years with-
out a satisfactory resolution. I have at-
tached also two recent articles from Ber-
muda’s newspapers that show just how much 
this issue continues to be a matter of major 
concern in Bermuda. 

We very much hope that your Committee 
will initiate a process that can lead to a sat-
isfactory resolution of this matter without 
further delay. As always, we are very grate-
ful for your continuing interest in this issue. 

Yours sincerely, 
THE HON. C. EUGENE COX, JP, MP., 

Acting Premier. 

BRITISH EMBASSY, 
Washington, DC, May 1, 2000. 

Hon. JERRY LEWIS, 
House of Representatives, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR CONGRESSMAN, I understand that the 
House Appropriations Sub-Committee on De-
fense, which you chair, will soon be com-
pleting consideration of the Defense Depart-
ment’s Appropriations Bill for Fiscal Year 
2001, including the issue of the environ-
mental clean-up of the former U.S. military 
baselands in Bermuda, which closed in 1995. I 
am writing to confirm that the British Gov-
ernment have always backed Bermuda’s 
claim. This letter sets out why we believe 
the U.S. has both a moral and legal responsi-
bility to clean up the environmental damage 
at the sites. 

EXTENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL DAMAGE 
A number of studies by experienced U.S. 

and Canadian firms have revealed extensive 
environmental damage at the bases. The 
main concerns are: 

Serious soil and groundwater pollution 
caused by leaking fuel storage tanks improp-
erly closed when the bases ceased operating; 

Bassett’s Cave, in which the U.S. Navy dis-
posed of raw sewage and industrial wastes. 
There is now a layer of sludge two to five 
feet thick, containing numerous toxic sub-
stances; 
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Asbestos: approximately 70% of the aban-

doned U.S. buildings contain asbestos, 25% of 
which is crumbling, and thus particularly 
hazardous. 

I enclose a paper setting out the damage in 
more detail (Annex A), and a paper chal-
lenging (i) the U.S. Navy’s assertions that 
Bermudian claims are exaggerated, and (ii) 
the extent of the U.S. remedial efforts before 
departure (Annex B). 

LEGAL POSITION 

The U.S. Government have argued that 
there is no legal requirement for additional 
clean-up. We disagree. We believe that the 
reference in the 1941 Agreement to the ‘‘spir-
it of good neighborliness’’, as well as its 
character as a lease, imply a requirement 
that the lessee, the U.S., would return the 
leased areas in a good physical condition, in 
accordance with common law. Moreover, 
under customary international law, and the 
‘‘polluter pays’’ principle to which the U.S. 
subscribes, States have a general obligation 
to ensure that their activities do not damage 
other States’ environment. 

We do not accept the U.S. Government’s 
view that it is entitled to compensation for 
the residual value of the facilities which 
were left behind on closure. The 1941 Agree-
ment makes no provision for this. Nor under 
common law is a lessor liable to his lessee 
for improvements voluntarily made by the 
lessee. In fact, the Bermudians will need to 
spend a lot of money to turn the abandoned 
bases into useful assets. 

The third enclosed paper (Annex C) sets 
out in more detail the legal position on envi-
ronmental damage, and on the separate but 
related issue of the U.S. obligation to main-
tain Longbird Bridge. 

THE CANADIAN PRECEDENT 

The bases were established under the 1941 
U.S./UK Leased Bases Agreement. This 
agreement also applied to certain bases in 
Canada. When these were closed, the U.S. 
Congress did agree, in October 1998, to com-
pensation, citing the unique and long-
standing national security alliance between 
the U.S. and Canada, and the fact that the 
sites were used by the U.S. and Canada for 
their mutual defense. We believe that the 
same arguments apply at least as strongly to 
Bermuda in light of the uniquely close U.S./
UK defence relationship. In the Canadian 
case, Congress also cited the substantial risk 
which environmental contamination could 
pose to the health and safety of U.S. citizens 
also applies in the case of Bermuda, which 
463,000 U.S. citizens visited last year and 
where 4,600 U.S. nationals have homes. 

Although we believe that the Canadian 
case does provide a precedent for Bermuda, 
we do not believe that clean-up in Bermuda 
need create a precedent which might be used 
against the U.S. in relation to bases else-
where in the world, given the limited terri-
torial scope of the 1941 Leased Bases agree-
ment. 

I hope that this information is helpful, and 
would welcome your views on the best way 
to advance this issue. I would be happy to 
brief you and your colleague son the Defence 
Sub-Committee on Appropriations, to whom 
I am copying this letter, in more detail if 
you felt this would be useful. I could accom-
pany my briefing with a short video high-
lighting the extent of the contamination on 
the island. 

Sincerely, 
CHRISTOPHER MEYER. 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
COMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS, 

Washington, DC, May 25, 2000. 
Hon. RICHARD J. DANZIG, 
Secretary of the Navy, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR SECRETARY DANZIG: On May 4, 2000, 
the British Ambassador, Sir Christopher 
Meyer, met with several members of the De-
fense Appropriations Subcommittee to ex-
plain the British Government’s strong sup-
port for Bermuda and its interest in seeing 
the Bermuda base cleanup issue resolved 
promptly. 

As we had not yet had an opportunity to 
discuss this issue with you, the Committee 
chose not to include any directive language 
regarding environmental cleanup at Ber-
muda in the fiscal year 2001 Department of 
Defense Appropriations bill that we have 
just reported out of Committee. It is our in-
tention, however, to revisit this issue during 
conference committee deliberations with the 
Senate. 

I understand from a previous Navy report 
to the Committee, forwarded on February 11, 
1998, that it is the Navy’s position that ‘‘the 
United States is under no legal obligation to 
remediate environmental contamination at 
its former bases in Bermuda’’. However, I am 
concerned that this issue could become a se-
rious irritant between the U.S, the U.K. and 
Bermuda if it is not resolved soon. I there-
fore request that you look into this issue to 
determine what options you have at your 
disposal and what recommendations you 
would make to reach a satisfactory resolu-
tion of this issue. 

Sincerely, 
JERRY LEWIS, 

Chairman, Defense Subcommittee. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read 
the remainder of the bill. 

The Clerk read as follows:
This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Department 

of Defense Appropriations Act, 2001’’. 

b 1915 

The CHAIRMAN. Under the rule, the 
Committee rises. 

Accordingly, the Committee rose; 
and the Speaker pro tempore (Mr. GUT-
KNECHT) having assumed the chair, Mr. 
CAMP, Chairman of the Committee of 
the Whole House on the State of the 
Union, reported that that Committee, 
having had under consideration the bill 
(H.R. 4576) making appropriations for 
the Department of Defense for the fis-
cal year ending September 30, 2001, and 
for other purposes, pursuant to House 
Resolution 514, he reported the bill 
back to the House. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the rule, the previous question is or-
dered. 

The question is on the engrossment 
and third reading of the bill. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, and was read the 
third time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the passage of the bill. 

Under clause 10 of rule XX, the yeas 
and nays are ordered. 
ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (during 
the vote). As indicated by the bells, the 
next series of votes will be 5 minutes 
each. 

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 367, nays 58, 
not voting 9, as follows:

[Roll No. 241] 

YEAS—367

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Aderholt 
Allen 
Andrews 
Archer 
Armey 
Baca 
Bachus 
Baird 
Baker 
Baldacci 
Ballenger 
Barcia 
Barr 
Barrett (NE) 
Bartlett 
Barton 
Bass 
Bateman 
Becerra 
Bentsen 
Bereuter 
Berkley 
Berman 
Berry 
Biggert 
Bilbray 
Bilirakis 
Bishop 
Blagojevich 
Bliley 
Blunt 
Boehlert 
Boehner 
Bonilla 
Bonior 
Bono 
Borski 
Boswell 
Boucher 
Boyd 
Brady (PA) 
Brady (TX) 
Brown (FL) 
Bryant 
Burr 
Burton 
Buyer 
Callahan 
Calvert 
Camp 
Canady 
Cannon 
Capps 
Cardin 
Carson 
Castle 
Chabot 
Chambliss 
Chenoweth-Hage 
Clay 
Clayton 
Clement 
Clyburn 
Coble 
Coburn 
Collins 
Combest 
Condit 
Cook 
Cooksey 
Costello 
Cox 
Cramer 
Crane 
Crowley 
Cubin 
Cummings 
Cunningham 
Davis (FL) 
Davis (VA) 
Deal 
DeLauro 
DeLay 
DeMint 
Deutsch 
Diaz-Balart 

Dickey 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Dixon 
Dooley 
Doolittle 
Doyle 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Dunn 
Edwards 
Ehrlich 
Emerson 
Engel 
English 
Etheridge 
Evans 
Everett 
Ewing 
Farr 
Fletcher 
Foley 
Forbes 
Ford 
Fossella 
Fowler 
Franks (NJ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Frost 
Gallegly 
Gejdenson 
Gekas 
Gephardt 
Gibbons 
Gilchrest 
Gillmor 
Gilman 
Gonzalez 
Goode 
Goodlatte 
Goodling 
Gordon 
Goss 
Graham 
Granger 
Green (TX) 
Green (WI) 
Gutknecht 
Hall (OH) 
Hall (TX) 
Hansen 
Hastings (FL) 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayes 
Hayworth 
Hefley 
Herger 
Hill (IN) 
Hill (MT) 
Hilleary 
Hilliard 
Hinojosa 
Hobson 
Hoeffel 
Hoekstra 
Holden 
Holt 
Horn 
Hostettler 
Hoyer 
Hulshof 
Hunter 
Hutchinson 
Hyde 
Inslee 
Isakson 
Jackson-Lee 

(TX) 
Jefferson 
Jenkins 
John 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson, E.B. 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones (NC) 
Jones (OH) 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 

Kasich 
Kelly 
Kennedy 
Kildee 
Kilpatrick 
King (NY) 
Kingston 
Kleczka 
Klink 
Knollenberg 
Kolbe 
Kuykendall 
LaFalce 
LaHood 
Lampson 
Lantos 
Largent 
Larson 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Lazio 
Leach 
Levin 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (GA) 
Lewis (KY) 
Linder 
Lipinski 
LoBiondo 
Lowey 
Lucas (KY) 
Lucas (OK) 
Maloney (CT) 
Maloney (NY) 
Manzullo 
Martinez 
Mascara 
Matsui 
McCarthy (MO) 
McCarthy (NY) 
McCollum 
McCrery 
McHugh 
McIntosh 
McIntyre 
McKeon 
McNulty 
Meehan 
Meek (FL) 
Menendez 
Metcalf 
Mica 
Millender-

McDonald 
Miller (FL) 
Miller, Gary 
Mink 
Moakley 
Mollohan 
Moore 
Moran (KS) 
Moran (VA) 
Morella 
Murtha 
Myrick 
Napolitano 
Neal 
Nethercutt 
Ney 
Northup 
Norwood 
Nussle 
Olver 
Ortiz 
Ose 
Oxley 
Packard 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Pastor 
Pease 
Pelosi 
Peterson (PA) 
Petri 
Phelps 
Pickering 
Pickett 
Pitts 
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Pombo 
Pomeroy 
Porter 
Portman 
Price (NC) 
Pryce (OH) 
Quinn 
Radanovich 
Rahall 
Regula 
Reyes 
Reynolds 
Riley 
Rodriguez 
Roemer 
Rogan 
Rogers 
Rohrabacher 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Rothman 
Roukema 
Roybal-Allard 
Royce 
Rush 
Ryan (WI) 
Ryun (KS) 
Sabo 
Salmon 
Sanchez 
Sandlin 
Sawyer 
Saxton 
Scarborough 
Schaffer 
Scott 

Sessions 
Shadegg 
Shaw 
Sherman 
Sherwood 
Shimkus 
Shows 
Shuster 
Simpson 
Sisisky 
Skeen 
Skelton 
Slaughter 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Smith (WA) 
Snyder 
Souder 
Spence 
Spratt 
Stabenow 
Stearns 
Stenholm 
Strickland 
Stump 
Stupak 
Sununu 
Sweeney 
Talent 
Tancredo 
Tanner 
Tauscher 
Tauzin 
Taylor (MS) 
Taylor (NC) 

Terry 
Thomas 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Thornberry 
Thune 
Thurman 
Tiahrt 
Toomey 
Traficant 
Turner 
Udall (NM) 
Upton 
Visclosky 
Vitter 
Walden 
Walsh 
Wamp 
Waters 
Watkins 
Watts (OK) 
Weldon (FL) 
Weldon (PA) 
Weller 
Wexler 
Weygand 
Whitfield 
Wicker 
Wilson 
Wolf 
Woolsey 
Wu 
Wynn 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 

NAYS—58 

Baldwin 
Barrett (WI) 
Blumenauer 
Brown (OH) 
Campbell 
Capuano 
Conyers 
Coyne 
Davis (IL) 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
Delahunt 
Doggett 
Ehlers 
Eshoo 
Fattah 
Filner 
Frank (MA) 
Ganske 
Gutierrez 

Hinchey 
Hooley 
Jackson (IL) 
Kind (WI) 
Kucinich 
Lee 
Lofgren 
Luther 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McKinney 
Meeks (NY) 
Miller, George 
Minge 
Nadler 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Owens 
Paul 
Payne 

Peterson (MN) 
Ramstad 
Rangel 
Rivers 
Sanders 
Sanford 
Schakowsky 
Sensenbrenner 
Serrano 
Shays 
Stark 
Tierney 
Towns 
Udall (CO) 
Velázquez 
Watt (NC) 
Waxman 
Weiner 

NOT VOTING—9 

Danner 
Greenwood 
Houghton 

Istook 
Markey 
McInnis 

Smith (MI) 
Vento 
Wise 

b 1936 

Messrs. RANGEL, TOWNS and 
BROWN of Ohio changed their vote 
from ‘‘yea’’ to ‘‘nay.’’ 

Mr. WYNN and Mr. METCALF 
changed their vote from ‘‘nay’’ to 
‘‘yea.’’ 

So the bill was passed. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
The motion to reconsider is laid on 

the table.
Stated for:
Mr. ISTOOK. Mr. Speaker, on rollcall No. 

241, I was unavoidably detained. Had I been 
present, I would have voted ‘‘yea.’’ 

f 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER 
PRO TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
GUTKNECHT). Pursuant to clause 8 of 
rule XX, the Chair will now put the 
question on the each motion to suspend 
the rules on which further proceedings 
were postponed on Tuesday, June 6, in 

the order in which that motion was en-
tertained. 

Votes will be taken in the following 
order: 

S. 291, by the yeas and nays; 
S. 356, by the yeas and nays; 
H.R. 4435, by the yeas and nays; and 
H.R. 3176, by the yeas and nays. 
The Chair will reduce to 5 minutes 

the time for each electronic vote after 
the first such vote in this series. 

f 

CARLSBAD IRRIGATION PROJECT 
ACQUIRED LAND TRANSFER ACT 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The un-
finished business is the question of sus-
pending the rules and passing the Sen-
ate bill, S. 291. 

The Clerk read the title of the Senate 
bill. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from Pennsylvania (Mr. 
SHERWOOD) that the House suspend the 
rules and pass the Senate bill, S. 291, 
on which the yeas and nays were or-
dered. 

This will be a 5-minute vote. 
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—yeas 422, nays 0, 
not voting 12, as follows:

[Roll No. 242] 

YEAS—422

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Aderholt 
Allen 
Andrews 
Archer 
Armey 
Baca 
Bachus 
Baird 
Baker 
Baldacci 
Baldwin 
Ballenger 
Barcia 
Barr 
Barrett (NE) 
Barrett (WI) 
Bartlett 
Barton 
Bass 
Bateman 
Becerra 
Bentsen 
Bereuter 
Berkley 
Berman 
Berry 
Biggert 
Bilbray 
Bilirakis 
Bishop 
Blagojevich 
Bliley 
Blumenauer 
Blunt 
Boehlert 
Boehner 
Bonilla 
Bonior 
Bono 
Borski 
Boswell 
Boucher 
Boyd 
Brady (PA) 
Brady (TX) 
Brown (FL) 
Brown (OH) 
Bryant 
Burr 

Burton 
Buyer 
Callahan 
Calvert 
Camp 
Campbell 
Canady 
Cannon 
Capps 
Capuano 
Cardin 
Carson 
Castle 
Chabot 
Chambliss 
Chenoweth-Hage 
Clay 
Clayton 
Clement 
Clyburn 
Coble 
Coburn 
Collins 
Combest 
Condit 
Conyers 
Cook 
Cooksey 
Costello 
Cox 
Coyne 
Cramer 
Crane 
Crowley 
Cubin 
Cummings 
Davis (FL) 
Davis (IL) 
Davis (VA) 
Deal 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
Delahunt 
DeLauro 
DeLay 
DeMint 
Deutsch 
Diaz-Balart 
Dickey 
Dicks 
Dingell 

Dixon 
Doggett 
Dooley 
Doolittle 
Doyle 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Dunn 
Edwards 
Ehlers 
Ehrlich 
Emerson 
Engel 
English 
Eshoo 
Etheridge 
Evans 
Everett 
Ewing 
Farr 
Fattah 
Filner 
Fletcher 
Foley 
Forbes 
Ford 
Fossella 
Fowler 
Frank (MA) 
Franks (NJ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Frost 
Gallegly 
Ganske 
Gejdenson 
Gekas 
Gibbons 
Gillmor 
Gilman 
Gonzalez 
Goode 
Goodlatte 
Goodling 
Gordon 
Goss 
Graham 
Granger 
Green (TX) 
Green (WI) 
Gutierrez 
Gutknecht 

Hall (OH) 
Hall (TX) 
Hansen 
Hastings (FL) 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayes 
Hayworth 
Hefley 
Herger 
Hill (IN) 
Hill (MT) 
Hilleary 
Hilliard 
Hinchey 
Hinojosa 
Hobson 
Hoeffel 
Hoekstra 
Holden 
Holt 
Hooley 
Horn 
Hostettler 
Hoyer 
Hulshof 
Hunter 
Hutchinson 
Hyde 
Inslee 
Isakson 
Jackson (IL) 
Jackson-Lee 

(TX) 
Jefferson 
Jenkins 
John 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones (NC) 
Jones (OH) 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Kasich 
Kelly 
Kennedy 
Kildee 
Kilpatrick 
Kind (WI) 
King (NY) 
Kingston 
Kleczka 
Klink 
Knollenberg 
Kolbe 
Kucinich 
Kuykendall 
LaFalce 
LaHood 
Lampson 
Lantos 
Largent 
Larson 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Lazio 
Leach 
Lee 
Levin 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (GA) 
Lewis (KY) 
Linder 
Lipinski 
LoBiondo 
Lofgren 
Lowey 
Lucas (KY) 
Lucas (OK) 
Luther 
Maloney (CT) 
Maloney (NY) 
Manzullo 
Martinez 
Mascara 
Matsui 
McCarthy (MO) 
McCarthy (NY) 
McCollum 
McCrery 
McDermott 

McHugh 
McInnis 
McIntosh 
McIntyre 
McKeon 
McKinney 
McNulty 
Meehan 
Meek (FL) 
Meeks (NY) 
Menendez 
Metcalf 
Mica 
Millender-

McDonald 
Miller (FL) 
Miller, Gary 
Miller, George 
Minge 
Mink 
Moakley 
Mollohan 
Moore 
Moran (KS) 
Moran (VA) 
Morella 
Murtha 
Myrick 
Nadler 
Napolitano 
Neal 
Nethercutt 
Ney 
Northup 
Norwood 
Nussle 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olver 
Ortiz 
Ose 
Owens 
Oxley 
Packard 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Pastor 
Paul 
Payne 
Pease 
Pelosi 
Peterson (MN) 
Peterson (PA) 
Petri 
Phelps 
Pickering 
Pickett 
Pitts 
Pombo 
Pomeroy 
Porter 
Portman 
Price (NC) 
Pryce (OH) 
Quinn 
Radanovich 
Rahall 
Ramstad 
Rangel 
Regula 
Reyes 
Reynolds 
Riley 
Rivers 
Rodriguez 
Roemer 
Rogan 
Rogers 
Rohrabacher 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Rothman 
Roukema 
Roybal-Allard 
Royce 
Rush 
Ryan (WI) 
Ryun (KS) 
Sabo 
Salmon 
Sanchez 
Sanders 

Sandlin 
Sanford 
Sawyer 
Saxton 
Scarborough 
Schaffer 
Schakowsky 
Scott 
Sensenbrenner 
Serrano 
Sessions 
Shadegg 
Shaw 
Shays 
Sherman 
Sherwood 
Shimkus 
Shows 
Shuster 
Simpson 
Sisisky 
Skeen 
Skelton 
Slaughter 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Smith (WA) 
Snyder 
Souder 
Spence 
Spratt 
Stabenow 
Stark 
Stearns 
Stenholm 
Strickland 
Stump 
Stupak 
Sununu 
Sweeney 
Talent 
Tancredo 
Tanner 
Tauscher 
Tauzin 
Taylor (MS) 
Taylor (NC) 
Terry 
Thomas 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Thornberry 
Thune 
Thurman 
Tiahrt 
Tierney 
Toomey 
Towns 
Traficant 
Turner 
Udall (CO) 
Udall (NM) 
Upton 
Velázquez 
Visclosky 
Vitter 
Walden 
Walsh 
Wamp 
Waters 
Watkins 
Watt (NC) 
Watts (OK) 
Waxman 
Weiner 
Weldon (FL) 
Weldon (PA) 
Weller 
Wexler 
Weygand 
Whitfield 
Wicker 
Wilson 
Wolf 
Woolsey 
Wu 
Wynn 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 

NOT VOTING—12 

Cunningham 
Danner 

Gephardt 
Gilchrest 

Greenwood 
Houghton 
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